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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE ROLE OF LEADERSHIP IN UNDERSTANDING
SUBORDINATE TRAIT-BEHAVIOR RELATIONSHIPS

Irwin Justin José, Ph.D.
George Mason University, 2013

Dissertation Director: Reeshad Dalal, Associatddisor

The current study sought to: 1) examine the roleadership behaviors as antecedents to
subordinate Situational Strength (SS) perceptiand,2) understand the effects of
leadership behaviors on subordinate personalitgiehrelationships. Specifically, the
study proposed and tested a model that examinendberating effect of leadership
behaviors on subordinate personality-behaviorimahips that are themselves fully
mediated through subordinate SS perceptions. A leanfi®76 U.S. Army Soldiers and
478 supervisors was utilized to test these relatiges. Findings indicated that leader
behaviors were notable antecedents to subordiratemions of SS. Additionally,
specific leadership behaviors (idealized influeroatingent reward, and management
by exception) were found to moderate subordinategpelity-behavior relationships
consistent with SS theory. No support was foundhHercomplete mediated-moderation
model originally proposed. Potential explanatiamsthe observed relationships and

implications for future research are discussed.



INTRODUCTION

The behaviors of leaders have been implicateditsat factors in the success of
their organizations (Lieberson & O’Connor, 1972y[Ealord, 1986; Barrick, Day, et
al., 1991; Yukl, 2008) as well as in the perform@an€their subordinates (e.g., Szilagyi,
1980). What remains unexplored is the effect o¢hlgehaviors on thgredictability of
subordinate performance via subordinate persortaditts. Specifically, the current study
explores the possibility of leadership behavioa asoderatorof subordinate trait-
behavior relationships. Additionally, the role d@lational strength as an explanatory
mechanism through which leadership moderates suatedtrait-behavior relationships
is explored. Examinations along these lines witiyidle a valuable and novel perspective
on how leadership may influence subordinate behakirough the work contexts the
leader establishes.

Primary studies, meta-analyses, and second-ore&-amalyses provide ample
evidence that self-reported personality assessnaeat@mong the most powerful
predictors of behavior in work settings (Hough &dbert, 2010). Contemporary
research efforts are oriented, though not excllisivewards new developments in
assessment and scoring methods (e.qg., fully ips&inced-choice scales) along with
examinations of other-report methods (e.g., salfpeer-report). In addition, other lines

of research are geared towards examining varidh&snoderate the validity of



personality constructs, such as: predictor-criterelevance (Hough & Furnham, 2003),
research setting (Lievens, Dilchert, & Ones, 20@8jn transparency (Johnson, 2004),
and situational strength (Mischel, 1973). The aurresearch focuses on the last of these
approaches.

Situational StrengtliSS) is defined as “implicit or explicit cues pided by
external entities regarding the desirability ofgydtal behaviors” (Meyer, Dalal, &
Hermida, 2010, p. 122). A primary tenet of SS & the situation will either permit (in
“weak” situations) or restrict (in “strong” situatis) variance in behaviors. Effectively,
the strength of a situation moderates observeeledions between personality and
behavior — where the predictability of behavior pexsonality is higher in weak
situations and lower in strong situations. Numerexeminations, utilizing ad hoc
conceptualizations of SS, have been shown to mteltra validity of trait-behavior
relationships (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1993; Smitfak 2008; Bowles, Babcock, &
McGinn, 2005; Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio, 2009). hetmost recent advancement in SS
research, Meyer et al. (in press) developed andatad a measure of SS at work based
on a synthesized conceptualization of the cons{iMetyer et al., 2010). However, the
creation of a measure of SS presents only a begjrfar further systematic examinations
into the nomological network of this construct igtéel is known regarding contextual
antecedents to such perceptions.

The current research argues that one contexivallsts that may have an effect
on SS perceptions is the behavior (or set of bens)exhibited by one’s leader. It is

believed that leaders may contribute to the adggagtheir subordinates’ performance



by: 1) clarifying what is expected of them regagitheir performance, 2) providing
explanations on how to meet such expectationdeadylg identifying the criteria for
effective performance, 4) providing feedback, apdlB®cating rewards based on
meeting desired objectives (Bass, 2008). Colleltjthese behaviors may implicitly or
explicitly signal to subordinates what behaviors appropriate or inappropriate, which in
effect will shape the subordinates’ perceptionthefSS within their jobs. The current
research examines transactional/transformatioadkleship, initiating
structure/consideration behaviors, and leader messhange (LMX) quality as
antecedents to SS perceptions. Further, the cyvegrdr proposes a model that examines
the moderating effect of leadership on suborditvaié-behavior relationships as fully
mediated through subordinate SS perceptions.

Towards these ends, | will review the literatuescatibing the structure and nature
of SS. In exploring the role of leadership as ae@dent to SS perceptions | will
provide theoretical rationale for the proposedtreteships. Finally, | will discuss the role
of leadership as a moderator of trait-behaviotti@ighips, as fully mediated through SS
perceptions (see Figure 1). Formal hypotheses atidaus will be presented followed by
a summary of the results and a discussion of tidrfgs, implications of the study, and

future directions.

What is Situational Strength?
Mischel (1973) began laying the foundation forseduent thought in this area by
arguing that situations are strong to the degreehich they: 1) lead all persons to

perceive the situation the same way, 2) createunikxpectancies regarding the most



appropriate behavioral response to a situatiopr@jide adequate incentives for the
performance of that response, and 4) instill thiisskecessary for the execution of the
response. He further argued that individual diffieres are most likely to directly affect
behavior “when the situation is ambiguously struetuso that subjects are uncertain
about how to categorize it and have no clear egpieas about the behaviors most likely
to be appropriate” (p. 276). Effectively, he helpeday the foundation for the general
idea underlying what is now typically referred ®“aituational strength.”

A growing body of literature supports the notidrtree moderating role of SS on
trait-behavior validities (Meyer, Dalal, & Bonac¢i®009; Smithikrai, 2008; Barrick &
Mount, 1993; Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn, 2005). ThHas SS has been operationalized
in an ad hoc manner utilizing factors such as camgs and consequences (Meyer et al.,
2009), perceived norms (Smithikrai, 2008), autondBwsrrick & Mount, 1993), and
structural ambiguity (Bowles, Babcock, & McGinn,0&), among others. This has been a
major issue for this body of literature as it haiteld to establish a common theoretical
foundation on which to 1) define and 2) measurectivestruct of SS (Meyer et al., 2010).

In response to this lack of a common framewor&otlsts have begun to work
towards establishing a framework upon which to asege examinations of SS (see
Meyer et al., 2010). These authors propose thas 8@mposed of four primary facets: 1)
clarity, 2) consistency, 3) constraints, and 4)semuences. Clarity is defined as “the
extent to which cues regarding work-related residitges or requirements are available
and easy to understand” (Meyer et al., 2010, p.126hsistency is defined as “the extent

to which cues regarding work-related responsibagitor requirements are compatible with



each other” (Meyer et al., 2010, p 126). Constsaame defined as “the extent to which an
individual’s freedom of decision and action is lied by forces outside his or her

control” (Meyer et al., 2010, p 126). Consequeraresdefined as “the extent to which
decisions or actions have important positive oratigg implications for any relevant
person or entity” (Meyer et al., 2010, p 127). GlbSituational Strength represents a
composite of the four facets identified above.

In the most recent advancement in SS researcheMg\al. (in press) validated a
measure of Situational Strength at Work (SSW) basethe framework presented above.
The research findings suggested that their devdlopasure of SSW demonstrates
adequate psychometric qualities. Specifically,rthaalysis of the SSW measure: 1)
uncovered the intended four-facet structure, 2gg@ high scale reliabilities, 3) yielded
strong evidence of convergent and discriminanthtgli4) demonstrated moderating
effects of SS on the prediction of organizationadlevant behaviors (i.e.,
counterproductive work behaviors - CWBs and orgational citizenship behaviors -
OCBs), and 5) produced patterns (in the variantéseosubjects’ responses to situational
vignettes) that were consistent with the conceptatbns of “strong” (low variance) and
“weak” (high variance) situations. This researdofmarks the first systematic method
by which to measure SS.

It is important to note that SS can be concepadlat both the facet and global
construct level. The appropriate level of grantjeat which to conceptualize SS depends
on the purpose of the study. Similar to the useritdria (Schmidt & Kaplan, 1971), facet

based conceptualizations are most appropriate attempting to understand the specific



psychological mechanisms through which SS operatiesieas composites (e.g., global
SS) are best suited for assessing the net praeffeak on a relationship of interest
(Meyer et al., 2010). As such, the current reseuaiithutilize both the facet and global
conceptualizations of SS in the formal hypothesk#engrounding theoretical rationale
at the facet level.

In the following sections, | present leadershipdagors and conceptualizations as
antecedents to SS perceptions. These include arlsachnsactional/transformational
and initiating structure/consideration behavioraddlition to LMX. Hypothesized

relationships will be discussed.

Leadership as an Antecedent to Perceptions of SS

To establish a theoretical relationship betweadéeship and SS perceptions,
understanding what aspects of the work environrhame been shown to influence one’s
perceptions of the workplace is important. The taxgsbody of literature suggests that
individuals interpret workplace situations in psgidyical terms. That is, individuals
assign psychological meaning to environmental atarstics and events (James et al.,
1978). Effectively, the focus of such research.(d.ipdell & Brandt, 2000; Colquitt,
Noe, & Jackson, 2002) is geared towards the asseg®h“interpretive, abstract,
generalized, and inferential constructs such asautlp, autonomy, challenge, conflict,
equity, friendliness, influence, support, trust amerpersonal warmth” (James & Sells,
1981, p. 275).

SS perceptions are based on an individual’s indégiion of abstract inferential

constructs such as clarity, consistency, consgaartd consequences of one’s job. In



fact, all four facets that compose SS (Meyer e28l10) are subsumed under proposed
factors of work context perceptions (James & Jarh@89). In theorizing contextual
influences on SS perceptions, the literature sugdkat the characteristics that are most
influential are those that “have relatively diractd immediate ties to individuals’
experiences in the environment” (James & Sells]1198279) — or proximal stimuli.
Proximal stimuli are to be differentiated from malistal characteristics (e.qg.,
organizational size) which are considered to beemn@emote from the individual’s
experience. These environmental characteristica@rémited to specific isolated

stimuli but also encompass more complex stimuldtepss as well as the contexts in
which these patterns are experienced. Proximal$itemd contexts that appear to be of
most interest to organizational researchers aethesociated with job roles, immediate
levels of leadership, work-group relationships, esward dynamics (e.g., pay) (James &
Sells, 1981). In effect, this literature suggekts tn understanding SS perceptions at
work, the effect of leadership is necessary to iclemgthrough not sufficient for a full

understanding of SS antecedents). The following@ez explore this possibility.

Leadership Behaviors

Early theorists have regarded leadership asiaatrdrganizational factor in the
formation and maintenance of workplace perceptantsthe current body of literature
strongly supports this notion (see Kozlowski & Dadkie1989; Barling, Loughlin, &
Kelloway, 2002; Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Zohar & Liay 2005). Additionally, in a recent
meta-analysis, Nahrgang, Morgeson, and Hoffmanipfiflund a corrected correlation

(ro) of .69 between leadership behaviors and percempdrtance of safety to the



organization. These studies collectively understioeenon-trivial role of leadership in
influencing subordinate perceptions of their wonkieonment and subsequent behaviors.
In exploring the role of leadership on perceptiohSS, it is important to
understand how the two constructs relate to edwdroES at work deals specifically with
the perceived clarity, consistency, constraintg, @nsequences of the job (Meyer et al.,
2010). As such, these perceptions are geared maeeds being task/job oriented.
Considering the breadth of perceptions capture8®yat work, the conceptualizations of
leadership that would seemingly be most relevantlzose that are directed towards the
task and/or perceptions of the work to be done,(migiating structure and transactional
leadership) as opposed to those that are orieoteards socio-emotional aspects (e.qg.,
LMX, transformational and consideration behaviowhile the current research does not
negate the possible influence of LMX, transform@agideadership, and consideration
behaviors on SS perceptions, this influence idylike be weaker than that of
transactional leadership and initiating structurbdviors. A description of the constructs

and their relationship to each other follows below.

Initiating Structure and Consideration

As a result of the influential Ohio State LeadgrysBtudies (Shartle, 1950Db),
leadership researchers began to focus primarithemehaviors as opposed to the traits
of leaders (Bass, 2008). Results of numerous suatid factor analyses found that two
primary behavioral factors consistently emergediftbe analyses: initiating structure
and consideration (Halpin & Winer, 1957; Fleishm#®51, 1953c, 1956, 1973). The

first factor,initiating structure refers to the extent to which a leader initiaesvity in



the group, organizes it, and defines the way wetk ibe done. Initiating structure
includes leadership behaviors aimed at maintaisiagdards and meeting deadlines and
deciding what will be done and how it should beeldfurther, in initiating structure, the
leader acts directively and defines and structtiresoles of subordinates. Alternatively,
a leader who has a low score on initiating striectuould be characterized by being
hesitant about taking initiative, not proactivelpyiding suggestions, and allowing
members to work autonomously (Bass, 2008).

The second factoconsiderationdescribes the extent to which a leader exhibits
concern for other members of his or her group. ychsa considerate leader would
express appreciation for good work, promote jois&adtion, and aim to strengthen the
self-esteem of subordinates (Bass, 2008). Condeleyaders provide support oriented
towards establishing relationships with their salowaites, consider the opinions of their
subordinates, and consult with subordinates on rtapbdecisions. Alternatively, an
inconsiderate leader behaves in such a way thatmateshow consideration for his or
her subordinates’ feelings, threatens his or hkeoslinates’ security, and refuses to

accept suggestions or explain his or her actioas$B2008).

Transactional and Transformational Leadership

Transactionaleadership is the exchange relationship betwesels and
followers aimed at satisfying the self-interestdofh the leader and follower.
Transactional leadership can be further broken dotacontingent reward transactions
(CR) andmanagement by excepti@dBE) (Bass, 1985). CR behaviors are considered to

be constructive transactions where the leader@ssigask or obtains agreement from the

10



follower on what needs to be done and what is tgdieed for satisfactorily executing
the assignment (Bass, 1998). MBE is considere@ t@ torrective transaction. Here the
leader monitors the deviances, mistakes, and drrgrarformance and takes corrective
action accordingly. Such corrective actions mayude negative feedback, disapproval,
or disciplinary actions.

According to Burns (1978)ransformationaleaders promote relationships in
which leaders and followers help each other to adedo a higher level of morale and
motivation. Original conceptualizations of the themlentified three categories of
transformational behaviors: idealized influencejvidualized consideration, and
intellectual stimulationldealized influenceefers to behaviors geared towards arousing
subordinate emotions in addition to fostering idferadtion with the leadenndividualized
consideratiorbehaviors refer to behaviors geared towards stgpaupport and providing
encouragement and coaching to one’s subordinatess(B985)Intellectual stimulation
behaviors are oriented towards increasing folloaveareness of problems and fostering
the ability of subordinates to view problems fromeav perspective. Finally, in a later
revision to the theory (Bass & Avolio, 1990mspirational motivatiorbehaviors were
added and identified as behaviors that communeai@ppealing vision, model

appropriate behavior, and the use of symbolisno¢as subordinate effort.

Leader Member Exchange (LMX)
Based on the notion that leaders of a group temifferentiate subordinates as
either part of thén-groupor out-group LMX suggests that a leader establishes different

relations with his or her subordinates (Liden, &pae, & Wayne, 1997). Specifically, it

11



is suggested that a leader is likely to evaluatmbezs of inner circles (i.e., in-group)
less critically (Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1994)ijtiate more exchanges with in-group
members (Kim & Organ, 1982), and establish closkationships with key members
identified as part of the in-grouplternatively, those subordinates that are not pathe
in-group are seen as dissimilar by their leadeosvfisend & Jones, 2000). In effect,
those individuals experience a different workplecatext than their counterparts.
Specifically, individuals who are identified as paf the out-group are dealt with (by the
leader) in more of a formal authoritative role (@1al1976), experience more distanced
relationships (Hollander, 1978), and are likelyekperience fewer exchanges with his or
her leader (Kim & Organ, 1982). A large body ofeaxh has demonstrated that such a
differentiation among group members results inediffg attitudes and performance
levels among subordinates in favor of the in-gr@dpyfield, 1998; Vecchio, 1982;

Rosse & Kraut, 1983; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984; M4€I86).

How are they related?

Conceptually, transactional/transformational lealdp and initiating
structure/consideration represent correspondingoagpes to similar sets of behaviors.
For example, transformational leadership behawegeslap conceptually with
consideration behaviors as both encompass sociti@mbaspects of leadership (Bass,
2008). On the other hand, initiating structure eradsactional leadership behaviors
correspond with each other through their emphasisstrumental or task related aspects
of leadership (Bass, 1987). LMX is conceptuallyatetl to these constructs in that lower

levels of LMX are characterized by more instrumeatal task related behaviors where

12



as high degrees of LMX are characterized by moc@semotional leadership behaviors
(Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999). Though | have pros@tla conceptual case for the
relationship among these leadership constructsire@pevidence suggests that these
relationships are much more complicated. Furth&ailéel discussion on this topic can be

found in Appendix A.

Leadership Behaviors and Situational Strength Perceptions
The sections below provide a brief discussionthechypotheses associated with
the theoretical relationships between leadershimbiers and SS facets. A more detailed

discussion can be found in Appendix B.

Initiating Structure

As initiating structure deals with the extent tbieh a leader clearly articulates
the roles of unit members, initiates actions witte unit, and organizes and defines the
unit’s tasks (Fleishman, 1973), it is easy to se& &uch behaviors may influence SS
perceptions. For example, a leader who initiatesadequate degree of structure is
likely to foster an environment that is charactediby ambiguity (low clarity) and
inconsistency (low consistency). Further, behavwowviding structure are also likely to
increase the constraints perceived by the subdedifraconsidering perceived
consequences, it is plausible that the structupms®ed by the leader is likely to reinforce
certain behaviors and punish others. Becausetingiatructure is likely to increase

perceptions of all four SS facets, it is also kel increase global SS.

13



Hypothesis 1: Perceived initiating structure behawars will be positively related to
individual perceptions of (a) clarity, (b) consistacy, (c) constraints, (d)
consequences, and (e) global situational strength.

Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership highlights an exchantgioaship between the leader
and the subordinate aimed at satisfying each gaotynh self-interest (Burns, 1978). The
effect of transactional leadership behaviors orc&8be understood in considering the
facets of transactional leadership: CR and MBE.dxample, CR leadership behaviors
are behaviors that emphasize clarifying role astl taquirements in addition to
providing subordinates with material or psycholafjiewards contingent on the
fulfillment of the task (Bass, 1998). Psychologieavards may include praise, approval,
and positive feedback. Material rewards encomgasgs such as a pay increase or an
award. As such, a leader who displays a high degfr€& behaviors is likely to increase
perceptions of clarity and constraints. A lead®BE transactional behaviors refer to
corrective behaviors. If the leader engages inipa®dBE, corrective actions are only
taken when the problem/mistake comes to his oattention. Alternatively, if the leader
engages in active MBE, he or she constantly manperformance tpreventmistakes
from happening. As such, a leader who engages e MBE behaviors is likely to
increase perceptions of consequences by constantijtoring performance and bad
behavior to prevent mistakes from being made bysiibates. The current study focuses
on the active form of MBE. Because transactionadlézship is likely to increase

perceptions of all four SS facets, it is also kel increase global SS.

14



Hypothesis 2: Perceived transactional leadershipdihaviors will be positively
related to individual perceptions of (a) clarity, ) consistency, (c)
constraints, (d) consequences, and (e) global sitignal strength.

Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership refers to a leaderstyile that is directed towards
establishing closer relationships with subordinatesvell as positive change in
subordinate behaviors by appealing to the subatelimaelf-worth. In effect, there are
higher degrees of trust and openness (House & $ha8¥3) which result in richer
verbal communication. These behaviors foster mppodunities for sharing and
clarifying perceptions (Kozlowski & Doherty, 19883 well as the provision of more
clearly articulated task cues (Kirkpatrick & LocKk&96). In addition, transformational
leaders are expected to behave more consistemtgsasituations in terms of their
leadership practices (Burns, 1978) — which in tay increase the consistency in
perceptions of the tasks.

However, transformational leadership behaviorsatdikely to be positively
correlated with all facets of SS. For example,liat¢ual stimulation behaviors also
promote divergent thinking in followers (Bass, 1p@hich may reduce perceptions of
constraints. Similarly, individualized consideratibehaviors emphasizing personal
growth, encouragement, and coaching may negatinlyence perceptions of
consequences via the acceptance and perhaps @reatjon of mistakes as a way of
facilitating subordinate development (Bass, 1985).

A subordinate’s perceptions of SS are thereféwdyito be influenced by his or

her leader’s transformational behaviors, thoughntiere of that relationship depends on
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which facet of SS is being considered. As sucheffext of transformational leadership
on global SS is unclear and no formal hypothesilksbeipresented for global SS.

Hypothesis 3: Perceived transformational leaderspibehaviors will be positively
related to individual perceptions of (a) clarity ard (b) consistency.

Hypothesis 4: Perceived transformational leadershifpehaviors will be negatively
related to individual perceptions of (a) constrains and (b) consequences.

Leader Member Exchange Quality

Leader member exchange theory assumes that a’keadieordinates are likely to
experience disparate work contexts as a functighef identification with the leader as
part of thein-groupor theout-group Subordinates that are part of the in-group &ehi
to perceive more clarity regarding the work taskeras those with low quality
exchanges are likely to experience less claritydidahally, in-group members are likely
to be afforded higher degrees of latitude, autonany discretion in how they are to
complete their work tasks (Schriesheim, Neider,car®lura,1998; Aryee, Tan, &
Budhwar 2002) whereas out-group members are likegxperience lower degrees of
autonomy and experience fewer opportunities to comaoate with the leader (i.e.,
higher constraints and lower clarity).

Because of higher degrees of exchange and theeimpity to the leader, in-group
members are likely to perceive more consistendiienvork tasks resulting from
constant communications with the leader as comparedlividuals in the out-group
Further, subordinates within the in-group may ba&leated less heavily and receive more
social support from the leader resulting in lowergeptions of consequences for bad

performance as compared to members of the out-gAdtgrnatively, members of the
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out-group are dealt with more transactionally, sstakes are less accepted and are likely
to be met with negative evaluations.

A subordinate’s perceptions of SS are thereféudylito be influenced by the
quality of exchange with their leader, though théure of that relationship depends on
which facet of SS is being considered. As suchetfext of LMX on global SS is
unclear and no formal hypothesis will be presefedlobal SS.

Hypothesis 5: LMX behaviors will be positively rehted to individual perceptions of
(a) clarity and (b) consistency.

Hypothesis 6: LMX behaviors will be negatively reléed to individual perceptions of
(a) constraints and (b) consequences.

Consideration Behaviors

Consideration behaviors of a leader are gearedrttssshowing acceptance and
concern for the needs and feelings of one’s subatdi(Yukl, 2006). It can be argued
that consideration behaviors facilitate the comroation of task goals and details
through more open and trusted lines of communindigtween the leader and his or her
subordinates. Effectively, with stronger relatiotias, the clarity of a given job may be
increased as consideration behaviors support ea@ment of communication and
promote a subordinate’s likelihood to ask questiadewever, the relationship between
consideration behaviors and perceptions of SSheikxamined in an explanatory

fashion with no formal hypotheses presented.

Leadership as a Moderator of Trait-Behavior Relationships

17



The primary focus of the current research is tan@re how leadership behaviors
may moderate subordinate trait-behavior relatigmshihile incorporating SS as an
explanatory mechanism of this relationship.

Within the current researchehavioris conceptualized as overalb
performances well axounterproductive work behaviof€WBs) Job performance in
the current research will be measured as a congpofitarious performance factors
(Campbell, McHenry, & Wise, 1990) including: effophysical fithess and bearing,
personal discipline, commitment and adjustmentpsetifor peers, and peer leadership.
Though job performance is recognized to be multetisional, this does not preclude the
use of a single index to assess an individual'slle¥performance (Schmidt & Kaplan,
1971). CWB will be measured as a dichotomously &eygcome representing whether
or not an individual has one or more reported C\@sgplained further in the methods
section). CWBs were incorporated in the measurewienéhavior as CWBs are
considered a voluntary work behavior (Spector & ,R002). These types of behaviors
are considered to be more discretionary (as cordgartask performance) and are
subsequently more likely to be influenced by peadipntraits (Borman & Motowidlow,
1997). In regards to the personalitgits to be considered, based on previous meta-
analyses (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Berry, Ones, & I8#¢2007) the most relevant trait in
the prediction of both job performance and CWB& itonscientiousness.
Conscientiousness refers to an individual's tendéoshow self-discipline, act dutifully,

and aim for achievement (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
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As previously noted, SS has received empiricapstipas a moderator of trait-
behavior validities. Specifically, higher validéi@re observed when SS is said to be low
and lower validities are observed when SS is salmkthigh (e.g., Barrick & Mount,
1993; Smithikrai, 2008; Bowles, Babcock, & McGi2905; Meyer, Dalal, & Bonaccio,
2009). We would therefore expect the predictabditpverall job performance and CWB
via conscientiousness to be augmented in weakisitisaand attenuated in strong
situations. However, we furthermore propose thaational strength is merely the
proximal moderator of the conscientiousness-peréoee relationships, with the distal
moderator being leadership.

Hypothesis 7: The moderating impact of leadership é&haviors on conscientiousness-
performance relationships will be mediated by situional strength, such that
the validity of conscientiousness in predicting pdormance will be stronger

when leadership scores are associated with weak hetr than strong
situations.
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METHOD

Sample

In order to test the hypotheses and proposed madetal of 992 subordinates
serving as enlisted Soldiers in the United Statesy®participated in the current research
effort. Data were collected from a sample of U.8nf Soldiers in a number of Military
Occupational Specialties (MOS)--the Army term focapations--including: Armor,
Infantry, Medic, Transportation, Military Policeigial Support, and Mechanics.
Because SS can and does differ across occupa#iblesasét in the civilian world; Meyer
et al., 2009), | use MOS as a control variable wéeamining the impact of leadership on
SS. Performance ratings were provided by the siates’ supervisors (N = 478) as part
of a larger longitudinal validation project beingnclucted by the U.S. Army Research
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Scienceste®n subordinates were removed from
the final analyses due to complete non-responsigtsurvey, resulting in a final

subordinate sample size of 976.

Procedure
Subordinate Soldiers participating in the studyenssked to respond to a number
of surveys as part of a longitudinal study beingdiected by the U.S. Army Research

Institute for the Behavioral and Social Scienceg)dddinates were told that their
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participation in the study was completely voluntang that they may withdraw from the

study at any time. Completion of the collectivevayrtook approximately 60-90 minutes.
In addition, during the administration of the meas, supervisors were

asked to respond to a number of performance ratiatgs regarding their

Soldiers’ in-unit performance. Completion of thefpemance ratings took 10-15

minutes, depending on how many Soldiers the suparwas rating. Of the final

subordinate sample, only 0.51% of the Soldiers wated by more than one

supervisor. In such cases, these scores were akaagoss the multiple

supervisor ratings. Additionally, only 28% of thepgervisors rated more than one

Soldier. To address any concerns of non-indepemrdehaters, the ICC was

calculated utilizing random coefficient modeling@R). An analysis of the data

yielded an ICC = .096. This means that some of/#limnce in the individual

level criterion is “explained” by contextual facspand up to 10% of the variance

in this individual level criterion may be accounfed by such factors (i.e., the

rater/group membership). In addition to allowingassessment of thpercentage

of variability in the criterion attributable to caxtual factors (via the ICC), RCM

allows for a test of the statistical significandele amountof between-person

variability. The between-person variability was smnificant at the conventional

Type | error ratez= 1.799,p > 0.05).
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Materials

Demographic Questionnaire
Basic demographic information was collected orpaiticipants. Specifically,
Soldiers were asked to indicate their gender, eityniage, length of experience, job title,

and pay grade.

Personality

Originally, conscientiousness was to be measuréuedtcet level using the
Tailored Adaptive Personality Assessment ScreerPE®). However, due to the small
sample size of Soldiers that possessed these stdiestime of our assessment (N =
121), an alternative measure of conscientiousnassused. Conscientiousness was
measured with all 10 conscientiousness items frast&Cand McCrae’s (1992) Big Five
Mini-markers measure. Soldiers were asked to ineitge degree to which they agreed
that a particular phrase described them on a saagng from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Some examples of the descripiimeiade: “Am always prepared,”

“Waste my time” (reverse scored), and “Pay attentedetails.”

Initiating Structure/Consideration

Subordinates were asked to assess their supésuisitiating structure and
consideration behaviors with a 20-item Likert saseng the items from the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) XII (Sthity 1963). Responses indicate
how frequently the supervisor engages in such befgvwanging from 1 (always) to 5

(never). A sample item for initiating structure lundes: “Decides what will be done and
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how it will be done.” A sample item for consideaatiincludes: “Is friendly and

approachable.”

Transactional /Transformational Leadership

Subordinates were asked to assess the frequeticgiogupervisor’s
transactional (CR & MBE) and transformational bebes/(idealized influence,
individualized consideration, intellectual stimubest) with a 24-item Likert scale taken
from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MI5&-Revised; Bass & Avolio,
1997), with response options ranging from 0 (natlAtto 4 (frequently, if not always).
An example CR item includes: “Rewards us when wevdat we are supposed to do.”
An example MBE item includes: “Directs attentiomvird failures to meet standards.”
An example of an idealized influence item is: “Itstpride in me for being associated
with him/her.” An example of an individualized caatesration item is: “Spends time
teaching and coaching.” An example of an intellacatimulation item is: “Re-examines

assumptions to question whether they are appregtiat

Leader Member Exchange

Leader member exchange was measured using aisewvescale (Scandura &
Graen, 1984) designed to assess the quality dfaeship between the subordinate and
his or her leader. Respondents are asked to irdicatdegree to which a set of
statements characterizes the quality of theiriggighip with their leader using a scale
ranging from 1 (to a very low extent) to 7 (to ayhigh extent). Example items include:

“I| feel that my manager understands my problemsressdis” and “My manager has
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enough confidence in me that he/she would defedduetify my decisions if | am not

present.”

Situational Strength

Situational strength facets were assessed ushgréened version of the 28-item
SSW scale (Meyer et al., in press). The 20-itersivarof the SSW scale is composed of
5 items from each facet (selected on the basiesdehding factor loadings) using a
Likert response scale (Meyer et al., in press)hictvthe Soldiers were asked to indicate
the degree to which they agree that particularagttaristics are present on their job.
Responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) tar@n@lty agree). The 20 items are evenly
distributed across the four facets of clarity, éstecy, constraints, and consequences.
Sample items are: “On this job, specific informatedbout work-related responsibilities is
provided” (Clarity); “On this job, different sours@f work information are always
consistent with each other” (Consistency); “On fbls an employee is prevented from
making his/her own decisions” (Constraints); ana ‘tBis job, an employee’s decisions

have extremely important consequences for othgplpe@Consequences).

Performance

Job performance (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002) wasatjperalized via two
constructs: Army Wide (AW) performance and countedpictive work behavior (CWB).
AW performance is operationalized as a linear caitp@f multiple Army relevant
performance dimensions. The number of performaimertsions within each MOS was

dependent on the number of performance domaingifieéenas critical to that specific
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MOS by Army subject matter experts and ranges am9. These performance
dimensions include both AW performance dimensieng.( warrior task knowledge,
effort and discipline) and MOS specific dimensidesg., area security — 11B Infantry
Soldier; network security — 25U Signal Support $afd For comparisons across MOS,
the AW performance composite was utilized (Knapplétfner, 2010).

The scales were completed by the supervisor(#)eofarget Soldier. The scales
range from 1 (low performance) to 7 (high perforegrand include a “not observed”
option for instances where the supervisor did @eehan opportunity to observe a
Soldier’s performance. Each scale includes a fisebaviors associated with the
performance dimension being considered, wheresrgt@vide one rating per dimension
based on the behavioral description. The scalesiattude a 4-point “familiarity” rating
in which the rater indicates his or her generaloopumity to observe each Soldier being
rated (i.e., none, limited, reasonable, or a laimdortunity to observe). Supervisors
indicating either “none” or “limited” amounts ofrfaliarity (i.e., response values of “1”
or “2”) were excluded from analyses involving tor#terion (see Knapp & Heffner,
2010).

CWBs were assessed using a number of “yes/no’sitesking the Soldier if
he/she has ever received an Article 15 or haslexem counseled for a disciplinary
incident. An Article 15 is a nonjudicial punishmenmtterein a Soldier is punished for
committing a punitive offense under the Uniform €ad Military Justice. Example
CWB questions include: “Have you ever received aicke 15?” and “Have you ever

been formally counseled about unsatisfactory peréorce?” Soldiers that respond “yes”
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to receiving an Article 15 are subsequently askaddicate how many they have
received. Due to severe range restriction in s¢c@vds1% of Soldiers in our sample
reported no disciplinary incidents, 19% reporte8.4% reported 2, and only 4.5%
reported more than 2), the frequency of occurrevecethen recoded into a dichotomous
variable where “0” = no disciplinary incidents, aid = having one or more disciplinary
incidents. Analysis of CWB was subsequently coneldictsing logistic regression.

The dichotimization of a continuous variable maige concern for
researchers as this practioay lead to a decrease in analytical power andnmes
cases create falsely significant results. Howeawer dichotimization of the
frequency of disciplinary incidents into a dichotams CWB variable was done
because: 1) the distribution of disciplinary inaitkewas extremely skewed, and
2) the dichotimization of disciplinary incidentsasnceptually consistent with the
way the variable is conceptualized by the Army. &ese the latent variable has
an irregular distribution, a dichotomized indicadqpears to be more like that of
the latent variable than the continuous indicadaiditionally, for promotion
purposes and qualification for reclassificatioroiahother “higher” MOS,
whether or not a Soldier has recorded disciplimacidents (yes or no) plays a big
role in promotion boards in addition to reclassifion requirements. Therefore,
the dichotimization of disciplinary incidents irtodichotomous CWB variable
seems justifiable statistically and conceptuallgs€archers have also previously

utilized dichotomous measures of CWB in the contéxtisciplinary incidents
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(Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow, 2007), providimgecedent for the use of a
dichotomous CWB variable in the current study.
Control Variables

Both MOS and graduation year were utilized as dates inselect
analysesThese control variables were selected becauselibeyetically served
as notable antecedents to SS perceptions. MOSelexges] because it seems
plausible that certain jobs are inherently différemm one another on SS. In fact,
SS researchers (Meyer et al., 2009) suggest thdb&sSin fact differ as a
function of occupation. For example, a Soldieaminfantry or medic related
MOS may experience higher degrees of SS as compathdse Soldiers in
human resources or supply support. Job experieasauged as a covariate under
the assumption that the degree of experience i@y correlated with SS. That
is, more job experience is likely to positively iease perceptions of SS.
Alternatively, Soldiers with less experience akelly to experience lower degrees
of SS due to the new context and learning envirgnirtheey are experiencing.
Analysis of this relationship supports this assuampfr = .10,p < .01).

Since the sample consisted of a wide range of MBa range of
experience (on the part of the Soldiers), MOS ahdexperience were important
to account for when attempting to isolate the éféédeadership behaviors on SS
perceptions. That is, the effect of MOS and jobegignce on SS perceptions
needed to be accounted for in our attempt to utaleighe relationship between

leadership behaviors and subordinate perceptioBSof
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RESULTS

The primary focus of the current research is tang@re the role of perceived
leadership behaviors as an indirect moderator lodiglinate trait-behavior relationships
throughsubordinate perceptions of SS. Table 1 presestyigéve statistics,
intercorrelations, and reliabilities for the studgriables. To analyze the proposed
relationships, a series of hierarchical linear lagistic regressions were conducted to
satisfy a set of predetermined conditions necegsasypport the overall hypothesized
model.Condition 1 requires a significant predictiVeslationship between subordinates’
conscientiousness scores and measures of perfoenfiagc AW performance and
CWB). Condition 2 requires a significant predictive relationshipvien subordinate
perceptions of leadership behaviors and subordperteeptions of S ondition 3
requires that subordinate perceptions of SS saanifly moderate subordinate trait-
behavior relationships, such that these relatiqussaie stronger when SS is low rather
than high.Condition 4 requires that perceived leadership behaviors fignily
moderate subordinate trait-behavior relationshgpsh that these relationships are
stronger at low rather than high levels of lead®rdvior.Condition 5 requires that there
is a reduction in the weights obtained in Condidofor drop in statistical significance)

when controlling statistically for SS perceptiomsldheir respective interactions with

! The word “predictive” is being used in a concepaemse. Due to the cross sectional nature of
the data, cause and effect cannot be determined.
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subordinate conscientiousness scores. These aoglitiere examined separately rather
than simultaneously as existing statistical metrmmamonly used to test mediated
moderation do not account for the type of modegbbto be tested in the current
research (A. Hayes, personal communication, Jarilirg013).
Condition 1

To satisfy Condition 1, Pearson product-momentatations were assessed for
AW performance ratingsi(= .95) whereas point-biserial correlations wergeased for
the dichotomous outcome of CWB. These analysedadesignificant correlations
between conscientiousness and both AW performaneeQ5,p <.01) and CWB f{p,= -
.33,p<.01). It is likely that the correlation betweemsoientiousness and AW
performance is only significant due to the largaske size. As such, though it is
statistically significant, this relationship is mactically significant. These findings are
summarized in Table 1. Collectively, these resuitts/zide evidence satisfying Condition
1.
Condition 2

Hierarchical multiple regression was utilized tsttéhe hypothesized relationships
between perceived leadership behaviors and sutaiedperceptions of SS. For these
analyses, SS facets were regressed onto the lbgdeonstructs where subordinate MOS
and graduation year (from basic training — a primxyexperience) were entered into Step
1 followed by the leadership constructs of inteergered simultaneously in Step 2.
Additionally, correlational analyses were utilizedassess bivariate (as opposed to

multivariate) SS-leadership relationships. Cotretal analyses in conjunction with
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hierarchical multiple regression (wherein the leatg constructs are entered
simultaneously) allow for the examination of: 1¢ thverall relationship of the leadership
construct with the SS facet (or composite) of iesg¢rand 2) an evaluation of what each
leadership construct adds to the prediction oftf&$is different (i.e., unique) from the
predictability afforded by all the other constru€fsbachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Due to the occasionally high intercorrelations amthe leadership constructs, a
series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) wameducted to examine the underlying
factor structure of the leadership measuggscifically, a 1-factor (“leadership”), 5-
factor (initiating structure, consideration, trasrshational, transactional, LMX), and 8-
factor solution (initiating structure, considerationdividualized consideration,
intellectual stimulation, idealized influence, mgament by exception, contingent
reward, LMX) were analyzed.he results of these analyses can be found in AgReC.
Comparing across models, the results suggesthtabipected 8-factor solution best
represents the underlying factor structure despé@eccasionally high intercorrelations.
Additionally, a set of CFAs were conducted to confthe distinction between leadership
and SS as separate constructs. Specifically atbrfaeadership and SS composite), 2-
factor (Leadership, SS), 9-factor (consistencyitglaconstraints, consequences,
consideration, initiating structure, considerativansformational, transactional, LMX),
12-factor (consistency, clarity, constraints, copusces, initiating structure,
consideration, individualized consideration, irgetual stimulation, idealized influence,
management by exception, contingent reward, LMX)evanalyzed. The results of these

analyses can also be found in Appendix C. Compaxangss models, the results suggest
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that a two factor solution best represents the nyidg factor structure (i.e., leadership is
not the same thing as SS).

As shown in Table 2 through Table 6 initiatingusture behaviorsu(= .93) were
significant predictors of subordinate global petasygs of SS in addition to the facets of
clarity, consistency, and consequendes (20,p <.001;p = .14,p<.001;p = .13,p<.01;
B =.14,p<.01 respectively). Correlational analyses sumrearin Table 1 indicate that
initiating structure behaviors are significantlYated to global perceptions of SSH.44,
p <.01), clarity ¢ = .52,p <.01), consistency & .52,p <.01), constraints (= -.16,p
<.01), and consequences=(.23,p <.01). Collectively, these findings satisfy Coimafit
2 and also provide support for hypotheses 1a, dbardid 1e. Though significant, the
relationship with the SS facet of constraints wathe opposite direction as originally
hypothesized. Thus, hypothesis 1c is not supported.

Transactional leadership behaviors were assesstt behavioral facets of CR
(o0 =.95) and MBE ¢ = .88). As shown in Table 2 through Table 6, CR waly found
to be significantly predictive of subordinate pertens of clarity and consistencly €
.18,p<.01;p = .14,p <.05 respectively). MBE was found to be signifidamredictive of
subordinate global perceptions of SS as well asabets of constraints and
consequence$ € .19,p<.001;p = .24,p <.001;p = .23,p <.001 respectively).
Correlational analyses summarized in Table 1 indittaat CR behaviors are significantly
related to global perceptions of SS=(.55,p <.01), clarity ¢ = .66,p <.01), consistency
(r =.68,p <.01), constraints (= -.20,p <.01), and consequences<(.23,p <.01) — and

MBE behaviors are significantly related to globatgeptions of SS & .42,p <.01),
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clarity (r = .33,p <.01), consistency  .35,p <.01), constraintsr (= .13,p <.01), and
consequences € .28,p <.01). Collectively, these findings satisfy Conaliti2 while
providing support for hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d, 2:

Transformational leadership behaviors were asddsséhe behavioral facets of
idealized influenceo = .95), individualized consideration € .87), and intellectual
stimulation ¢ = .95). As shown in Table 2 through Table 6, itk influence behaviors
were not found to be predictive of the global cosifor any SS facet. Individualized
consideration was also not found to be predictivB® at the facet level or the global SS
composite. Intellectual stimulation was found tosignificantly predictive of subordinate
global perceptions of SS in addition to the SStoéclarity and consistencp € .19,p
<.01;p =.23,p<.001;B = .25,p <.001 respectively). Correlational analyses sumredri
in Table 1 indicate that idealized influence bebawviare significantly related to global
perceptions of S§ € .53,p <.01), clarity ( = .65,p <.01), consistency E .65,p <.01),
constraintsi(=-.22,p <.01), and consequences<.23,p <.01) — individualized
consideration behaviors are significantly relatedlobal perceptions of S&€ .49,p
<.01), clarity ¢ = .60,p <.01), consistency = .57,p <.01), constraintsr (= -.18,p <.05),
and consequences¥ .26,p <.01) — and intellectual stimulation behaviors are
significantly related to global perceptions of $$ (56,p <.01), clarity ¢ = .65,p <.01),
consistencyr(= .66,p <.01), constraintsr (= -.17,p <.01), and consequences=.29,p
<.01). Collectively, these findings satisfy Conaiiti2 while providing support for

hypotheses 3a, 3b, and 4a. However, analyses gial@enificant relationship with the
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SS facet of consequences in the opposite direasariginally hypothesized. Thus,
hypothesis 4b is disconfirmed.

As shown in Table 2 through Table 6, LMX behasi@r=.95) were found to be
significantly predictive of subordinate global pgptions of SS as well as the facets of
clarity and consistency & .15,p <.001;p = .15,p <.001;B =.13,p <.01 respectively).
Correlational analyses summarized in Table 1 inditzat LMX behaviors are
significantly related to global perceptions of $$ (42,p <.01), clarity ¢ = .54,p <.01),
consistencyr(= .55,p <.01), constraints (= -.21,p <.01), and consequences=.16,p
<.01). Collectively, these findings satisfy Conaiiti2 while providing support for
hypotheses 5a, 5b, and 6a while disconfirming Hyggis 6b as the relationship is in the
opposite direction to that originally hypothesized.

Though no formal hypotheses were formulated ferrthationships between
consideration behaviors and subordinate perceptb8§, Table 2 through Table 6 show
that consideration behaviors € .79) were found to be significantly predictivie o
subordinate global perceptions of SS as well aS®éacets of constraints and
consequence$ € -.11,p<.05;p =-.23,p <.001;B = -.16,p <.01 respectively).
Correlational analyses summarized in Table 1 inditfzat consideration behaviors are
significantly related to global perceptions of 8% (37,p <.01), clarity ¢ = .56,p <.01),
consistencyr(= .55,p <.01), and constraints € -.32,p <.01).

Condition 3
Moderated multiple regression and moderated lmgisgression were utilized to

assess the moderating role of SS on the consaismgss-performance relationship.
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Table 7 summarizes the results of the moderatiatyaes with AW Performance as the
outcome of interest. For these analyses, AW pedoiea was regressed onto the main
effects of conscientiousness and SS (entered p1Stand the interaction between
conscientiousness and SS (entered in Step 2).eksisd able 7, there were no
significant interactions between perceptions 0888 Soldier conscientiousness in
predicting supervisor ratings of Soldier AW perfamae.

For analyses with CWB (i.e., disciplinary incidenas the dependent variable,
hierarchical logistic regressions were utilizede Mariables were entered into this
analysis as described above, except with CWB asrttegion variable. No significant
interactions were found between perceptions of 8% Soldier conscientiousness in
predicting the likelihood of Soldier CWB. The retsufor the logistic regressions are
summarized in Table 8. Collectively, these analyagso satisfy Condition 3 as SS was
not found to moderate subordinate trait-behavitatianships.

Condition 4

Hierarchical multiple regression was utilized ss@ss the moderating effect of
perceived leader behaviors on subordinate traigaeh relationships. In these analyses,
performance was regressed onto the main effectiégrdctions between a given SS
facet and leadership behavior where MOS and gramugear (from basic training — a
proxy for experience) were entered in Step 1, taeraffects of leadership behavior and
subordinate personality in Step 2, and the intevaderm entered in Step 3. Table 9
summarizes these results. These analyses yieldgdoa significant interacting

relationship. Specifically, MBE was found to sigoéntly interact § = .14,p < .05) with
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conscientiousness in predicting ratings of subateisi AW performance, such that the
relationship was stronger (more positive) when MBS high rather than low — the
opposite of what would be expected on the bas&otheory. A graphical depiction of
this relationship can be found in Figure 2.

Table 10 through Table 17 summarizes the logistitession analyses assessing
the moderating effect of perceived leader behawarsubordinate trait-CWB
relationships. The variables were entered intaatieyses as described above. The
analyses yielded significant interactions betweamscientiousness and idealized
influence, CR, and MBE leadership behavigys (26, .27, and .25, respectively, gk
.05), such that the relationships were strongerémegative) when idealized influence,
CR, and MBE leadership behaviors were low--as wbel@éxpected on the basis of SS
theory. No other significant interactions were alsed. Graphical depictions of these
significant interactions can be found in Figurdn®tigh Figure 5. Collectively, these
analyses reveal that Condition 4 is only satisfedhe performance dimension of CWB
in conjunction with the leadership behaviors ofalileed influence, CR, and MBE.
Condition 5

The intent of Condition 5 is to identify the extém which the conscientiousness-
leadership interactions assessed as part of Conditare in fact attributable to
conscientiousness-SS interactions. Mathematidéllge effect of leader behaviors on
subordinate trait-behavior relationships is exg@difor mediated) by SS perceptions, one
would observe previously significant interactioreffwients becoming weaker in

magnitude and perhaps non-significant as well.tkese analyses, MOS and graduation
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year were entered in Step 1. The main effectsaafdeship behavior, subordinate
personality, and global SS were entered in Stdme.interaction of global SS with
personality was entered in Step 3, and the interatietween leadership behavior and
subordinate personality was entered in Step 4. ilsprevious analyses, hierarchical
multiple regression was used when AW performancetiva dependent variable and
hierarchical logistic regression was used when OMéB the dependent variable.
Table 18 summarizes these analyses. While trepgngeptions of SS and its
interactions with conscientiousness as a covamBE, was still found to significantly
interact § = .15,p < .05) with conscientiousness in predicting ratin§ subordinates’
AW performance. Similar to the findings above, thigraction was such that the
relationship between conscientiousness and perfaewas stronger when MBE was
higher rather than lower --the opposite of what lddae expected on the basis of SS
theory. However, controlling for SS and the constigeisness-SS interaction also yielded
a number of additional significant interacting telaships. Specifically, a significant
interaction for both idealized influencg € -.14,p < .05) and CR{ = -.17,p < .05) with
conscientiousness. In these cases, the interastieresconsistent with theorizing based
on SS. That is, the relationship between consaestiess and AW performance was
stronger when there was less of a given leadetsdhpvior (i.e., weaker situations).
Table 19 through Table 26 summarize the hieraathagistic regression
analyses. The analyses maintained the previoughyfisiant interactions between
conscientiousness with idealized influence, CR, MBE leadership behavior$ € .40,

43, and .34, respectively, alk .05). Again, these relationships were such tthat
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relationships were stronger (more negative) whealided influence, CR, and MBE
leadership behaviors were low--as would be expeatetthe basis of SS theory.
Controlling for SS and the conscientiousness-SSawtion yielded a number of
additional significant interacting relationshipgeS8ifically, significant interactions for
initiating structure § = .03,p < .05), individualized consideratiof € .38,p < .05), and
intellectual stimulationf{ =.41,p < .05) with conscientiousness were observed. Sirtol
the findings above, these interactions were suahdinonger relationships were found
when initiating structure, individualized consid&ra, and intellectual stimulation
leadership behaviors were low—as expected bas&Sdheory. Collectively, these
analyses fail to satisfy Condition 5 as the anays# yielded significant interactions
among the variables of interest while accountingS® and its interaction with
personality. As such, these analyses fail to pmsgigbport for Hypothesis 7. Intriguingly,
however, these analyses also suggest that leapleestein (or rather especially) after
controlling for SS, interacts with conscientioushesinfluence AW performance and

CWB--and that it usually does so in a manner comsisvith SS theory.
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DISCUSSION

This research effort contributes to the literatoyeproviding an initial
examination of the contextual antecedents of S&gpéions. Collectively, the results
suggest that subordinate perceptions of leadelstipviors are notable antecedents to
subordinate perceptions of SS, even after comigpfior occupation (i.e., MOS) and job
experience (i.e., year of graduation). Comparirggltivariate correlations to the observed
standardized regression coefficients, we see daalership behaviors are linked to SS
perceptions, with a majority of the correlationswing medium to large effect sizes.
However, the intercorrelations among these vargafdsults in a seemingly smaller
impact of leadership behaviors on SS perceptioaspte their substantial correlation)
when examining the observed standardized regresseifficients. It seems that,
although leadership behaviors are highly correlatitd subordinate perceptions of SS, a
considerable amount of variance in SS perceptioosumted for is shared among the

leadership behavioral constructs.

Although leadership behaviors may act as anted¢edersS perceptions, the
regression results underscore the complexity afeelationships by showing that each
behavioral facet influences perceptions in difféengays. For example, while the results
collectivelysuggest that transactional leadership behaviadstle perceptions aftronger

situations, an examination of the regression arsmbtsthefacetlevel shows that CR and
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MBE influence different aspects of SS. Transforonai leadership facets also show this
same differentiation in their impact on SS peragpi This raises caution for the use of
leadership behavior composites in conjunction \Bighas a global construct in future
research, especially if such research is aimeddenstanding the mechanisms through
which leadership behaviors influence subordinatebm®r. Additionally, the

standardized regression coefficients negate thHemttat task oriented behaviors are
more strongly related to SS perceptions at work gacio-emotional oriented behaviors
as previously stated. Instead, the strength oétfest of leadership depends on which SS

facet is being considered.

Interestingly, the bivariate correlations showoasistentlynegativerelationship
between leadership constructs and constraints (hétlexception of MBE) and a
consistentlypositiverelationship between leadership constructs andezpresaces. It was
originally hypothesized that the task vs. socio-gamal distinction among the leadership
behaviors would yield a dissimilar pattern of relaships — where task oriented
behaviors would show an “across the board” incr@as&rength perceptions and socio-
emotional behaviors would increase clarity and =tescy perceptions while decreasing
perceptions of constraints and consequences. Howbeeresults suggest that leadership
behavioran generalshowthe sameattern of relationships with SS perceptions,(i.e.
increasing clarity and consistency perceptionsevtidcreasing perceptions of constraints
and increasing perceptions of consequences). Timekegs question the notion that the
task vs. socio-emotional orientation of a behaviooastruct is a valuable distinction on

which to base future hypotheses between leadebgiaviors and subordinate
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perceptions of SS. In the end, leadership behasiorss a similar pattern of effects on
SS perceptions despite their behavioral orientation
Leadership Behavior as a Distal Moderator of Trait-Performance
Relationships

No evidence from the analyses supports the nttianleadership behavior acts as
a distal moderator of subordinate trait-behavitatrenships--that is, moderating trait-
behavior relationshiptroughits effect on subordinate perceptions of SS. i, fa
perceptions of SS were not found to moderate therslinate trait-behavior relationship
as expected and as supported by previous reseédestel et al., 2009; Meyer et al., in

press). In other words, no support was found ferahiginal mediated moderation model.

Yet, some support was found for a simpler modenatnodel in which SS plays
no role (or acts merely as a control variable) e/keladership moderates trait-behavior
relationships. Interestingly, however, the shagdbese leadership x trait interactions
were consistent with what would be expected orbtses of SS theory with an exception
for MBE. One possible explanation for this countaritive relationship is that MBE
behaviors may prime subordinates to behave in efgpway. That is, as MBE behaviors
deal with monitoring performance in order to pravaistakes, conscientious individuals
are likely to respond to those types of behaviob&yng more vigilant and focused on
their task. In essence, based on trait activaheorty, MBE behaviors make
conscientiousness more relevant to the situatiomaore likely to manifest in behavior

(Tett & Burnett, 2003).
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Consistent with SS theory, in contexts where stibates perceived less of a
given leadership behavior (which could be concdize@d as aveakersituation), the
observed conscientiousness-behavior relationshipsivanger. Thus, even though SS
was not shown to moderate observed trait-behaelationships, select leadership
behaviors did — and in a wapnsistentvith the SS hypothesis. Unfortunately, a failure
to replicate the moderating effects of SS on trattavior relationships (Condition 3)
combined with the failure to demonstrate that thiescientiousness-leadership
interactions were in fact attributable to consémgness-SS interactions (Condition 5)
make SS an unlikely explanation for the observégractions. In fact, tests of Condition
5 suggest that, when partialing out the varianadenoutcome explained by SS and its
interaction with subordinate personality, the matiag impact of leadership becomes
stronger rather than weaker (albeit in a directionsistent with SS theory). In essence, in
this particular study, the analyses suggest than&phave acted as a suppressor variable

(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken 2003).

Alternative Explanation

One possible explanation for the observed intemastis that subordinate
personality may be acting as a “substitute for éeskip” (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). The
substitutes for leadership model suggests thatdeuof situational variables may act to
neutralize, enhance, or substitute the effectsleder’s behavior on his/her subordinates
(Howell et al., 1986; Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber,3%). Aneutralizeris assumed to
be a variable that would serve to weaken or bleekliér influence on subordinate

outcomes. Arenhancelis a variable that is assumed to strengthen laafleence on
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subordinate outcomes. gubstitutas a variable that makes leadership unnecessary or
reduces the extent to which subordinates rely eim tbader. The literature has broadly
categorized possible substitutes into charactesisti the subordinate (e.g., Kerr &
Jermier, 1978; Howell et al., 1986), the task (kgrr & Jermier, 1978; Den Hartog &
Koopman, 2001), and the organization (e.g., Ho&dlorfman, 1981; Villa, Howell,
Dorfman, & Daniel, 2003). Notably, researchersenagknowledged that the only proper
way to assess substitutes for leadership is to meawhether or not such variables
moderateelationships between leader behaviors and subatelwutcomes (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). For example, Schrigsh@980) found that group
cohesion moderated the relationship between leamteideration behaviors and
subordinate satisfaction such that consideratidvatiers were less predictive of
subordinate satisfaction lmgh cohesiorgroups as compared lmv cohesiorgroups.
Unfortunately, the existing body of literature lahgsupports the main effects of
substitutes of leadership but does not provide icaimg evidence that substitutes
actuallymoderatdeader behavior and subordinate criterion variadligtionships as
suggested by theory (Podsakoff et al., 1996). Hawehe lack of consistent evidence in
the extant literature does not negate the podyiltiilat substitutes to leadership exist and

that they moderate leader-behavior subordinatesoutcrelationships as hypothesized.

Of particular relevance to the current study,\yesebearchers have identified a
number of subordinate attributes that may act bstgutes, including: 1) ability,
experience, training, and knowledge, 2) need fdejpendence, 3) “professional”

orientation, and 4) indifference toward organizadiorewards (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). In
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line with notions put forth by the Path-Goal the@rouse, 1971), these researchers
suggest that within contexts where both goals atldspto goals are clear, “attempts by
the leader to clarify paths and goals will be bettiundant and seen by subordinates as
imposing unnecessary, close control” (Kerr & Jenmi®78, p. 376). For example, a
subordinate with a high degree of ability and eigrere may find a leader’s initiating
structure behaviors as micromanaging which maytedya impact of such behaviors
while possibly reducing subordinate satisfactidwalditionally, a subordinate’s
indifference towards organizational rewards wilgage the impact of a leader’s
motivating behaviors based on the attainment cfelvewards (Podsakoff, &

MacKenzie, 1995).

As a possible alternative for the observed intesas, the current study suggests
that subordinate personality can (and should) berporated among subordinate attribute
constructs hypothesized to act as substituteg&atdrship. Specifically, as one of the
strongest predictors of both job performance andBQBarrick & Mount, 1991; Berry,
Ones, & Sacket, 2007), a subordinate’s degreemgaientiousness may act as a
substitute(not an enhancer or neutralizer) for leadershipwéll et al., 1986). The
current results do not support the notion that cemsiousness enhances the effect of
leadership on subordinate behavior nor do the t®sufgest that conscientiousness
blocksa leader’s influence. As such, conceptualizing cmiousness assabstitute

best explains the observed interactions.
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For example, MBE behaviors (active) are orientadairds monitoring
performance to prevent subordinates from makingakés. High degrees of
conscientiousness may act as a substitute for MB&oascientious individuals are
characterized as being thorough, careful, andangilSuch characteristics may negate
the need for close supervision via MBE behavioi may possibly be perceived as
micromanaging by highly conscientious individu&sntingent reward behaviors are
meant to motivate high performance in subordindtesugh the articulation of
psychological and material rewards to be obtainesgkchange for good performance.
High degrees of conscientiousness may act as &tsitd$or CR behaviors as
conscientious individuals are already highly maedatowards task accomplishment. As
such, these motivating behaviors are redundang sireehighly conscientious

subordinate is already internally motivated towdridgh performance.

Initiating structure behaviors are geared towastablishing a structure for how
and when tasks are to be completed. Individuals avbdigh in conscientiousness are
characterized as being organized, neat, and systeméath a high degree of
conscientiousness, the provision of structure om ttocomplete a task may not be
necessary since a conscientious person is likedgt@blish their own structure for task
completion. Alternatively, subordinates low in coiesitiousness amaorelikely to be
influenced by the same leadership behaviors asateless oriented towards
accomplishing their tasks and may require the giomiof more structure (from their

leaders) in their work contexts.
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Idealized influence behaviors are geared towardgiging subordinates with a
role model for high ethical behavior. A high degoéeonscientiousness is characterized
by self-discipline and impulse control. As suchitigalarly in the case of committing
CWBs, idealized influence behaviors may be sulistitby an individual’s high degree
of conscientiousness as these types of individaradess likely to commit CWBs. In
fact, the literature already suggests that consolesness is the strongest predictor of
CWBs such that high degrees of conscientiousnessegyatively associated with CWBs
(Berry, Ones, & Sacket, 2007). Individualized sideration and inspirational
motivation are both conceptualized to influencesdimate performance by increasing
the subordinate’s identification with the organiaatand their job duties (Bass, 1985;
Burns, 1978). For example, individualized consadien, through the leader showing
support and promoting open lines of communicati@velops intrinsic motivation within
the subordinate towards their tasks. As noted aldoglly conscientious individuals are
already intrinsically motivated towards high perf@nce as highly conscientious

individuals are achievement oriented, self directedl persistent.
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Although there were a number of novel and intémgdindings in the current
study, there were several limitations that sho@a8dressed in this area for future
research. First, the cross-sectional design ofithe collection precludes the ability to
make causal inferences among the variables ofisttefFuture studies in this area should
utilize a longitudinal design. Notably, the currehidy did try to address this
shortcoming, but the small sample size when us®BAS scores to assess
conscientiousness did not allow us to do so. Addgily, although the current study does
have the advantage of two sources of ratings ¢e#f. and supervisor report), the majority
of measures were only completed by subordinatei&sldOutcome measures of
subordinate AW performance were also obtained fomgle source ratings. This is a
weakness of this study as supervisors may not pepss®ugh familiarity with the
subordinate to accurately rate their performanaavéver, to ameliorate this issue, the
use of familiarity ratings were utilized and sulioede ratings when the leader reported a

low degree of familiarity were eliminated from ays#ds.

Previous work on SS has operationalized the coctsin an ad hoc manner. This
study was the first to systematically assess SBanvork context. However, future
examinations of the SS in the military should cdesithe inclusion of additional

situational facets. It is possible that SS wasshotvn to moderate trait-behavior
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relationships, as in previous research, becaueeafurrent measure’s inability to
capture “military-context-specific” facets. For exple, psycho-social distance is a strong
situational aspect of the military context. Psysloaial distance, in essence, refers to
social distance between organizational membersUl8e Army’s Warrior’'s Ethos states
“I will never leave a fallen comrade” (Departmeftfamy, 2006), and there are a
number of accounts where Soldiers have risked tveir lives for the sake of other
Soldiers. This type of situational press on behagtaes not exist in typical organizations.
Thus, it is plausible that there is a differentggylogical situation that influences Soldier
behavior (that is fostered within the military) tl@spects of clarity, consistency,

constraints, and consequences do not capture.

Alternatively, it is possible that SS was not shaw moderate trait-behavior
relationships because the military context in gehiera strong situation. Consequently,
SS scores are restricted in range, which may hid@euated the effects of SS in this
military sample. Researchers have often suggebkttdte military context creates a
“strong” situational influence and socializatioropess (e.g., Hannah & Sowden, 2012).
These strong normative and informational effectsarhsubstantial effects on the
behavior of the Soldiers. However, a comparisothefmeans and standard deviations of
the SS facets from the current military samplenttsé found in a range of civilian jobs
(see Meyer et al., in press) negates this notibis Gomparison suggests that the military
context is no different from the civilian contertterms of the range of SS perceptions
found in the workplace. This lack of differencetjfiss the examination of SS as a valid

construct in military settings. However, future exaations should consider the notion
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that SS (as it exists within a military context)ynze better represented at a higher level
of reference (e.g., military life) rather than jasthe job level. Though an individual
Soldier may experience varying degrees of SS whisror her job, the constraints of

military life may be more influential on his or heehavior.

Psycho-social distance may also explain the maéidgraffect of leader behaviors
on subordinate trait-behavior relationships ovep8&eptions. Typical leadership
scholars have suggested that leaders should nmaartaadequate degree of social
distance from their followers (e.g., distance fremotional concerns) in order to remain
effective (Martin & Sims, 1956). However, in militacontexts, researchers have noted
that social distance between leader and followezdsiced wherein the relationships
become more informal as contexts become more egt(eitile, 1964; Stouffer et al.,
1965). Mack and Konetzni (1982) note that “...thecassful commander officer...must
learn to become as one with his ward room and cyetat the same time, he must
remain above and apart” (p. 3). This psycho-sadedeness between the leader and
subordinate may lead the subordinate’s behavibetmfluenced more by their leader
than their perception of the work situatias a wholeln effect, while the situation may

have multiple stimuli, leadership behaviarghe militarymay be the strongest stimulus.

In summary, leadership behaviors are notablecadents to SS perceptions
though more work needs to be done to further gldiné complexity of these
relationships. While situational strength did naiderate trait-behavior relationships as

expected, leadership behaviors showed interestiegactions with conscientiousness in
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predicting performance consistent with SS theowyufe research should examine these
relationships with consideration towards additidB8Ifacets and substitutes for

leadership.
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JAS:

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics, Intercorrelationsand Reliabilities of all Variables of Interest

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Mean SD
1. Structure 39.16 7.98 1 .93
2. Consideration 3456 6.90 .64** 1 .79
3. Leader Member Exchange 34.29 10.11 .49** .64** 1 .95
4. Idealized Influence 3.56 1.00 .64** .68** .70** 1 .95
5. Individualzed Consideration 3.19 1.10 .55** .64* 06 .76** 1 .97
6. Intelectual Stimulation 3.34 1.10 .65** .71** .65** 19** .84** 1 .95
7. Contingent Reward 351 1.11 .56** .67** .66** .88** .80 .54** 1 .95
8. Management by Exception 3.31 1.00 .28** .21* 24* Q¥ 30% .37* 42** 1 .88
9. SS Facet Clarity 474 155 52** 56** .54** 65** .60* .65** .66** .33** 1 .96
10. SS Facet Consistency 454 149 52* 55* B5** E5*57* 66** .68** .35%* 58 1 .95
11. SS Facet Constraints 4.09 1.4416** - .32%*- 21** - 22% - 18* - 17** - 20** .13* - .28*- .19** 1 .95
12. SS Facet Consequences 435 1.13 .23* .10 A6** 2326%F  20%  23*  28* | 31* 30** .34** 1 .84
13. SS Global Composite 443 0.90 .44*%* 37** 42%* | 53**49* 56** 5h5**  A2** 7G5k 7Ok 32k 71 1 .87
14. Trait Conscientiousness 4,01 0.66 .21** .18* .20*16** .15** .20** .14* .06 A5 10 -.16* .05 .06 1 .90
15. Counterproductive Work Behaviors 0.29 0.45 -.01 3.6.06 -.04 -.01 -.04 -.07 .07 -.05 -.04 .02 -.01-.06 -.33* 1 - -
16. Army Wide Performance Ratings 5.18 1.16 .00 .04 .0711* .- .02 -.07 .09 -.03 .07 .08 -.11 -.04 .01.15**-33** 1 .95

Note. Correlations with counterproductive work behavgpnesent point-biserial correlations. Correlatiwits AW performace were fitered to include onlpde ratings wherein
the superior reported a sufficient (i.e., a respais3 or 4 on the familiarity rating scale) degoééamilarity with the subordinate.

**p < .01

*p < .05



Table 2. Hierarchical Multiple Regression — Situatbnal Strength Facet of Clarity Regressed onto
Leadership Constructs.

Situational Strength Facet

Clarity
Predictor Variable(: R? AR2 B
Step 1 05*x*x  Q5***
Control Variables
Step 2 RSN R B b ot
Structure 14
Consideration .03
LMX 5 xxx
Idealized Influence .07
Individualized Consideration .02
Intellectual Stimulation 23 F**
Contingent Reward 18 **
Management by Exception .02
Total R2 56%**

Note. Rs are rawR?s. All§s are standardized. Control variables include MOS
and experience.
**p<.01,***p< .001.
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Table 3. Hierarchical Multiple Regression - Situatonal Strength Facet of Consistency Regressed onto
Leadership Constructs

Situational Strength Fac

Consistency
Predictor Variable(: R2 AR? B
Step 1 .04** .04**
Control Variables
Step 2 AQFFx AGRkx
Structure A3
Consideration .05
LMX A3 **
Idealized Influence .06
Individualized Consideration .05
Intellectual Stimulation 25 xk*
Contingent Reward 14 *
Management by Exception .04
Total R2 53xx*

Note. Rs are rawR?s. AllBs are standardized. Control variables include I
and experience.
*p<.05, **p<.01,***p< .001.
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Table 4. Hierarchical Multiple Regression - Situatonal Strength Facet of Constraints Regressed onto
Leadership Constructs

Sttuational Strength Facet

Constraints
Predictor Variable(s) R? AR? B
Step 1 .01 .01
Control Variables
Step 2 A3 2%k
Structure .09
Consideration -.23 *x*
LMX .03
Idealized Influence -.06
Individualized Consideration -.03
Intellectual Stimulation -.05
Contingent Reward -.07
Management by Exception 24 ***
Total R? 145

Note. Rs are rawR?3s. All Bs are standardized. Control variables include MOS
and experience.
***p< .001.
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Table 5. Hierarchical Multiple Regression - Situatonal Strength Facet of Consequences Regressed
onto Leadership Constructs

Sttuational Strength Facet

Consequences
Predictor Variable(: R?2 AR? B
Step 1 .01 .01
Control Variables
Step 2 A3FRE 1 2%k
Structure 14 **
Consideration -.16 **
LMX .06
Idealized Influence 13
Individualized Consideration -.02
Intellectual Stimulation .03
Contingent Reward -.04
Management by Exception 23 ***
Total R? 145

Note. Rs are rawR?3s. All Bs are standardized. Control variables include MOS
and experience.

** p< .01, **p< .001.
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Table 6. Hierarchical Multiple Regression - Situatonal Strength Global Composite Regressed onto
Leadership Constructs

Situational Strength
Global Composite

Predictor Variable(: R? AR2 B
Step 1 .03** .03**
Control Variables
Step 2 .38*** 35
Structure .20 ***
Consideration -11*
LMX 15w
Idealized Influence .07
Individualized Consideration .01
Intellectual Stimulation .19 **
Contingent Reward .09
Management by Exception 19
Total R? A1

Note. Rs are rawR?s. Al s are standardized. Control variables include
MOS and experience.
*p<.05, **p<.01,***p< .001.
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Table 7. Summary of Moderated Multiple Regression Aalyses with Army Wide Performance Ratings
Regressed on Conscientiousness, Situational Strehgand their Interactions

Predictor Variable(s)

Army Wide Performance Ratings

R2

AR?

B

Clarity X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Clarity
Conscientiousness
Step 2
Clarity X Conscientiousness

Consistency X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Consistency
Conscientiousness
Step 2
Consistency X Conscientiousness

Constraints X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Constraints
Conscientiousness
Step 2
Constraints X Conscientiousness

Consequences X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Consequences
Conscientiousness
Step 2
Consequences X Conscientiousness

Global Composite X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Global Composite
Conscientiousness
Step 2
Global X Conscientiousness

.03*

.03

.03*

.03

.03**

.04

.02*

.03

.02*

.03

.03*

.00

.03*

.00

.03**

.01

.02*

.01

.02*

.01

.05
A5 %

.01

.07
15 *

-.02

-.08
.15 **

.07

-.05
15 **

.08

.00
.15 **

.06

Note. R2s are raw R2AR?2s are based on unadjusted values3ddre standardized.

*p<.05, *p< .01.
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Table 8. Summary of Moderated Logistic Regression Aalyses with Counterproductive Work Behaviors
Regressed on Conscientiousness, Situational Strehgand their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2

Predictor Variable(s) B Exp(3) B Exp(3)
Conscientiousness X Clarity

Conscientiousness - 75 A8 *xx - 75 48 *rx

Clarity -.02 .98 -.02 .98

Conscientiousness X Clarity .00 1.00

Modelx2 (df) 38.94(2) *** 38.94(3) ***

ModelAx? (df) 0.00(1)
Conscientiousness X Consistency

Conscientiousness =74 A8 *xx - 73 48 *rx

Consistency -.04 .96 -.04 .96

Consientiousness X Consistency .03 1.03

Modelx? (df) 39.03(2) *** 39.18(3) ***

ModelAx? (df) 0.15(1)
Conscientiousness X Constraints

Conscientiousness =73 xxx 48 *r* =72 xxx 49 F*

Constraints .07 1.07 .07 1.07

Conscientiousness X Constraints -.09 91

Modelx? (df) 38.59(2) *** 39.94(3) ***

ModelAx? (df) 1.35(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a positive relationship witiylzxeéported counterproductive work behavior, an
odds ratio of 1.0 indicates a null relationship, and an odds ratio less thanch@dndinegative relationship. B = log odds;
Exp(3) = odds ratio.

Fokk p< .001

(Continued on Next Page)
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Table 8. (Gntinued)
Summary of Moderated Logistic Regression Analygés@ounterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed on
Conscientiousness, Situational Strength, and theéractions

Step 1 Step 2

Predictor Variable(s) B Exp(B) B Exp(B)
Conscientiousness X Consequences

Conscientiousness -.76 *** AT -.76 *** AT R

Consequences -.95 1.05 .03 1.03

Conscientiousness X Consequences -.12 .89

ModelX? (df) 38.74(2) *** 40.05(3) ***

Model AX2 (df) 1.31(1)
Conscientiousness X Global Composite

Conscientiousness -.76 *** AT -.76 *** 1.01 ***

Global Composite .02 1.02 .01 .04

Conscientiousness X Global Composite -.06 .04

ModelX? (df) 38.41(2) *** 38.69(3) ***

Model AX2 (df) .28(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiationship with having a reported counterproeleatork behavior, an
odds ratio of 1.0 indicates a null relationshigj an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negatationship. B = log odds;
Exp(B) = odds ratio.

*** p<.001



Table 9. Summary of Moderated Multiple Regression Aalyses with Army Wide Performance Ratings

Regressed on Conscientiousness, Leadership Behayiand their Interactions

Predictor Variable(s)

Army Wide Performance Ratings

R2

AR? B

Initiating Strucutre X Conscientiousness

Step 1
Control Variables

Step 2
Initiating Structure
Conscientiousness

Step 3
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness

Consideration X Conscientiousness

Step 1
Control Variables

Step 2
Consideration
Conscientiousness

Step 3
Consideration X Conscientiousness

Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness

Step 1
Control Variables

Step 2
Leader Member Exchange
Conscientiousness

Step 3
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness

Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness

Step 1
Control Variables

Step 2
Idealized Influence
Conscientiousness

Step 3
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness

.05

.08

.08

.05

.08

.08

.05

.08

.00

.05

.08

.09

.05

.03 *
.00
16 **
.00
.06

.05

.03 *
.04
15 **

.00

-.06

.05

.03 *
.06
A5 %
.00
-.04

.05

.03 **
.09
A4 *
.01
-.07

Note. R2s are raw R2?s. Afls are standardized. Control variables include M@Sexperience.

*p<.05, *p< .01.

(Continued on Next Page)
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Table 9. Continued)
Summary table of Hierarchical Moderated MultiplegReEssions with Army Wide Performance Rati
Regressed on Conscientiousness, Leadership Behawnbtheir Interactions

Army Wide Performance Ratings

Predictor Variable(s) R2 AR? B

Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .07 .07 *
Control Variables

Step 2 .09 .02
Individualized Consideration -.02
Conscientiousness A2~

Step 3 .09 .00
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness 2-0

Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .07 .07 *
Control Variables

Step 2 .09 .02 *
Intellectual Stimulation -.07
Conscientiousness .16 *

Step 3 .09 .00
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness -.06

Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .05 .05
Control Variables

Step 2 .08 .03 *
Contingent Reward .07
Conscientiousness A0 *

Step 3 .09 .01
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness -.08

Management by Exception X Conscientiousness
Step 1 .05 .05
Control Variables
Step 2 .08 .03 *
Management by Exception -.03
Conscientiousness .16 **
Step 3 .10 .02 *
Management by Exception X Conscientiousness 14 *

Note. R?s are raw R2s. Alls are standardized. Control variables include M@Sexperience.
*p<.05, **p<.01.
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Table 10. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Initiatig Structure, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp(3) B Exp(B) B Exp()
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 11 1.12 A1 1.12
D2 .67 1.95 .69 1.99 .68 1.97
D3 -.08 .93 -.06 .95 -.12 .89
D4 .25 1.28 .34 1.41 .37 1.45
D5 .07 1.07 .20 1.22 .20 121
D6 .23 1.25 21 1.24 .19 121
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.84 * 16 * -1.78 7
D8 .16 1.18 .07 1.07 .06 1.06
Grad Year =24 ** 79 ** -21 % .81 ** =22 % .81 **
Initiating Structure E A e AT Hrx .02 1.02
Conscientiousness .02 1.01 =76 *+* AT R
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness .02 1.02
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) ** 58.21(11) *** 60.35(12) ***

ModelAXz (df)

35.93(2) ***

2.14(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiilaionship with having a reported counterprodeatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negalationship. B = log odds; EXY)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miltary Police; D4 = Light-

Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transpor¥, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, *#*p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 11. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Considdian, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Consideration X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 13 1.14 .13 1.14
D2 .67 1.95 73 * 2.07* 73* 2.07 *
D3 -.08 .93 -.01 .99 -.01 .99
D4 .25 1.28 .32 1.37 .32 1.37
D5 .07 1.07 21 1.24 21 1.24
D6 .23 1.25 .15 1.16 .15 1.16
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.83 * 16 * -1.83 * 16 *
D8 .16 1.18 .04 1.04 .04 1.04
Grad Year -.24 ** 79 ** =21 ** .81 ** =21 % .81 **
Consideration .01 1.01 .01 1.00
Conscientiousness =74 wxx A8 *** -74 48
Consideration X Conscientiousness .00 1.00
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) ** 56.52(11) *** 56.52(12) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.25(2) *** 00.00(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprokleatiork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesibrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; EY)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-
Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, *p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 12. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Leader Mwer Exchange, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 12 1.13 12 1.13
D2 .67 1.95 75* 211 * 76 * 2.14*
D3 -.08 .93 .00 1.00 -.03 .97
D4 .25 1.28 31 1.36 31 1.37
D5 .07 1.07 .20 1.23 .18 1.20
D6 .23 1.25 A2 1.13 .09 1.10
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.81 .16 -1.77 17
D8 .16 1.18 43 1.04 .05 1.05
Grad Year -.24 ** 79 ** =21 ** .81 ** -.20 ** .82 **
Leader Member Exchange .00 1.00 .00 .99
Conscientiousness =72 A4Q *xx .70 *** 49 xxx
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness .01 .37
ModelX? (df)
Model AX2 (df) 22.27(9) ** 56.41(11) *** 57.68(12) ***

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprogeatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-

Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.
*p <.05, **p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 13. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, ldealizddfluence, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 12 1.12 12 1.13
D2 .67 1.95 75* 213 * 76 * 214 *
D3 -.08 .93 .01 1.01 -.06 .94
D4 .25 1.28 31 1.36 .34 1.40
D5 .07 1.07 .20 1.23 .18 1.19
D6 .23 1.25 A1 1.12 .07 1.08
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.80 .165 1.73 .18
D8 .16 1.18 .04 1.04 .04 1.04
Grad Year -.24 ** 79 ** -.20 ** .82 ** -.20 ** .82 **
Idealized Influence -.05 .95 -.04 .96
Conscientiousness =71 xR 49 - 71 49 *r*
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness 26 * 1.30 *
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) ** 56.62(11) *** 61.51(12) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.35(2) *** 4.89(1)*

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprogleatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-
Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transpor¥, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, **p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 14. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Individdzed Consideration, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp()
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness
D1 .22 1.26 12 1.12 12 1.12
D2 .65 1.95 .69 1.99 .68 1.97
D3 -.07 .93 -.07 .93 -.03 .97
D4 .25 1.28 24 1.26 .31 1.37
D5 .06 1.07 .04 .99 .18 1.20
D6 .22 1.25 22 1.25 .09 1.10
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.73 17 -1.77 .15
D8 .15 1.18 14 1.17 .05 .99
Grad Year =22 ** 79 ** -.20 ** 78 ** -.20 ** 78 **
Individualized Consideration -.04 .95 .00 .99
Conscientiousness =71 R A8 *** =70 *x=x 21 ***
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness .01 .22
ModelX2 (df) 22.34(9) ** 57.70(11) *** 58.68(12) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 35.36(2) *** .98(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprodeatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-
Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, *p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 15. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Intellegal Stimulation, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 .09 1.09 .10 1.13
D2 .67 1.95 .66 1.96 74 * 214 *
D3 -.08 .93 -.10 .90 -.02 .97
D4 .25 1.28 27 1.29 .33 1.37
D5 .07 1.07 .07 .97 .18 1.20
D6 .23 1.25 .25 1.28 .07 1.10
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.70 14 -1.76 17
D8 .16 1.18 A1 1.14 .05 1.05
Grad Year -.24 ** 79 ** =17 ** 75 ** =21 ** .82 **
Intellectual Stimulation -.01 .92 .01 .99
Conscientiousness =70 **x A8 *** =71 49 *r*
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness .02 .37
ModelX2 (df) 22.34(9) ** 56.67(11) *** 57.68(12) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.33(2) *** 1.01(2)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprokleatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesibrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-
Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, **p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 16. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, ContingeReward, and their Interactions

Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 12 1.12 .10 1.11
D2 .67 1.95 75* 213 * 76 * 211~
D3 -.08 .93 .01 1.01 -.03 .97
D4 .25 1.28 31 1.36 .32 1.37
D5 .07 1.07 .20 1.22 .19 1.21
D6 .22 1.25 A1 1.12 .06 1.06
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.80 17 -1.71 .18
D8 .16 1.18 .04 1.04 .07 1.07
Grad Year -.25 ** 78 ** =21 ** .81 ** =21 % .811 **
Contingent Reward -.05 .96 -.05 .95
Conscientiousness -71 .49 - 71 AQ xxx
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness 27 * 1.31*
ModelX2 (df) 22.66(9) ** 56.52(11) *** 62.20(12) ***

ModelAX2 (df)

33.86(2) ***

5.68(1) *

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprokleatiork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-

Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, *p<.01; ** p<.001
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Table 17. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Managemtgoy Exception, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Management By Exception X Conscientiousness
D1 .24 1.27 .13 1.14 12 1.12
D2 .60 1.83 .68 1.98 .65 1.91
D3 -.07 .93 -.01 .99 -.08 .93
D4 .26 1.29 .32 1.37 .35 1.42
D5 .08 1.08 A2 1.24 .28 1.32
D6 .23 1.26 A7 1.18 15 1.16
D7 -1.73 .18 -1.80 17 -1.79 17
D8 17 1.19 .03 1.03 .06 1.06
Grad Year -.24 ** 79 ** =22 ** .81 ** =22 % .80 **
Management By Exception 14 1.15 14 1.15
Conscientiousness - T4 A8 *r* .78 *xx A6 *x*
Management By Exception X Conscientiousness 25* 1.28 *
ModelX2 (df) 21.77(9) ** 58.28(11) *** 62.36(12) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 36.52(2) *** 4.08(1) *

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posiiaionship with having a reported counterprogeatork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesilbrelationship
and an odds ratio less than 1.0 indicates a negetationship. B = log odds; E)(= odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-
Wheel Mechanic, D5 = Medic; D6 = Motor Transporf, ® Human Resource Specialist; D8 = Signal Support.

*p <.05, **p<.01; *** p<.001



Table 18. Summary of Moderated Multiple Regressiodnalyses with Army Wide Performance
Ratings Regressed on Conscientiousness, LeadersBighaviors, Situational Strength, and their

Interactions

Predictor Variable(s)

Army Wide Performance Ratings

R2

AR? B

Initiating Strucutre X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Control Variables
Step 2
Initiating Structure
Conscientiousness
Situational Strength Global Composite
Step 3
Global X Conscientiousness
Step 4
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness

Consideration X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Control Variables
Step 2
Consideration
Conscientiousness
Situational Strength Global Composite
Step 3
Global X Conscientiousness
Step 4
Consideration X Conscientiousness

Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Control Variables
Step 2
Leader Member Exchange
Conscientiousness
Situational Strength Global Composite
Step 3
Global X Conscientiousness
Step 4
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness

Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness
Step 1
Control Variables
Step 2
Idealized Influence
Conscientiousness
Situational Strength Global Composite
Step 3
Global X Conscientiousness
Step 4
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness

.05

.08

.08

.08

.05

.08

.08

.09

.02

.08

.08

.09

.02

.08

.08

.09

.05

.03 *
-.01
16 **
.02
.00
.05
.00
-.01

.05

.03 *
.04
.15 **
.01

.00

.05

.01

-.10

.05

.03 *
.06
A5~
-.01
.00
.05
.01
-.09

.05

.03 *
A1
14
-.04
.00
.04
.01 *
-.14*

Note. Rs are rawR?3s. AllBs are standardized. Control variables include M@dexperience.

*p<.05, **p<.01.
(Continued on Next Page
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Table 18. Continued)

Summary of Moderated Multiple Regression AnalysgsAvmy Wide Performance Ratings Regressed on
Conscientiousness, Leadership Behaviors, Situat®trangth, and their Interactions

Army Wide Performance Ratings

Predictor Variable(s) R2 AR? B

Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .07 .07 *
Control Variables

Step 2 .09 .02
Individualized Consideration -.03
Conscientiousness 15 *
Situational Strength Global Composite .02

Step 3 .09 .00
Global X Conscientiousness .06

Step 4 .09 .00
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness 6-.0

Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .07 .07 *
Control Variables
Step 2 .10 .03
Intellectual Stimulation =11
Conscientiousness .16 *
Situational Strength Global Composite .07
Step 3 A1 .01
Global X Conscientiousness .07
Step 4 A2 .01
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness -.14

Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .05 .05
Control Variables
Step 2 .08 .03 *
Contingent Reward .09
Conscientiousness 15 *
Situational Strength Global Composite -.04
Step 3 .08 .00
Global X Conscientiousness .06
Step 4 .10 .02 *
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness =17 *

Management by Exception X Conscientiousness

Step 1 .05 .05
Control Variables

Step 2 .08 .03 *
Management by Exception -.04
Conscientiousness .16 **
Situational Strength Global Composite .04

Step 3 .08 .00
Global X Conscientiousness .05

Step 4 .10 .02 *
Management by Exception X Conscientiousness 15 *

Note. Rs are rawr?s. Al s are standardized. Control variables include M@bBexperience.
*p<.05, *p<.01.
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Table 19. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis wi Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Initiatig Structure, Situational Strength, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 A1 112 A1 112 .10 111
D2 .67 1.95 .69 1.99 .69 1.99 .68 1.97
D3 -.08 .93 -.057 .94 -.04 .96 -12 .89
D4 .25 1.28 .34 141 .33 1.39 .36 1.43
D5 .07 1.07 .20 1.22 18 1.20 16 1.17
D6 .23 1.25 .21 1.24 .24 1.27 .24 1.27
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.84 = .16 ** -1.86 * 16 * -1.81 17
D8 .16 1.18 .07 1.07 .09 1.09 .10 1.1
Grad Year =24 % 79 ** -21 .81 =21 ** 81 ** -21 % .81 **
Initiating Structure .02 1.02 .02 1.02 .03 * 1.03*
Conscientiousness =77 Y Bl =77 46 PN i Y
Global Situational Strength -.01 .99 -.03 .97 -.08 .73
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.09 92 -.22 .81
Initiating Structure X Conscientiousness .033 * 1.03 *
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) = 58.21(12) *** 58.70(13) *** 62.77(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 35.94(3) *** 49(1) 4.07(1) *

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posisiationship with having a reported counterproeletork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllérelationship, and an odds ratio less tharitiBates a negative
relationship § = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 20. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Considdian, Situational Strength, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Consideration X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 12 1.13 12 1.13 12 1.13
D2 .67 1.95 72 2.05 72 2.05 72 2.05
D3 -.08 .93 -.01 .99 .00 1.00 .00 .99
D4 .25 1.28 31 1.37 31 1.36 .30 1.35
D5 .07 1.07 .22 1.24 21 1.23 21 1.23
D6 .23 1.25 .16 117 .18 1.20 .18 1.19
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.83 * 16 * -1.86 ** .16 ** -1.85 * 16 *
D8 .16 1.18 .05 1.05 .07 1.07 .07 1.07
Grad Year =24 % 79 ** .21 % .81 ** -21 .81 -21 % .81 **
Consideration .03 1.03 .01 1.01 .01 1.01
Conscientiousness 74w A48 *x - 75w AT - 75w 48 *xx
Global Situational Strength .01 1.01 .01 1.01 .01 1.01
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.08 .93 -.09 91
Consideration X Conscientiousness .01 1.01
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) = 56.63(12) *** 57.01(13) *** 57.11(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.36(3) *** .38(1) 1(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posisiationship with having a reported counterproiletork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllérelationship, and an odds ratio less tharintiBates a negative
relationship § = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001



Table 21. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Leader Mwer Exchange, Situational Strength, and their Inteactions

9.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 A1 112 A1 112 .10 1.10
D2 .67 1.95 3% 2.07* 73* 2.07* 76 * 2.13*
D3 -.08 .93 .00 .99 .01 1.01 -.02 .98
D4 .25 1.28 31 1.36 .30 1.35 .29 1.34
D5 .07 1.07 21 1.23 .20 1.22 .15 1.17
D6 .23 1.25 13 114 15 1.16 14 1.14
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.80 17 -1.83* 16 * -1.79 17
D8 .16 1.18 .06 1.06 .08 1.08 12 1.13
Grad Year =24 % 79 ** .21 % .81 ** =21 ** 81 ** -.20 ** .82 **
Leader Member Exchange -.01 .99 -.01 .99 -.01 .99
Conscientiousness - 72w 49 wxx - 72w 49 wxx -7 we 49 Hxx
Global Situational Strength .06 1.07 .05 1.05 .04 1.05
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.07 .93 -.19 .83
Leader Member Exchange X Conscientiousness .02 1.02
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) = 56.81(12) *** 57.16(13) *** 60.06(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.53(3) *** .35(1) 2.9(1)

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posisiationship with having a reported counterproiletork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllérelationship, and an odds ratio less tharintiBates a negative
relationship § = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 22. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, |dealizddfluence, Situational Strength, and their Interadions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 .10 111 .10 111 .10 111
D2 .67 1.95 T73* 2.08 * 73* 2.08 * T5* 2.11*
D3 -.08 .93 .01 1.01 .03 1.03 -.06 .95
D4 .25 1.28 .30 1.36 .30 1.34 31 1.37
D5 .07 1.07 22 1.24 21 1.23 .15 1.16
D6 .23 1.25 12 1.13 .14 1.15 .14 1.15
D7 -1.74 18 -1.79 17 -1.81 .163 -1.76 17
D8 .16 1.18 .05 1.05 .07 1.07 A1 1.12
Grad Year =24 % 79 ** .21 % .81 ** =21 ** .81 % -21 % .81 **
Idealized Influence -.08 .93 -.07 .93 -.06 .94
Conscientiousness =72 rx LAQ Hxx =73 x* 79 *x =73 A8
Global Situational Strength .08 1.08 .06 1.07 .03 1.03
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.06 .94 -.27 .76
Idealized Influence X Conscientiousness 40 ** 1.49 **
ModelX2 (df) 22.27(9) = 57.19(12) *** 57.45(13) *** 65.63(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.91(3) = .26(1) 8.18(1) **

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a positiationship with having a reported counterproeleistork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllbrelationship, and an odds ratio less tharrtiBates a negative
relationship$ = log odds; Exff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miltary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 23. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Individdezed Consideration, Situational Strength, and theiInteractions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp()
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness
D1 22 1.26 11 1.11 .10 1.11 .07 1.09
D2 .65 1.95 .67 1.97 .67 1.96 .66 1.96
D3 -.07 .93 -.08 .92 .00 .94 .02 .95
D4 .25 1.28 .22 1.24 .29 1.35 .26 1.32
D5 .06 1.07 .03 .98 17 1.19 .16 1.21
D6 22 1.25 .20 1.23 .09 1.10 A1 111
D7 -1.74 18 -1.72 .16 -1.77 .15 -1.80 2
D8 15 1.18 12 115 .02 .96 .01 .96
Grad Year -.22 % 79 ** -17 .85 -11 .84 -17 .84
Individualized Consideration .02 1.02 .04 1.04 .06 1.06
Conscientiousness -.80 *** LAD Hxx -.81 *+* AD Hxx -.87 A2
Global Situational Strength -.02 .98 -.04 .96 -.08 .93
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -11 .90 -.33 72
Individualized Consideration X Conscientiousness .38 * 1.46 *
ModelX2 (df) 22.34(9) = 48.74(12) = 49.30(13) *** 56.06(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 26.40(3) *** .56(1) 6.73(1) **

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a positiationship with having a reported counterproeleistork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllbrelationship, and an odds ratio less tharirtiBates a negative
relationship = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 24. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Intellegal Stimulation, Situational Strength, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness
D1 .22 1.26 .08 1.01 .06 .99 .09 1.01
D2 .65 1.95 .64 1.94 .62 1.90 .61 1.89
D3 -.07 .93 -11 91 -.14 .89 -.13 .87
D4 .25 1.28 .24 1.27 .26 1.30 31 1.32
D5 .06 1.07 .08 .98 .08 .97 .07 .94
D6 .22 1.25 .22 1.25 21 1.23 14 1.15
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.72 12 -1.71 A1 -1.69 .15
D8 .15 1.18 13 1.17 .15 1.19 16 1.21
Grad Year -.22 % 79 ** -.18 .80 -.17 .85 -.16 .83
Intellectual Stimulation -.01 .99 -.01 .99 .01 1.01
Conscientiousness -.78 wxx 46w .79 *x* 45 wxx -.82 w* 44w
Global Situational Strength .01 1.01 -.01 .99 -.05 .96
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.10 91 -.12 .70
Intellectual Stimulation X Conscientiousness A41* 1.51*
ModelX2 (df) 22.34(9) = 47.77(12) = 48.23(13) *** 55.39(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 25.43(3) = 46(1) 7.16(1) **

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posisiationship with having a reported counterproiletork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllérelationship, and an odds ratio less tharintiBates a negative
relationship § = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 25. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, ContingeReward, Situational Strength, and their Interactions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness
D1 .23 1.26 .10 1.10 .10 1.10 .06 1.06
D2 .67 1.95 3% 2.06 * 73* 2.07* 71 2.04
D3 -.08 .93 .01 1.01 .03 1.03 .01 1.01
D4 .25 1.28 .30 1.35 .29 1.34 .28 1.32
D5 .07 1.07 21 1.24 21 1.23 17 1.19
D6 .22 1.25 13 1.13 15 1.16 13 1.14
D7 -1.74 .18 -1.79 17 -1.82 .16 -1.74 .18
D8 .16 1.18 .06 1.07 .08 1.08 .16 1.17
Grad Year .25 % 78 ** =22 % .81 ** =22 ** 81 ** =22 % .81 **
Contingent Reward -.08 .82 -.07 .93 -.08 .93
Conscientiousness -.923 49 *xx .73 we 48 *x* =74 we 48 x
Global Situational Strength .10 1.10 .08 1.08 .05 1.08
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.08 .93 -.07 .73
Contingent Reward X Conscientiousness 43 ** 1.53 **
ModelX2 (df) 22.66(9) ** 57.36(12) *** 57.74(13) *** 67.84(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 34.70(3) *** .38(1) 10.10(1) **

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a posisiationship with having a reported counterproiletork behavior, an odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllérelationship, and an odds ratio less tharintiBates a negative
relationship § = log odds; Exgff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resourcedgiist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Table 26. Moderated Logistic Regression Analysis @i Counterproductive Work Behaviors Regressed
on the Main Effects of Conscientiousness, Managemigoy Exception, Situational Strength, and their Ineractions

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Predictor Variable(s) B Exp() B Exp() B Exp() B Exp(B)
Management By Exception X Conscientiousness
D1 .24 1.27 .13 1.14 .13 1.14 .10 1.11
D2 .60 1.83 .69 1.99 .69 1.99 .64 1.90
D3 -.07 .93 -.01 .99 .00 1.00 -.06 .94
D4 .26 1.29 .32 1.37 31 1.36 .34 1.40
D5 .08 1.08 .21 1.24 .20 1.23 .27 1.31
D6 .23 1.26 17 1.18 .19 1.20 .21 1.23
D7 -1.73 .18 -1.80 17 -1.82* .16 * -1.85* .16 *
D8 17 1.19 .03 1.03 .04 1.04 12 1.12
Grad Year -.24 * 79 ** -.22 .81 ** -.21 .81 ** -.22 .81 **
Management By Exception .14 1.15 .14 1.15 .15 1.16
Conscientiousness .74 48 *** .74 48 *** -.81 *** .45 **
Global Situational Strength -.01 .99 -.03 97 -.04 .96
Conscientiousness X Global Situational Strength -.07 92 -.22 .81
Management By Exception X Conscientiousness 34 * 1.41*
ModelX2 (df) 21.77(9) * 58.28(12) *** 58.65(13) *** 64.96(14) ***
ModelAX2 (df) 36.51(3) *** 37(2) 6.31(1) *

Note. An odds ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a positiationship with have a reported counterprodeatierk behavior, and odds ratio of 1.0 indicatesllaelationship, and an odss ratio less tharintiibates a negative
relationship$ = log odds; Exff) = odds ratio. D1 = Infantry; D2 = Armor Crew; B3Miitary Police; D4 = Light-Wheel Mechanic, D5Medic; D6 = Motor Transport; D7 = Human Resource&glist; D8 = Signal
Support.

*p <.05; *p< 01; *** p<.001
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Personality:
Military Occupational

Specialty (MOS) Conscientiousness
Leadership: Situational Strength:
= Transformational/Transactional = Clarity

=Initiating Structure/ Consideraon | ——— > = Consistency
= Leader Member Exchange =Constraints

=Consequences

Performance:
Job Experience Performance Ratings

Counterproductive Work
Behaviors

Figure 1. Proposed Model

Note.MOS and graduation year (a proxy for experiencepwsed as control
variables.
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Figure 2. Management by Exception Interacts with Sbordinate Personality in Predicting Army Wide
Performance

Note.Management by exception is a facet of transactimaalership.
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Figure 3. Idealized Influence Interacts with Subordnate Personality in Predicting Counterproductive
Work Behaviors

Note.ldealized influence is a facet of transformatideadership.
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Figure 4. Contingent Reward Interacts with Subordirate Behavior in Predicting Counterproductive

Work Behaviors

Note.Contingent Reward is a facet of transactional |estdp.
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APPENDIX A

Conceptually, transactional/transformational lealg and initiating
structure/consideration seem to represent correspgmapproaches to similar sets of
behaviors. For example, transformational leadershitpaviors overlap conceptually with
consideration behaviors as both refer to actiorexctbd towards fostering strong
relationships with one’s subordinates through t@ession of concern for the members
of his or her group (Bass, 2008). On the other haniighting structure and transactional
leadership behaviors correspond with each otheuh less so) through their emphasis
on aspects of the task, how the task should be ledetp) and what the consequences are
for various levels of performance. Though the cpiea relationships between the
constructs seem relatively straightforward, empirgtudies demonstrate that these
relationships are not as clear cut as they seem.

In a study of 294 MBAs with full-time jobs, Bask987) found that subordinate
perceptions of their leader’s initiating structeerelated .53, .55, and .59 with charisma,
individualized consideration, and intellectual silation (aspects of transformational
leadership) respectively, and .48 and .06, respagtiwith CR and ME measures of
transactional leadership. Additionally, subordinageceptions of consideration were
correlated .78, .78, and .65, respectively, withaforementioned transformational

leadership measures, and .64, and -.23, respsgtwith the aforementioned
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transactional leadership measures. This examindgaronstrates that there is a
particularly strong relationship between transfdioral leadership and consideration
and less of a relationship between initiating dtrtecand transactional leadership. That
is, these results suggest that despite their conakegimilarities, initiating structure and
transactional leadership are less related thatvangd assume--thereby justifying the
decision to study them both.

Research by Miliffe, Piccolo, and Judge (2005pré&grl correlations between
transformational leadership, on the one hand, andideration and initiating structure,
on the other hand, of .46, and .27 respectiveladadition, these authors found that the
inclusion of transformational scales (the authadsnt include transactional scales)
accounted for a substantial amount of incremeragtahwce in predicting outcomes of the
rated effectiveness of leadership and satisfaetitimleadership. These finding suggests
that while the two conceptualizations overlap, taegount for unique sources of
variance. Similar results were also found by Sekirel Bass (1990) in their study of 138
subordinates and 55 managers.

In considering how LMX relates to the aforemenéidiieadership behaviors,
Kuhner and Lewis (1987) aligned the quality of LM}#th corresponding characteristic
leadership behaviors. Low LMX leaders are consilléneoperate on a more
transactional and self-interested style. For maddr®X leaders, leader-subordinate
relations are geared towards focusing on mutuellyarding outcomes and the
consideration of the leader’s and subordinatesredt. Further, high LMX leaders are

seen as transformational. In these exchangeaesdtips, the interaction goes beyond the
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self-interest of both parties. Empirical evidefargely supports this notion with a few
exceptions (e.g., Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999).

Research has demonstrated a positive correlagittwelen LMX and both
transformational and CR leadership but not MBE (dib& Hall-Merenda, 1999). That
is, LMX quality is positively correlated with trafmsmational leadership and some
aspects of transactional leadership. Further, Zetugl colleges have demonstrated that
leader-subordinate relationships that were highuiality exchanges were characterized
as more transformational, especially for charisonatid individually considerate leaders
(Deluga, 1991; Deluga & Perry, 1991). Deluga (1982nd individualized consideration
(a component of transformational leadership) tsigaificantly correlated with the
guality of LMX. In an examination of 106 dyads, 8ekheim, Neider, and Scandura
(1998) found that when a dyad was characterizeidly exchange, there was a higher
degree of delegation by the leader which demorstr@higher degree of latitude for the
subordinate in such exchanges (characteristi@obformational leadership). Finally,
Aryee, Tan, and Budhwar (2002) found that in higbhange relationships, subordinates

were more willing to initiate actions and perceivegher degrees of autonomy.
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APPENDIX B

Leadership Behaviors and Situational Strength
Initiating Structure

As initiating structure deals with the extent tbieh a leader clearly articulates
the roles of unit members, initiates actions witte unit, and organizes and defines the
unit’s tasks (Fleishman, 1973), it is easy to s®& &uch behaviors may influence SS
perceptions. For example, a leader who initiatesiadequate degree of structure is
likely to foster an environment that is charactediby ambiguity (low clarity) and
inconsistency (low consistency). Additionally, aleader’s initiating structure behaviors
deal directly with organizing and defining an indival’s tasks, a subordinate’s
perceptions of constraints are also likely to Brienced. That is, the structure that the
leader imposes on a subordinate directly definestmstraints perceived by the
individual. Finally, in considering consequencésan be argued that the structure
imposed by the leader is likely to encompass peiamepof the behaviors that are likely
to be rewarded and those that are likely to beghad. It is less clear how the leader’s
initiating structure behaviors influence a suboatk's perceptions of external
consequences of the job (i.e., welfare of extetarglets) — though it could be argued that
such behaviors are likely to reinforce the impoctanf specific tasks within one’s job to

both internal and external stakeholders, thus asing perceptions of consequences.
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The combined effect of a leader’s initiating stwe behaviors increasing
perceptions of SS at the facet level is likely éoréflected in SS at the global level. That
is, increased initiating structure behaviors atel¥i to result in higher degrees of SS as
such behaviors are broadly geared towards decgeasibiguity and providing structure
within the work context. Both facet and global cepiuializations of SS are utilized here.
Such an approach will allow for an initial understang of: 1) how initiating structure
leadership behaviors are related to global SS peares, and 2) by which mechanisms
(i.e., facets) leadership behaviors influence S8qmions (e.g., do initiating structure
behaviors exert an influence on SS perceptionsitiran emphasis on clarity?). As
such, | hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Perceived initiating structure behawrs will be positively related to

individual perceptions of (a) consistency, (b) claty, (c) consequences, (d)

constraints, and (e) global situational strength,wch that higher initiating
structure will result in higher perceptions of situational strength.

Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership highlights an exchangioaship between the leader
and the subordinate aimed at satisfying each oelfsnderest (Burns, 1978). The effect
of transactional leadership behaviors on SS cambderstood in considering the facets of
transactional leadership: CR and ME. For example]gadership behaviors refer to
leader behaviors that emphasize clarifying role tas#d requirements in addition to
providing subordinates with material or psycholafjiewards contingent on the
fulfillment of the task (Bass, 1998). As such, ader who displays a high degree of CR

behaviors is likely to decrease ambiguity (increcaeaty) and increase perceptions of

93



constraints by emphasizing role and task requirésreemd how the work is to be done. In
addition, because such behavior is likely to strreetvhen and how tasks are to be
executed, CR behaviors are likely to increase #regived consistency of the work tasks.
A leader’s ME transactional behaviors refer to ective behaviors when mistakes are
made. As such, a leader who engages in more MEvimekas likely to increase
perceptions of consequences by responding to Haalvlme and mistakes committed by
subordinates. The combined effect of a leaderisstietional leadership behaviors
increasing SS at the facet level is likely to biteged in SS at the global level. |
hypothesize:
Hypothesis 2: Perceived transactional leadershipahaviors will be positively

related to individual perceptions of (a) consisteng (b) clarity, (c)

consequences, (d) constraints, and (e) global sitianal strength, such that

higher transactional leadership will result in higher perceptions of situational

strength.
Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership refers to a leaderstyile that is directed towards
positive change in subordinate behaviors by appga&ti the subordinate’s self-worth.
Transformational leaders are not only concernell paérformance, but are also focused
on helping develop their followers (Burns, 1978)transformational leader is likely to
foster closer relationships with subordinates cotterezed by smaller power distance and
higher degrees of individual consideration. In efff¢here are higher degrees of trust and
openness (House & Shamir, 1993) which result ineticverbal communication. Most

relevant to aspects of SS, transformational leadster an environment in which there

are more opportunities for sharing and clarifyirggeptions (Kozlowski & Doherty,
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1989) as well as the provision of more clearlycatated task cues (Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1996). In addition, transformational leaders aqeeeted to behave more consistently
across situations in terms of their leadershipmas (Burns, 1978) — which in turn may
increase the consistency in perceptions of thesta@kis greater consistency is assumed
to be a function of transformational leaders actingheir own values and visions as
logic for their actions, as opposed to externdugrices (e.g., organizational politics;
Bass, 1990). In considering the facets of transédional behaviors, a leader engaging in
intellectual stimulation behaviors is likely to nrease a follower’s awareness of task
problems, which may increase one’s perceptionsanity. A lack of ambiguity regarding
the tasks may also be reduced based on richer caroation patterns established by
transformational leaders. In addition, a leaderaged in inspirational motivation is
characterized as modeling appropriate behaviorstorthher subordinates. Such modeling
may serve as a contextual cue to the subordinagesding the most appropriate
behaviors and responses to work situations.

It is important, however, to consider that suemsformational leadership
behaviors are not necessarily positively correlatgd SS. For example, intellectual
stimulation behaviors also promote divergent thigkin followers (Bass, 1985) in
regards to solving task problems. Such behavidndewelping clarify the task space, are
also likely to decrease perceptions of constrglmsause they allow for creative
solutions). Similarly, when considering a leadéndividualized consideration behaviors,
a subordinate’s perceptions of consequences magdmively influenced. That is,

transformational leadership emphasizes personaltr@ncouragement, and coaching.
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As such, a subordinate may perceive fewer negatimeequences associated with his or
her behavior as the transformational leader isylite accept and even promote mistakes
as a way of facilitating the development of thewdinate (Bass, 1985).
Collectively, a subordinate’s perceptions of S&ldely to be influenced by his
or her leader’s transformational behaviors, thotighnature of that relationship depends
on which facet of SS is being considered. Speddlficmore transformational leadership
behaviors are likely to translate into clearer pptions of the work environment and
tasks (high clarity) as well as perceptions of ¢steacy in the leader’s goals and
messages. However, more transformational leadeishigo likely to foster divergent
thinking and create an environment where mistakesiat always punished--and so to
subordinate perceptions of lower constraints amegfeconsequences. The effect of
transformational leadership on global SS is thudaan. As such, | will not present a
formal hypothesis for global SS. With regard to 8&facets, | hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3: Perceived transformational leaderspibehaviors will be positively
related to individual perceptions of (a) consistencand (b) clarity, such that

higher transformational leadership will result in higher perceptions of these
two facets of situational strength.

Hypothesis 4: Perceived transformational leadershifpehaviors will be negatively
related to individual perceptions of (a) constrains and (b) consequences,
such that higher transformational leadership behawrs will result in lower
perceptions of these two facets of situational stngth.

Leader Member Exchange Quality

Leader member exchange theory assumes that a’keadieordinates are likely to

experience disparate work contexts as a functighef identification with the leader as
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part of thein-groupor theout-group Individuals that are identified as part of the in
group experience higher degrees of exchange watletider and are afforded a greater
degree of latitude in their behaviors. As a restithis high-quality exchange,
subordinates that are part of the in-group ardylitee perceive more clarity regarding the
work tasks whereas those with low quality excharagedikely to experience less clarity.
This would result as a function of the higher degref exchange between the leader and
his or her subordinate which would promote moreoopmities to clarify work roles and
expectations. In-group members are likely to berd#d higher degrees of latitude,
autonomy, and discretion in how they are to coneptleeir work tasks (Schriesheim,
Neider, & Scandura,1998; Aryee, Tan, & Budhwar 20f2a result of this relationship.
Alternatively, subordinates that are identifiecpast of the out-group are likely to
experience lower degrees of autonomy and experienesr opportunities to
communicate with the leader regarding work taskksgoals (i.e., higher constraints and
lower clarity).

In regards to consistency and consequences, sobtes within the in-groupnd
out-groupare again likely to experience different perceiddpecifically, because of
their high degrees of exchange and proximity toélaeer, in-groupnembers are likely
to perceive more consistency in the work tasksltiegurom constant communications
with the leader as compared to individuals in taegroup Consequences of the job are
also likely to be perceived differently since higkehange relationships are characterized
as transformational and low-exchange relationsagpsansactional (Kuhner & Lewis,

1987). Specifically, because subordinates witheithgroup are evaluated less heavily
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and receive more social support from the leadeir fferceptions of the consequences of
the job are likely to be lower as compared to mesbéthe out-groupHere, members

of the out-group are dealt with more transactignad mistakes are less accepted and are
likely to be met with negative evaluations.

Collectively, a subordinate’s perceptions of S&ldely to be influenced by his
or her quality of relationship with their leaddrptigh the nature of that relationship
depends on which facet of SS is being consideggcifically, high exchange
relationships are likely to translate into clegrerceptions of the work environment and
tasks (high clarity) as well as perceptions of ¢steacy in the leader’s goals and
messages. Alternatively, high-exchange relatiorssarp also likely to promote
autonomy and create an environment where mistakeasot always punished--resulting
in subordinate perceptions (in high-quality exches)gpf lower constraints and fewer
consequences. The effect of LMX on global SS is timclear. As such, | will not
present a formal hypothesis for global SS. Witrarddgo the SS facets, | hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5: LMX behaviors will be positively reated to individual perceptions of

(a) consistency and (b) clarity, such that highenehange relationships will

result in higher perceptions of these two facets @lituational strength.
Hypothesis 6: LMX behaviors will be negatively reléed to individual perceptions of

(a) constraints and (b) consequences, such that higy exchange relationships

will result in lower perceptions of these two facet of situational strength.
Consideration Behaviors

Consideration behaviors of a leader are gearedrtissshowing acceptance and

concern for the needs and feelings of one’s subatdi(Yukl, 2006). The relationship

between such behaviors and perceptions of SSgeliaunclear as these behaviors are
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oriented towards relational aspects of the jobpgmosed to the task aspects relevant to
SS. However, it can be argued that consideratibavers facilitate the communication
of task goals and details through more open arstiddudines of communication between
the leader and his or her subordinates. Effectjweith stronger relational ties, the clarity
of a given job may be increased as consideratibawers support the development of
communication and promote a subordinate’s likelthtmask questions. However, the
literature is scarce on theoretical support folhsaicelationship. Additionally, there is
little support for the relationships between coasation and other facets of SS (i.e.,
constraints, consequences, consistency). As soehelationship between consideration
behaviors and perceptions of SS will be examineghiexplanatory fashion with no

formal hypotheses presented.
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APPENDIX C

Fit Statistics for the One-, Five-, and Eight-Fachdodels of the Leadership Scales

Factor Model X? df X2/df CFlI RMSEA (90% CI) NNFI

One Factor 39835 1223 32.57 0.92 0.17 (.17; .17) 0.92
Five Factors 18686 1214 15.39 0.96 0.12 (.12; .12) 0.96
Eight Factors 6648 1196 5.56 0.98 0.06 (.06; .06) 0.98

Note. 1-Factor (“leadership”), 5-factor (initiatisfucture, consideration, transformational, tretisaal,
LMX), 8-factor solution (initiating structure, caderation, individualized consideration, intellesdtu
stimulation, idealized influence, management byption, contingent reward, LMXX? = chi-squre
statistic. df = degrees of reedom. CFl = compaediiindex. RMSEA = root mean square error of
approximation. NNFI = non-normed fit index.

Fit Statistics for the Leadership and Situationak8gth Underlying Factors

Factor Model X2 df X2/df CFI RMSEA (90% CI) NNFI
One Factor 393868 2485 158.50 0.90 0.20 (.20;.20) 0.90
Two Factors 376185 2415  155.77 0.92 0.17 (.\17;.17) 0.91
Nine Factors 376185 2415  155.77 0.97 0.09 (.08;.08) 0.97
Twele Factors 393868 2485  158.50 0.98 0.06 (.05;.05) 0.98

Note. 1-Factor (leadership-situational strengthpmsite), 2-factor (leadership and situational gtinS <
& Five Factors (consistency, clarity, constraintssequences, consideration, initiating structure,
transformational, transactional, LMX), SS & Eigletdfors (consistency, clarity, constraints, consecps
initiating structure, consideration, individualizednsideration, intellectual stimulation, idealizefiience,
management by exception, contingent reward, LNKX)= chi-squre statistic. df = degrees of freedom.
CFI = comparative fit ndex. RMSEA = root mean sguarror of approximation. NNFI = non-normed fit
index
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