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Abstract
Research has found that organizational effectiveness is related to both effective
leadership styles and leaders with secure attachment styles. Also, secure attachment style
among leaders is related to personality characteristics of leaders. The relationships among
leadership styles, attachment styles, and effective leadership behavior have yet to be
examined. These relationships were addressed in this quantitative, non-experimental
study. Participants included college deans, chairpersons, provost (leaders) and instructors
(subordinate) from local community colleges and universities. Study variables were
measured using the Relationship Questionnaire, the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire, and the Servant Leadership Questionnaire. Pearson correlation and
multiple regression analyses were used to examine relationships between attachment and
leadership styles. Some connections between attachment style and leadership style were
found, but results were mixed. Results of this study may help leaders recognize the
relationship between their attachment style and their ability to increase organizational
effectiveness and to decrease turnover. Improved organizational functioning can promote
positive social change for both leaders and subordinates by improving feelings of
satisfaction and promoting mental health.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Introduction
The effectiveness of any organization often depends on the effectiveness of its
leaders (Boeckmann & Tyler, 2002; Boezeman & Ellemers, 2008; Lind & Tyler, 1988).
The demands of leadership in organizations have increased due to technological advances
and global changes in the workplace (Gilley, McMillan, & Gilley, 2009; De Hoogh,
Hartog, & Koopman, 2005). Today’s leaders need to inspire and motivate subordinate
subordinates, create synergistic team environments, and foster positive job attitudes
(Gilley et al., 2009) to respond to these changes.
Although many styles of leadership exist and many theories of leadership have
been identified, leaders who are most effective are those who communicate visions to
their subordinates and organization (Amneric, Craig, & Tourish, 2007; Bass & Riggio,
2006; Jandaghi, Matin, & Farmami, 2009), are friendly, willing to help followers develop
individual strengths, and comfortable taking risks (DeRue, Nahrang, Wellmanm &
Humphrey, 2011; Humphrey, Hollenbeck, Meyer, & Ilgen, 2007). All of these behaviors
have been shown to be associated with transformational and charismatic leadership styles
(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991; De Hoogh et al., 2005). Research
has also shown that leaders with transformational and charismatic leadership styles with
follower commitment, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and motivation
(Avolio, Routundo, & Wulumbwa, 2009; Goleman, 2000; Ismail, Zainuddin, & Ibrahim,
2010; Jacobson & House, 2001; Shamir, 1991). Conversely, research has shown laissezfaire leaders negatively with subordinate psychological health, job performance, and
productivity (Ashforth, 1994; Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007; Ashforth, 1997; Tepper,
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2000). Laissez-faire leadership also relates positively to turnover rates (Ashforth, 1994;
Padilla et al., 2007; Ashforth, 1997; Tepper, 2000).
According to Bowlby (1969) and Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall (1978),
individuals develop different styles of attachment to other individuals based on their early
experiences with their own caregivers; these styles, in turn, may influence how
personality traits manifest in individuals and their interactions with others. Thus, it
follows that the attachment styles of leaders influence their leadership styles. Although
some research examines the relationship between leaders’ attachment and leadership
styles, most research has been limited to the relationship between one type of
attachment style–secure attachment–and one type of leadership style–transformational
leadership (e.g., & Shaver, 1990; Popper, Mayseless, & Castenovo, 2000; Mikulincer &
Florian, 1995). For example, several research findings have found significant
correlations relationships between secure attachment style and transformational
leadership (Berson & Yammarino, 2006; Popper, et al., 2000; Popper & Amit, 2000;
Popper & Mayseless, 2003). For example, studies have found transformational leaders
with a secure attachment style were more available to their followers and, giving,
encouraging, and empowering in leadership relations compared to leaders with an
insecure attachment style (fearful, dismissing, preoccupied; Popper et al., 2003).
Thus, research must examine the relationships between various attachment and
leadership styles. Given the recognized benefits of effective leadership, I specifically
examine this issue in-depth. I also present the theoretical backgrounds and previous
research on personality and attachment styles and their relationship to leadership styles .
In the coming chapters, I propose the research questions, detail associated hypotheses,
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and explain the purpose of my study. Further, I describe the assumptions, limitations, and
delimitations. The methods used to perform the study and to analyze the data are
described, and the results, significance, and the implications for social change are
discussed.
Background
Although this study ‘s main focus is that of attachment style and leadership
behavior, research has also shown that leaders with different leadership styles tend to
have different personality traits (De Hoogh et al., 2005; Judge, Bono, Illies, & Gerhardt,
2002; Neustadt, Chamorro-Premuzic, & Furnhan, 2006). A person’s personality and
attachment constantly interact with one another during a child’s development, for which
this constatnt interaction may influence one’s attachment style (Bolwby, 1973). For
example, traits such as openness to experience, extraversion, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness have been shown to positively relate to charismatic and
transformational leadership (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Chen-Min & Bor-Wen, 2009; Costa
et al., 1991; De Hoogh, et al., 2005; Ismail et al., 2010). Conversely, laissez-faire and
transactional leaders are likely to manifest anxious, defensive, insecure, and emotional
traits, which are most commonly associated with neuroticism (Ashforth, 1997; Bono &
Judge, 2004; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Motowildo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997).
Similar to the relationships between personality traits and leadership styles,
research has also shown that transformational leadership style positively relates to a
secure attachment style ( & Shaver, 1990; Popper et al., 2000; Mikulincer & Florian,
1995). Bartholomew & Horowitz (1991); Lopez and Brennan (2000); and Simmons,
Gooty, Nelson, and Little (2009) proposed that a securely attached adult displays high
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levels of warmth, confidence, and balance of control that facilitates flexible and
reciprocal social relationships and the ability to work effectively with others.
The four different styles of adult attachment that will be examined in the proposal
are secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful attachment (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991). People with a secure attachment style are individuals who display high levels of
warmth and balance of control (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Dismissing individuals
are self-confident but are low in emotional expressiveness (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991). Preoccupied individuals are likely to display extreme anger and discomfort in
friendships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Lastly, fearful individuals display low
self-confidence, self-image, and balance of control (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Dismissive, preoccupied, and fearful attachment styles are all referred to as insecure
attachment styles (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Research has shown that individuals with an insecure attachment style have
difficulty maintaining high levels of hope, are unable to work effectively with others, and
are less likely to form useful relationships (Welch & Houser, 2010). Research has also
shown relationships between different attachment styles and different personality traits
(Onishi, Gjerde, & Block, 2001; Shaver & Brennan, 1992). For example, studies have
shown secure individuals to be more resilient and less neurotic individuals with
dismissing and preoccupied attachment styles (Kobak & Sceery, 1988). Moreover,
research found securely attached adults relate positively to agreeableness, conscientious,
extraversion, and openness to experience (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa, McCrae, &
Dye, 1991; De Hoogh et al., 2005; McCrae & Costa, 1987). Research has also showed
that dismissing individuals relate positively with social activity (Bartholomew &
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Horowitz, 1991; Furman, 2001). Further research also found preoccupied and fearful
attachment to positively relates to extreme anger and relationship discomfort (Furman,
2001).
Previous research has shown attachment styles to explain individual differences in
the self-regulation process (Fuendeling, 1998). The ability to regulate oneself is unique to
each style of attachment (Fuendeling, 1998). Based on these findings, research has
examined the relationship between attachment style and one’s psychological state (Hazan
& Shaver, 1987; Mikulincer, 1998; Simmons et al., 2009). For example, findings have
shown that secure attachment style positively relates to hope and burnout, as well as trust
in subordinate’s supervisor (Simmons et al., 2009). Interestingly, studies have shown that
people tend to choose occupations that reflect previous childhood experiences, to help
satisfy needs that were not met during their childhood (Pines & Yanai, 2000).
Furthermore, when the choice of occupation consists of significant issues, people tend to
expect high expectations, ego, and passion (Brown & Wallace, 2004). People also tend to
rely on these careers to help settle unresolved childhood wounds for which success in a
workplace helps to resolve these wounds (Brown & Wallace, 2004). However, when
people believe they have failed, the workplace is perceived as repeating the previous
childhood trauma, and burnout is the result (Brown & Wallace, 2004).
Research has shown that leaders with different leadership styles tend to manifest
different personality traits (De Hoogh et al., 2005; Judge et al, 2002; Neustadt et al.,
2006). Because individuals with different attachment styles also tend to have different
personality traits, it follows that those leaders will be characterized by different
attachment styles. For example, leaders with high ethical beliefs and confidence, traits
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often seen in transformational and charismatic leaders, tend to have a secure attachment
style (Bass, 1985; Howell, 1988; Shamir, House, & Arthor, 1993). Furthermore, leaders
with a laissez-faire leadership style have been found to be untrustworthy (Davidovitz,
Mikulincer, Shaver, Izsak, & Popper, 2007).
However, to date, the relationships between different attachment styles and
different leadership styles have been largely limited to studies that have examined the
relationship between secure attachment style and transformational leadership. For
example, studies by Popper, et al. (2000), Berson et al. (2006), and Popper and Mayseless
(2003) have shown that transformational leaders tend to have a secure attachment style.
Similarly, research has also shown a positive relationship between charismatic leadership
and secure attachment (Bass, 1985; Popper et al., 2000). To date, no research has
examined the different leadership styles and their relationships to the different styles of
attachment (secure, fearful, dismissing, and preoccupied). Therefore, the purpose of this
study was to determine which attachment style(s) relate with different leadership styles.
In doing so, this study explores how the four different styles of attachment relate to
various leadership styles.
Problem Statement
Based on findings from previous attachment studies in general (i.e., Berson et al.,
2006; Marmarosh, 2009; Davidovitz et al., 2007) and military studies on attachment
(Mikulincer & Florian, 1995; Mayseless, 2010; Popper & Amit, 2009), as well as on
information about personality traits and leadership (De Hoogh et al., 2005; Chen-Min &
Bor-Wen, 2009), it has been shown that effective leadership such as that seen in
transformational and charismatic leaders is associated with secure attachment style
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(Mayseless, 2010; Popper & Mayseless, 2003; Mayseless & Popper, 2007; Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2007). However, no research to date has examined how the four types of
attachment styles relate to leadership styles other than transformational leadership alone.
The problem to be addressed is that ineffective leadership leads to poor staff satisfaction
(Aryee et al., 2007; Einarsen, 1999; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Skogstad et al., 2007).
However, research has found leadership styles were related to higher levels of
subordinate job satisfaction (Avolio, Bass, & Young, 1999; House, Spangler, & Woycke,
1991; Howell & Frost, 1989). The study addresses this question, and provides empirical
findings to explore how effective leadership styles may promote staff satisfaction.
In reference to subordinate perceptions of leader effectiveness, research has
shown that transformational, charismatic and servant leaders tend to be perceived as
trustworthy and compassionate by subordinates (Jandaghi et al., 2009), which, in turn,
leads to overall positive subordinate outcomes (Dadhich & Bhal, 2008; Jaramillo,
Grisaffe, Chonko, & Roberts, 2009). Research has also shown that the laissez-faire
leadership style tend to positively relates with negative perceptions of leadership
behavior by subordinates (Aryee, Sun, Chen, & Debrah, 2007; Skogstad, Einarsen,
Torhsheim, Aasland & Hetland, 2007). However, no research to date has shown how
other types of leadership styles (transactional, servant) relate to subordinate perceptions
of leaders effectiveness.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationships between different
styles of attachment (secure, dismissing, fearful, and preoccupied) and different styles of
leadership (transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, charismatic, and servant
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leadership). The study also examines whether leader attachment style influences
instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. If different types of attachment styles are
shown to positively relate to different types of leadership styles, and if different types of
attachment styles of leaders are shown to relate to instructor perceptions of leader
effectiveness, then organizations can perhaps select and promote those individuals whose
attachment styles relate to the leadership characteristics most desired, as well as develop
appropriate training programs which in turn, will influence organizational success and
effectiveness.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
1. Will secure attachment style relate differently to transformational charismatic, and
laissez-faire leadership styles?
2. Will insecure attachment style relate differently to transformational, charismatic, and
laissez-faire leadership styles?
3. Will different attachment styles relate differently to instructor perceptions of leader
effectiveness?
Hypotheses
Null Hypothesis (H01): There is no relationship between the secure attachment
style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Alternative Hypothesis (H11): A positive relationship will be found between
secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Null Hypothesis (H02) There is no relationship between insecure attachment style
(dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful) and laissez-faire leadership style.
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Alternative Hypothesis (H12): A positive correlation will be found between the
insecure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles and a
negative correlation between insecure attachment style (dismissing, preoccupied, and
fearful) and laissez-faire leadership style.
Because of a lack of theoretical and empirical evidence, it is difficult to provide a
priori hypothesis regarding the relationships between secure, dismissing, preoccupied,
and fearful attachment, and transactional and servant leadership styles.
Null Hypothesis (H03): There is no relationship between secure attachment style
and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, and no relationship a between
insecure attachment style (dismissing, fearful and preoccupied) and instructor
perceptions of leader effectiveness.
Alternative Hypothesis (H13): A positive correlation will be found between
secure attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, and a negative
correlation will be found between insecure attachment style (dismissing, fearful and
preoccupied) and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness.
Theoretical Framework
Attachment Style
The primary tenet of attachment theory is to secure the parent/infant relationship
for future development (Bowlby, 1969). Attachment theory, known as the bestestablished framework regarding individual interpersonal relationships (Berson et al.,
2006), entered popular culture through works of Bowlby, (1969, 1973, 1982) and
Ainsworth et al. (1989, 1978). Respectfully, successive researchers attempted to
operationalize the concept of attachment style (Isabella & Belsky, 1991; Vivona, 2000, &
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Cassidy & Berlin, 1994). Previous research shows that attachment style predicts one’s
love relationships (Shaver & Hazan, 1993), one’s friendships (Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991), and in more recent research, one’s work-related relationships (Geller &
Bamberger, 2009; Berry et al., 2008). Fraser (2007) believed that the relationships
between attachment styles and work behaviors in general, along with leadership
behaviors had been neglected (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991, 1994). Fraser (2007)
concluded that individual attachment style would provide a better understanding about
differences in leadership behavior.
Bowlby (1969) explained the importance of the attachment style, which is
developed within a child’s earliest relationships. Bowlby (1973, 1980) also states that
earlier attachment styles help guide behavior and perceptions in future relationships.
Bowlby (1973); Collins, Guichard, Ford, Feeney (2004), and Crittenden (1985) also
proposed that in childhood and adolescence, perceptions of new people and relationships
are not independent of earlier perceptions, thus, previous attachment styles may vary as
new relationships are developed. Hazan and Shaver (1987) also examined that attachment
styles tend to extend into adult years. As children grow into adulthood, their attachment
figure shifts from their parents to their peers (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). However, current
research suggests that attachment styles should remain stable throughout ones
development (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996; Lopez & Brennan,
2000). Attachment style describes the closeness between a child and parent to create a
balance of security, which is derived through parental contact. The parental contact
between child and parent is developed over time (Vivona, 2000). A child meeting his or
hers attachment needs (Ainsworth et al., 1978, Blehar et al., 1977) develops through
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interactions with parental figures (Ainsworth, et al., 1978). Ainsworth (1989) outlined
three types of attachment styles: secure, avoidant, and ambivalent. A secure infant is
confident and trusts his or her parental figures. An avoidant infant does not seek
closeness with others, but avoids it (Isabella & Belsky, 1991). Furthermore, an avoidant
infant refrains from nurturance and tends to rely on him or herself for comfort and
exploration (Isabella & Belsky, 1991). Ambivalent infants tend to have their dependent
and independent needs neglected (Cassidy & Berlin, 1994). As a result, the child’s
attachment needs are not met, and independence of child is lost (Vivona, 2000).
However, studies that are more recent have suggested that there are four, not three,
dimensions of adult attachment (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Collins & Read, 1990).
These four include secure, dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful. Securely attached
individuals reflect positive feelings about themselves and others (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991)
Dismissing individuals show positive feelings about themselves, but not about
others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hamarta, Deniz, & Saltali, 2009). Preoccupied
individuals demonstrate anxiety about themselves, but not about others. Fearful
individuals experience negative feelings about themselves and others (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991; Hamarta et al., 2009).
Adult attachment styles are often assessed using self-report measures (Fonagy,
1999; Fraley & Waller 1998; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Rutter, 1995). Scholars have had
much debate on what type of approach is most appropriate when measuring adult
attachment. Although several researchers on adult attachment rely on the language of
categories of infant adult attachment, it appears that most self-report measures actually
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measure adult attachment by using continuous dimensions (Stein et al., 2000). This study
assesses participants’ attachments styles using continuous measures. In other words, the
participant could score between two different prototypes on the Likert scale (i.e. fearfulavoidant).
Leadership Theories
Zaccaro (2007) proposed that leaders manifest a variety of complex behaviors that
are likely explained by a combination of leader attributes and trait approaches to
leadership. For example, threats, promise of awards, technical arguments, and
inspirational appeals can all be under different leadership styles (Vroom & Jago, 2007).
Various types of leadership have a wide range of characteristics that play an important
role in leadership behavior. According to Bass’s Transformational Leadership theory,
transformational leaders help to enhance their followers’ sense of values, ability to see a
higher vision, and ability to fulfill such vision (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Yukl, 2002).
Studies have shown that transformational leadership relates positively with perceptions of
leader effectiveness (Herold, Fedor, Caldwell, & Liu, 2008; Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold,
2006; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Studies have also shown that transformational
leadership styles positively relates to trustworthy and compassionate subordinates
(Jandaghi et al., 2009). Furthermore, Jandaghi et al. (2009) suggest that transformational
leaders help their followers think more critically about their own goals and interests and
focus on team, organizational, and global objectives.
Burns (1979) was the first to describe differences between transformational and
transactional leadership styles. Transactional leadership is often paired with
transformational leadership (Burns, 1978; Bass & Avolio, 1990; MacKenzie, Podsakoff,
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& Rich, 2001), both of which have been part of the literature since the 1980s.
Transactional leaders emphasize a mutual beneficial exchange rather than developing
relationships (Whittington, Goodwin, Coker, Ickes, & Murray, 2009). Interestingly,
effective transformational leaders may exhibit transactional characteristics, which explain
why Giri and Santra (2009) argued that transactional leadership is the foundation for
developing transformational leadership. However, unlike transactional leaders,
transformational leaders include one or more of the following characteristics: idealized
vision, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration
(Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1994).
In regards to the Charismatic Leadership Theory, charismatic leaders help
encourage followers to identify better with their leader, to feel confident about their work
performance, and to perform beyond their expectations (Conger & Kanungo, 1987;
House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991). Studies have shown that charismatic leadership help
followers to be more receptive to organizational change (Michaelis, Stegmaier, &
Sonntag, 2009). Research has also shown charismatic leaders to provide a behavioral role
model to help enhance followers’ abilities to perform beyond their expectations, as well
as increase self-efficacy (Shamir, House, Arthur, 1993).
According to the Servant Leadership Theory, servant leaders serve the interests
and needs of their followers (Greenleaf, 1970). Servant leaders emphasize moral behavior
of followers, and looks after follower’s best interest (Graham, 1991; Liden, Wayne,
Zhao, & Henderson, 2008). Servant leaders are also aware of their moral responsibilities,
as well as the success of their followers, customers of the organization, and other related
parties (Ehrhart, 2004). Hale and Fields (2007) propose that servant leaders are perceived
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as attractive because servant leaders emphasize the skills of followers and encourage
them acknowledge such skills. Studies have shown that servant leadership positively
relates to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie,
2006). In other words, servant leaders have been found to influence self-efficacy and
commitment of followers to supervisors (Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010). Studies
have also found servant leadership to relate positively to subordinate commitment to their
leader (Organ et al., 2006).
Laissez-faire leadership style has been viewed as the least effective style in
organizations (Einarsen, 1999; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Skogstad et al., 2007). According to
Bass (1998), laissez-faire leaders lack the ability to make effective decisions. For
example, laissez-faire leaders positively relates to workplace stressors, role conflict, and
mistreatment of subordinates (Aryee et al., 2007; Skogstad et al., 2007). Minimal
research has been conducted regarding laissez-faire leadership, or what Hinkin and
Schriesheim (2008) refer to as “non-leadership.”
In summary, studies have shown that transformational, charismatic, and servant
leadership styles relate positively with positive subordinate outcomes, which include the
willingness to report problems, affective and cognitive trust, job satisfaction, and
organizational commitment (Amneric et al., 2007; Berson et al., 2006; Ehrhart, 2004;
Michaelis et al., 2009). On the other hand, subordinates respond negatively to laissezfaire leaders, as they perceive them as impersonal and unable to meet to their needs
(Aryee et al., 2007; Skogstad et al., 2007).
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Nature of the Study
This study is a cross-sectional, observational design involving the collection of
quantitative data. Specifically, 618 college deans, chairpersons, provosts and instructors
at a community and/or private college in upstate New York were asked to complete
surveys that included measures of attachment, leadership styles, and instructor
perceptions of leader effectiveness.
More specifically, the faculty (subordinates) and deans (leaders) were asked to
complete the Multifactor leadership questionnaire, the Relationship Questionnaire, and
the Servant Leadership Questionnaire. Participants were recruited by e-mail with an
invitation to participate in a leadership style study. The Relationships Questionnaire (RQ;
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) was used to measure attachment style. The Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Avolio & Bass, 2004) was used to measure
transformational, transactional, charismatic, and laissez-faire leadership, as well as
instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. The Servant Leadership Questionnaire
(Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006) was used to measure servant leadership. The relationships
between the predictor variable and the outcome variables of attachment style and
leadership behavior and attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader
effectiveness were examined using the Pearson’s Correlation and Linear Regression.
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Definition of Terms
Attachment: Attachment allows the infant to develop closeness with the primary
caregiver in an effort to develop a balance of security, derived through parental contact,
and independence (Ainsworth, 1989; Bowlby, 1969). During threatening or distressing
situations, the infant adopts attachment behaviors, becomes reunited with the parent, and
establishes security (Vivona, 2004).
Adult Attachment: Adult relationships can be predicted by examining how a
childhood attachment manifests itself in adulthood (Bowlby, 1973, 1980; Bowlby, 1973;
Dozier & Kobak, 1992; Roisman, Tsai, & Chiang, 2004; Collins & Sroufe, 1999).
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) suggested for categories of adult attachment style:
secure, dismissing, fearful and preoccupied.
Charismatic Leadership: The ability for leaders to transform subordinates’ needs,
values, and aspirations (House et al., 1991).
Effective Leadership: An effective leader is one who influences and guides the
activities of an organization towards a goal (Judge et al., 2002).
Ineffective Leadership: An ineffective leader is a leader who lacks the influence
and guidance of an organization to meet a specific goal (Judge et al., 2002; Toor &
Ogunlana, 2009).
Laissez-faire (non-leadership): Laissez-faire leadership is defined as the absence
of leadership and avoidance of intervention. Laissez-faire leaders also fail to meet the
expectations of their subordinates (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Lewin et al., 1939).
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Leadership: Deliberately bringing influence upon a person and/or group of people
in directing behavior, environments, and relationships (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 2006; Vroom &
Jago, 2007; Zaccaro, 2007; Avolio, 2007).
Servant Leadership: Leaders who place the good of others over their own selfinterest, and who emphasize the importance of moral behavior. These leaders also protect
followers from self-interested leaders who are more interested in their own self-gain
(Graham, 1991; Liden, Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008).
Transformational Leadership: Transformational leaders are leaders who seek the
admiration, respect, and trust of the subordinates by engaging in four key behaviors of
transformational leadership: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, individualized
consideration, and intellectual stimulation (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Yukl, 2002).
Transactional Leadership: Leaders who rely on their followers to perform tasks
based on the leader’s expectations (Bass & Avolio, 1990; Howell & Avolio, 1993; Lowe
et al., 1996).
Assumptions
This study assumes that participants answered the survey instruments honestly
and without response bias. Additionally, the study assumes that participants completed
the questionnaires truthfully and to the best of their ability. This study also assumes that
there is enough variation in leadership styles and perceptions of effectiveness to detect
significant differences. Finally, the study assumes that all scale and questionnaire
instruments are used appropriately to measure designated variables.
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Limitations and Delimitations
Because this study used a cross-sectional design, one limitation may be nonresponse bias. Leaders (i.e. deans) who are motivated to lead may have a certain
leadership style. This selectivity may result in non-representative responses. Other
limitations include threats to external validity. Cook and Campbell (1979), Guion (1976),
and Cronbach (1971) clarified the distinction between validity and validation. Cook and
Campbell (1979) defined validity as the “the best approximation to the truth or falsity of
inferences and predictions based upon research” (p. 37). Validation involves the research
design that will be used to examine the hypothesis (Cronbach, 1971). The sample
selected for this study only examined leaders from a collegiate background, and,
therefore, is not considered a representative sample of the target population of all leaders.
Another source of limitation is internal validity, which refers to whether a causal
relationship exists between the independent and dependent variables, based on their
operational definitions (Cook & Campbell, 1979). In this study, there was a threat to
internal validity because the study did not manipulating the IV. Regardless of any
relationships found between attachment style and leadership style, we cannot conclude
that attachment style precedes or causes individuals to manifest different leadership
styles.
Other limitations reflect the problems inherent with self-report data, which may
not yield accurate results due to the following challenges in interpreting information to
complete the self-report—a lack of individuals completing the data for accurate selfevaluation and individuals deciding how much they are willing to disclose about
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themselves. The aforementioned factors might affect the validity of data (Mitchell &
Jolley, 2004).
Significance of the Study
Research has shown that effective leadership is acknowledged when there is vital
growth and well-being of organizations (Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Burns, 1978; Gardner,
1990). Effective leaders successfully meet their goals, address problems through effective
communication, engage in executive decisions, and develop trust, cooperation, and close
relationships with others (Galbraith & Schvaneveldt, 2005). Organizations lacking such
leaders run the risk of organizational failure (Fairholm, 1991; Greenleaf, 1998). In fact,
“a business short on leadership has little chance for survival” (Bennis & Nanus, 1985, p.
20). This study is practically significant in that there are several repercussions of
ineffective leadership in various organizational settings. Such repercussions may include
damage to psychological well-being, the inability to form meaningful relationships with
others, workplace violence (this is an unusual outcome to mention), and high turnover
rates (Toor & Ogulunlana, 2009; Schaubroeck, Walumbwa, Ganster, & Kepes, 2007). In
regards to turnover, evidence shows that “it costs nearly three times a subordinate’s
salary to replace someone” (CPA Practice Management Forum, 2008). Fry and Cohen
(2008) discussed the impact Extended Work Hours Cultures (EWHCs) have on
subordinates. The EWHCs are organizations that expect their subordinates to work
extended hours causing work overload on subordinates (Fry & Cohen, 2008).
Furthermore, researchers suggest that poor organization performance in EWHC
organizations is a result of obsessive-compulsive leaders and executives (Fry & Cohen,
2008). In both fields of psychology and business, there is not enough information as to
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why some individuals are more prone to effective leadership while others are not. The
information provided in this study will be helpful for organizations seeking reassurance
that they are hiring effective leaders.
This study is also significant in that, although issues involving leadership and
attachment styles have been previously reviewed (Berson et al., 2006; Mikulincer &
Florian, 1995; Popper & Amit, 2009; Popper & Mayseless, 2002, 2003), no study has
focused on the possible relationship between the four styles of attachment, different types
of leadership styles, and subordinates’ perceptions of leader effectiveness. In the few
studies that have examined the relationship between attachment style of leaders and
leadership behavior (Davidovitz et al., 2007; Mikulincer & Florian, 1995; Popper et al.,
2000, 2002; Popper & Mayseless, 2003), research has shown attachment style to relate
positively with leadership behavior, and has been consistent in all studies. Although the
attachment theory has played a very important role in both therapeutic and in social work
(Fraser, 2007), it has been neglected in its application in the working environment and
leadership (Fraser, 2007). Furthermore, Fraser (2007) proposed that integrating the
attachment theory in organizational literature would help offer understanding and
acceptance for those who are leaders, and for followers.
Summary and Transition
In summary, effective leaders are in a position to create positive social change if
they are properly trained to do so. The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between different styles of attachment and their potential influence on
different styles of leadership in a collegiate setting. The study also examined the
relationship between different styles of attachment of leaders and their influence on
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instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness in a collegiate setting. An understanding of
the relationships between the predictor and outcome variables may help increase leaders’
knowledge of how their attachment style maybe affecting their ability to lead their
organization effectively.
Chapter 2 introduces the body of research, the strategy for the literature search,
the various types of leadership styles/behaviors, effective leadership, attachment theory,
and how attachment style may influence subordinate perceptions of leader effectiveness.
Chapter 3 describes how the research design is logically derived from the problem
statement in an effort to justify the choice of quantitative tradition and explains why other
choices were less effective. Furthermore, procedures for recruiting participants are
described, along with instrumentation, research procedures, data analysis, and ethical
considerations. Chapter 4 reports the findings related to the research questions, including
adjustments or revisions to the use of research instruments. Chapter 4 also presents,
interprets, and explains data with tables and figures. Chapter 5 gives a brief overview of
why and how the study was done, interprets the findings, discusses the implications for
positive social change, gives recommendations for actions, and offers recommendations
for further study. Chapter 5 concludes with a succinct summary of findings.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
The current study was designed to investigate the relationships between
attachment styles, leadership styles, and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness.
Leaders in various positions face many challenging situations (Hoyt, Halverson, Murphy,
& Watson, 2003) which include engaging in a competitive environment, relying on their
ability to set direction, and meeting the needs of diverse groups (McCauley & Douglas,
2004). Leaders are also responsible for implementing, monitoring, and changing strategy
(Kanter, Stein, & Jick, 1992), as well as maintaining high performance within
organizations (Vardiman, Houghston, & Jinkerson, 2006). Moreover, one of the most
important roles of leaders is the ability to adjust to organizational changes (Ahn,
Adamson, & Dornbusch, 2004). Hoyt et al. (2003) found that effective leaders are more
likely to handle demanding situations well than are ineffective leaders.
Empirical findings have shown that certain leadership styles are more effective
than others. For example, charismatic and transformational have higher promotion
recommendations and/or performance appraisal ratings, higher approval ratings from
subordinates, and more positive levels of team performance (Avolio, Bass, & Young,
1999; House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991; Howell & Frost, 1989) than do laissez-faire
leaders (Ashforth, 1999; Padialla et al., 2007). Inversely, research has also shown that
laissez-faire leadership relates negatively to job performance, psychological health,
productivity, and positively with turnover (Ashforth, 1994; Padilla et al., 2007; Ashforth,
1997; Tepper, 2000).
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In terms of attachment style and workplace, Little, Nelson, Wallace, and Johnson
(2011) found secure individuals are more likely than insecure individuals (preoccupied,
fearful, dismissive) to perceive themselves in handling job demands, will experience
energy and excitement in relation to their work tasks. Furthermore, secure attached
individuals are less likely to experience burnout at their workplace compared to insecure
attached individuals (Brown & Wallace, 2004). Research has also shown that secure
attachment style relates positively to certain types of leadership styles (Hazan & Shaver,
1990; Popper et al., 2000; Mikulincer & Florian, 1995). Transformational and
charismatic leaders, for example, tend to have a secure attachment style.
Additional research has shown secure individuals are more likely than insecure
individuals to have more positive expectations about stress management, and are more
successful than insecurely attached individuals to develop successful coping plans
(Mikulincer & Sheffi, 2008; Mikulincer & Florian, 1995). In reference to personality, De
Hoogh et al. (2005), Hogan, Hogan, and Roberts, (1996), Judge et al. (2002), and
Neustadt et al. (2006) found that certain personality traits, such as emotional stability,
personal integrity, friendliness, and achievement, related positively with leadership
effectiveness.
In summary, several research findings have shown how certain types of leadership
styles are more effective than others are, and that specific leadership styles adhere to
certain attachment styles. Findings have also shown that certain personality traits are
related to leadership effectiveness. However, research is still needed to examine how
different attachment styles relate differently to different leadership styles as well as
subordinate perceptions of leader effectiveness. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to
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examine how different attachment styles relate to different leadership styles and
instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. This chapter provides an overview of the
literature search, the definitions of leadership, leadership theories/behaviors, attachment
theory, and how attachment style may influence subordinate’s perceptions of leader
effectiveness.
Literature Search Strategy
The articles in this review were found using the EBSCO database with publication
dates ranging from 1935–2012, and specifically focused on PsycINFO; PsycARTICLES;
socINDEX; Academic Search Premier; Mental Measurement Yearbook; Business Source
Premier; A SAGE FULL-Text Collection; and Dissertation and Theses. The following is
a list of search terms and/or combinations of search terms used to locate the articles used
for this chapter: leadership styles; transformational leadership; charismatic leadership;
transactional leadership; servant leadership; laissez-faire leadership; attachment and
leadership style; transactional leadership and attachment; charismatic leadership and
attachment; servant leadership and attachment; transformational and attachment; secure
attachment and perceptions; dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful; attachment and
perceptions; measuring leadership; measures of leadership; self-reports; self-report and
subordinate reports.
Definitions of Leadership
Leadership has been defined as building a vision, value, commitment, and
working environment, as well as promoting activity to help accomplish future
organizational goals (Richards & Engle, 1986; Lohmann, 1992; House & Aditya, 1997;
Bass, 1997). Leadership also involves heightening the consciousness of organization
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members with a collaborative interest to help promote positive subordinate and
organizational outcomes (Burns, 1979, Bass, 1985, Bass & Avolio, 1990; Bass, 1998).
Leadership has also been defined as meeting followers’ needs through economic
exchange (Bass & Avolio, 2000; Rowald, 2008, Seltzer & Bass, 1990) and the ability to
execute exceptional powers or qualities to followers that set them apart from ordinary
people (Weber, 1968).
Leadership Styles/Theory
Transformational Leadership
Transformational leaders help their followers look at problems from a new
perspective (Jandaghi et al., 2009). Additionally, transformational leaders help inspire
followers to think more globally than individually. In other words, they encourage
followers to focus on the team and organization, and to communicate a vision for their
organization (Amneric et al., 2007; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Jandaghi et al., 2009).
Burns (1979) first introduced the theory of transformational leadership. Bass
(1985) later expanded the theory to include the characteristics of both transactional and
transformational leadership. Bass’s (1985) model of transformational leadership consists
of the following factors: charisma (idealized influence); inspirational motivation;
intellectual stimulation; and individualized consideration. The Charisma factor, a
component of transformational leadership, also includes idealized traits and behaviors
(Bono & Anderson, 2005). The respect and obedience of subordinates leads to the
idealized feeling subordinates have of their leader (Anderson & Bono, 2005). Although
there has been some debate on the role of charisma in transformational leaders (Conger &
Kuango, 1988; House, 1977), Bass (1985) stated that leaders with charisma adhere to a
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desirable vision, demonstrate commitment, and relate those visions to others with
confidence and enthusiasm (Bono & Anderson, 2005). Inspirational motivation refers to
leaders acting in a special way to stimulate their followers (Bono & Anderson, 2005).
Intellectual stimulation refers to the behaviors of leaders aimed at promoting divergent
thinking, risk taking, and challenging the status quo (Bono & Anderson, 2005), and
individualized consideration refers to the leader’s ability to attend to individual growth
and development needs of the followers (Bono & Anderson, 2005).
Several research findings have shown that transformational leadership relates to a
variety of positive outcomes, such as individual-and unit-level performance (Barling,
Weber, & Kelloway, 1996; Howell & Hall-Meranda, 1999; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996),
follower commitment, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB;
Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), as well as subordinate proactive behavior (Griffin, Parker, &
Mason, 2010; Strauss, Griffin, & Rafferty, 2009). Additional research has shown that
transformational leadership positively relates with high-quality exchange relationships
with subordinates (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999).
Transformational leadership has also been found to postively relate with
motivation, morality, and empowerment (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002).
Furthermore, findings show that transformational leadership relates positively with
subordinate creativity (Shin & Zhou, 2003), leader-follower values (Kuczmarski &
Kuczmarski, 1994), followers’ independence and empowerment, (Kark, Shamir, & Chen,
2003), subordinate effectiveness, and subordinate motivation (Judge & Bono, 2000).
Overall, a transformational leader makes subordinates happy (Ameneric, Craig, &
Tourish, 2007; Judge & Bono, 2000).
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Charismatic leadership theory focuses on emotions and values, and acknowledges
the importance of symbolic behavior as well as the role of the leader in making situations
meaningful for followers (Michaelis, Stegmaier, & Sonntag, 2009). Charismatic leaders
transform their followers’ needs, values, and preferences (Michaelis et al., 2009), and
help followers make personal sacrifices in achieving specific goals (House et al., 1991).
For example, research has found that followers may go beyond their leader’s
expectations, and that they may engage in additional tasks beyond their assigned duties
(House et al., 1991). Charismatic leaders are often seen in top executive positions in
organizations (Waldman, Javidan, & Varella, 2004; Agle, Nagarajan, Sonnenfeld, &
Srinivasan, 2006).
Similar to transformational leaders, charismatic leaders also have three distinct
characteristics: envisioning, empathy, and empowerment (Choi, 2006; Weber, 1968).
Envisioning involves the ability to foresee what the future outcomes might look like
(Choi, 2006). In fact, research has shown that most essential factors of charismatic
leadership are the creation and the communication of vision (Conger & Kunago, 1998;
Rafferty & Griffin, 2004; Strange & Mumford, 2002, 2005). Bass and Avolio (1990) and
Conger and Kuango (1998) defined empathy as the leader’s ability to display a strong
ability of sensitivity to followers’ needs and emotions. Pillai, Williams, Lowe, and Jung
(2003) proposed that charismatic leaders understand their followers’ needs and spend
time focusing their attention on issues that are important to them. Furthermore, Salovey
and Mayer (1990) found charismatic leaders have a tendency to share feelings that help
create the bond between leader and follower. Research findings have also shown that
charismatic leadership relates positively to increased motivation, and minimal role
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conflict amongst leader and subordinate (Jacobson & House, 2001; Shamir, 1991). In
addition, Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) found that charismatic leaders
positively relates to a sense of meaningfulness associated with their status.
Empowerment, the third component of charismatic leadership, is defined as the
managerial aspect that allows followers to feel independence when making choices,
initiating and regulating actions, influencing strategy, and upholding administration
(Choi, 2006). Charismatic leadership relates positively with subordinate role perceptions,
task performance, job satisfaction, group cohesiveness, and commitment (Choi, 2006;
Pillai et al., 2003). Research has also shown that charismatic leadership relates positively
to an increase in followers confidence (Shamir et al., 1993). Additionally, charismatic
leadership has been shown to positively relate to goal development and exhibiting
determination in reaching these goals (Balkundi, Harrison, & Kilduff, 2011).
Furthermore, charismatic leadership has also been shown to relate positively to team
effectiveness (Barling et al., 1996; Bass et al., 2003; Howell & Frost, 1989).
Transactional Leadership
Unlike transformational leadership, transactional leadership is defined by a
leader’s orientation toward mutual exchange (Eeden, Cilliers, & Deventer, 2008; Nguni,
Sleegers, & Denessen, 2006; Whittington et al., 2009). In terms of mutual exchange, the
exchanges between leader and follower are based on the leaders’ identifying the
performance requirements of their followers and clarifying the conditions for which their
rewards are available to meet the specified requirements (Eeden et al., 2008; Nguni et al.,
2006; Whittington et al., 2009).
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As stated above, transactional leaders are more focused on mutual exchange than
on developing relationships. Bass et al’s. (1993) view of transactional leadership included
two transactional leadership components: contingent reward and management-byexception. The contingent reward factor refers to the leader’s ability to set clear
expectations so that subordinates have a clear understanding of what needs to be
accomplished to receive rewards (Whittington et al., 2009). The management-byexception factor is defined as a less active approach than the contingent reward factor, in
that it informs followers of expectations, but leaders do not engage in further involvement
with their followers, unless the performance of the follower does not meet desired
expectations (Whittington et al., 2009).
Goodwin, Wofford, and Boyd (1999), Wofford and Goodwin (1994), Wofford,
Goodwin, and Whittington (1998) contend that differences between transformational and
transactional leaders are based on the cognitive processes underlying the characteristics
of both leadership styles. Cognitive processes include how leaders envision their
environment (Whittington et al., 2009). Lord and Maher (1991); Ram and Prabhakar
(2011); and Whittington et al. (2009) proposed that transactional leaders base their
visions on mental scripts (preconceived idea, organized patterns of behavior) that help
enhance goal commitment, role expectations, and incentives relating to individual
performance. Avolio (1999) also proposed that due to these mental scripts, trust develops
between leaders and subordinate.
As previously discussed in this chapter, research has found transactional leaders
to be more likely than transformational and charismatic leaders to provide incentives to
subordinates for performance that meets expectations. This is in lieu of motivating
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subordinates to perform beyond their expectations (Bass, 1985). As a result, research has
found transactional leaders are less likely than transformational leaders to influence
positive outcomes from subordinates (Nguni et al., 2006; Whittington et al., 2009). For
example, in a study that examined innovation and task performance among subordinates,
Rank, Nelson, Allen, and Xu (2009) found that transactional leadership negatively related
to subordinate innovated behavior and task performance compared to transformational
leadership. In another study, Burns and Stalker (1961) found that transactional leaders
were more likely to be found in mechanistic organizations (a rigid and formalized
organization) than in organic organizations (an organization that consists of a warm
environment).
Additional studies have found that company managers (Singer, 1985) and
undergraduate business students (Singer, 1985) preferred transactional leaders to
transformational leaders, because they provide a more rigid organizational climate than
do transformational and charismatic leaders (Avolio, 1999; Eeden et al., 2008; Giri &
Santra, 2009., Nguni et al., 2006; Whittington et al., 2009). Additional research has
shown that transactional leaders were more likely than transformational and charismatic
leaders to promote an increase in goal setting in a manufacturing environment (Deluga,
1988). Additional studies have shown that transactional and transformational leadership
explained unique variance in follower perceptions of justice (Greenberg, 1996) and trust
in leaders (Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & Fleenor, 1998; Korsgaard et al., 1995; Piallai
et al; 1999).
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Laissez-Faire Leadership
Laissez-faire leadership has received minimal attention in organizational literature
compared to transformational and transactional leadership (Hinkin & Schreisheim, 2008).
Laissez-faire leaders are leaders who are passive and are reluctant to provide assistance to
subordinates (Deluga & Perry, 1991). In addition, laissez-faire leaders refrain from group
and individual decision making (Bass, 1981; Bradford & Lippitt, 1945). Furthermore,
followers of laissez-faire leaders are given a considerable amount of freedom with
minimal, if any guidance from their leader (Deluga, 1990, Robbins, 2007). In addition,
laissez-faire leaders at times do provide subordinates with important material to help in
the decision making process, but avoid providing feedback (Chaudhry & Javed, 2012).
Although few studies have shown how laissez-faire leadership style impacts subordinate
perception, findings have shown that passive forms of leadership, like laissez-faire
leadership has been found to predict negative outcomes for both individuals and
organizations (Einarsen et al al., 2007; Kelloway, Mullen, & Francis, 2006). Furthermore,
findings have shown destructive forms of leadership may also cause increase level of
frustration and stress among subordinates (Ashforth, 1994).
Servant Leadership
The phrase “servant leadership” was coined by Robert K. Greenleaf in The
Servant as Leader, a book he first published in 1970 (Greenleaf Center, 2011). Although
the concept of servant leadership was introduced over 30 years ago, it is now becoming a
popular term in organizational literature (Hoveida, Salari, & Asemi, 2011). Servant
leadership is unique from other leadership styles in four distinct ways (Walumbwa,
Hartnell, & Oke, 2010). First, servant leadership includes a moral component, an element
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that has not been found in some of the popular leadership theories including charismatic
and transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). However, a growing number of researchers
have found transformational leadership to have high levels of moral development (Bass,
1985, 1998). Servant leadership is distinct in that its concern also involves that of
organizational stakeholders. Third, a servant leader’s desire is to serve others, even at the
expense of themselves. (Greenleaf, 1977; Smith, Montagno, & Kuzmenko, 2004). Lastly,
Graham (1991) suggests that servant leaders engage in self-reflection (Graham, 1991), a
characteristic that is not part of the definition of authentic, ethical, or transformational
leadership.
Ehrhart (2004) found that servant leadership positively relates to organizational
commitment and supervisor satisfaction. Similarly, Liden et al. (2008) found a positive
correlation between servant leadership behavior and subordinate organizational
citizenship behavior. Comparable to transformational and charismatic leadership styles,
servant leadership has been shown to relate positively to job attitudes of subordinates
(Jaramillo et al., 2009), salesperson retention (Sutton, Gigi, & Griffin, 2004), intrinsic
motivation, and the well-being of others (Jaramillo, Fernando, & Mulki, 2008; SavageAustin & Honeycutt, 2011). Furthermore, research found that servant leadership behavior
within groups helps increase leadership roles among subordinates and allows
subordinates to help meet the needs and desires of fellow group members (Greenleaf,
1977; Liden et al., 2008). Hamilton (2008) also found servant leadership to positively
relates to creativity, responsiveness, commitment to both external and internal service,
respect from their subordinates, loyalty, and leaders’ ability to welcome subordinates
from various backgrounds.
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In summary, this section outlined and defined leadership behavior in the
transformational, charismatic, transactional, laissez-faire, and servant leadership styles.
See Table 1 for a brief summary of the theories of leadership discussed above. The next
section will examine the different leadership styles.
Table 1
Summary of Leadership Theories, Theorists, and Sub-components

Leadership
Theory

Definition, description, and
major theorist

Sub-components

Transformational

Leaders who seek the
admiration and trust from
subordinates and help to
enhance their follower’s
sense of values.

Four behavioral components:
 idealized influence
 inspirational
motivation
 intellectual motivation
 individualized
consideration

Major theorist(s): Bass
(1985); Burns (1979)

Charismatic

Transactional

Laissez-Faire

Leaders who focus on
emotions, values, and
acknowledges the
importance of symbolic
behavior.
Major theorist(s): Conger &
Kuango (1998)
Leaders who rely on
followers to perform tasks
based on leader’s
expectations.
Major theorist(s): Burns
(1979); Bass (1993)
Leaders who fail to meet the
needs and expectations of
followers.
Major theorist(s): Bass
(1981); Bradford & Lippett

Three distinct characteristics:
 envisioning
 empathy
 empowerment

Two transactional
components:
 contingent reward
factor
 management-byexception
N/A
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(1945)
Servant

Leaders who focus on the
needs of others over
themselves, and place strong
emphasis on moral behavior.
Major theorist(s): Greenleaf
(1970)

Four distinct characteristics:





Moral component
involves
organizational
stakeholders
Desire to serve others
Engage in selfreflection.

Measuring Leadership Styles
Self-Report and Subordinate Report Measures
According to Kutsko (1990), leaders and subordinates do not always agree when
it comes to assessing differences in leadership styles or overall organizational
performance (Larson & LaFasto, 1989). The differences between leader and subordinate
reports should come as no surprise because leader’s self-reports from performance ratings
often differ from that of external raters (Fox & Dunur, 1988; Holzbach, 1978; Thorton,
1980). Self-reporters often perceive themselves as having desirable behaviors compared
to subordinate reports assessing the same behaviors (Beatty, Schneider, & Beatty, 1977).
As a result, leaders may have a distorted view of their own performance (Kolb, 1992).
Furthermore, these perceptions complement leaders’ self-reports of their behavior
(Driscoll, Humphries, & Larsen, 1991; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Latham & Wexley,
1982). Some advantages to self-report measures are that they are faster and less
expensive compared to subordinate reports since subordinate reports tend to take a longer
time to administer, are more expensive, and may be less critical (Turrentine, 2001).
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Attribution theory provides an explanation for why self-reports may differ from
subordinate reports. It states that leader and subordinate perceptions consist of different
information available to them (Kolb, 1992). A leader might believe that his or her
behavior is justifiable based on organizational constraints, whereas an subordinate might
assume the leader’s behavior is a result of personality traits rather than external factors
(Kolb, 1992). Leaders who are unaware of how their behavior is perceived by
subordinates are at a disadvantage when they attempt to improve their own and/ or
subordinate performance (Kolb, 1992). Subordinate reports also complement leaders’
self-reports of their behavior (Driscoll et al., 1991; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Latham
& Wexley, 1982). In terms of similarity, subordinate reports are also highly related to
leaders’ self-reports (Fahr et al., 1988; Fox & Dinur, 1988; Mount, 1984). Subordinate
reports also provide an enhanced opportunity to observe and measure leadership behavior
(Borman, 1974).
Tornow (1993) proposed that a leader’s awareness of how subordinates estimate
their skills and behaviors is key to leadership style. As a result, the feedback leaders
receive improves their motivation and performance (Tornow, 1993). For example, leaders
with high self-report were most committed to developing their work activities when
subordinate ratings did not agree (Bono & Colbert, 2005). In addition, individuals with
low self-report tend to be most committed to developmental goals when subordinate
ratings agreed (Bono & Colbert, 2005). Moshavi et al. (2003) explored the relationship
between a leader’s awareness and leadership behavior/attitudes and performance of
subordinates and found that subordinates of under-estimators reported significantly
higher levels of leadership skills and job satisfaction compared to subordinates of over-
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estimators. Overall, research has shown that leaders who are more successful (i.e.,
transformational, charismatic, and transactional leaders) displayed minimal discrepancies
between self and subordinate ratings of leadership, while less successful leaders (i.e.,
laissez-faire leaders) displayed greater discrepancies (Bass & Yammarino, 1991).
Few studies have examined contributing factors regarding the relationship
between self and subordinate reports (Brutus, Fleenor, & McCauley, 1999; Ostroff,
Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004; Wohlers, Hall, & London, 1993). However, researchers, such
as Bailey, Chen, and Dou (1997), suggest that culture may play a role in the relationship
between self and subordinate reports. For example, previous research findings have
shown that self-enhancement and leniency biases to be more common in self-reports in
individualist cultures than they are in collectivist cultures (Atwater, Smither, Wang, &
Fleenor, 2009). In terms of assertiveness, research found that the relationship between
self and subordinate reports were more positive in countries exhibiting high assertiveness
than in countries exhibiting low assertiveness (Atwater et al., 2009).
Ayman, Morris, and Korabik (2009), paired a leader with a subordinate who was
either the same or the different gender. The results of the study showed that the leader’s
self-report on transformational leadership and the subordinate’s report of their leader’s
performance showed a negative correlation for female leaders with male subordinates
compared to female leaders with female subordinates which showed a positive
correlation (Ayman et al., 2009).
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In summary, the difference between self-report and subordinate reports of
leadership style, regarding their different perceptions of leaders were examined (Beatty et
al., 1977; Kolb, 1995). Attribution theory was also introduced to help explain how
different information may be available to leaders and subordinate perceptions (Kolb,
1995). The advantage and disadvantages of self-reports versus subordinate reports were
also discussed. Research findings have also shown how other factors, such as culture,
may influence subordinate reports on leadership styles. The next section will review
leadership effectiveness and common characteristics of leadership effectiveness.
Leadership Effectiveness
Several researchers (Stogdill, 1950, Stogdill, 1963; Stogdill & Shartle, 1956;
Stogdill, Goode, & Day, 1963) define leadership effectiveness as the ability to manage
subordinates through communication. Darling and Heller (2011) proposed that an
effective leader must have the ability to acknowledge that his or her thoughts and feelings
make a difference within an organization that is faced with today’s global changes. The
thoughts and feelings of the leader are then communicated to others both on an
unconscious and conscious level (Darling & Heller, 2011). Hogg (2001) and Hogg & van
Knippenberg (2003) suggest that leader group prototypicality (where the leader is
representative of the group) is an important determinant to leadership effectiveness. In
other words, a leader who is tied to the prototypicality of a group is likely to be tied to
leadership effectiveness (Hogg, 1992; van Knippenberg, Lossie, & Wilke, 1994).
Van Knippenberg (2011) and van Knippenberg (2011) proposed that
effective leaders not only lead teams, but are often found as members of teams they lead
(prototypicality). Research has found that prototypical leaders are more likely than
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nonprototypical leaders to serve the interest of their group members (Hogg, Hains, &
Mason, 1998; Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001; Ullrich, Christ, & van Dick, 2009; B.
van Knippenberg & van Knippenberg, 2005). On the contrary, nonprototypical leaders
were found to express more negative attitude, as well as advocate more coercive
behaviors in a group compared to prototypical leaders (Giessner, van Knippenberg, van
Ginkel, & Sleebos, 2013).
Yukl (2012) found that several behaviors play an important role in leadership
effectiveness. The first behavior is planning, which involves the leader’s ability to plan
activities and effectively assign tasks that will help to accomplish objectives and prevent
delays and wasted resources. Research supports the aforementioned in that planning
enhances a leader’s effectiveness (Kim & Yukl, 1995; Shipper, 1991; Shipper & Dillard,
2000; Shipper & Wilson, 1992; Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990). The second behavior is
monitoring, which is used to help leaders assess whether subordinate subordinates are
completing their assigned tasks, if the work assigned is progressing as planned, and that
the tasks being performed meet the leader’s expectations. Additional research has also
found monitoring to improve leadership effectiveness (Kim & Yukl, 1995; Wang et al.,
2011). The third behavior is clarifying, a technique leaders use to ensure their
subordinates understand tasks being presented and how to perform those tasks. Leaders
who specify clear and realistic goals help improve group performance (Kim & Yukl,
1995; Shipper, 1991; Shipper & Dillard, 2000). The fourth behavior is problem solving,
which is used to help leaders deal with conflict in normal operations, such as mitigating
subordinate behavior that pose a threat to other co-workers and/or the organization.
Serious disruptions usually involve leadership intervention through problem-solving
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methods (i.e., crisis management, disturbance handling). In times of organizational crisis,
effective leaders take the time to identify the cause of the problem and to determine how
to prevent future adverse effects. Evidence of problem solving has also been shown to
positively relate to leadership effectiveness (Kim & Yukl, 1995; Morgeson, 2005; Yukl
& Van Fleet, 1982).
Additional findings indicated that effective leadership relates positively to
emotional stability, optimism, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
productivity of subordinates (Changquan, Richards, Zhang, 2011; Kotter, 1982). In a
study regarding effective leadership and its role in higher education, Bryman (2007)
proposed that an important quality of an effective leader in education is the ability to
maintain professionalism to his or hers staff members. In addition, an effective leader
must be willing and capable of leading faculty members (Bryman, 2007). Ramsden
(1998) proposed that leaders in higher education should adhere to specific characteristics:
(1) the ability to introduce new ideas of teaching, (2) to bring excitement in their
teaching, (3) the leader should be able to set clear goals to everyone, (4) to inspire their
staff to achieve difficult tasks, and (5) to show recognition, support, and feedback to their
staff. Hertzberg et al., (1995) found that faculty are likely to become dissatisfied with
their leader if extrinsic factors are not present, thus, it is important for leaders to try and
minimize those dissatisifiers to help promote staff satisfaction.

40

Effective Leadership and Leadership Style
Research shown that certain leadership styles are known to be more effective
than others. Furthermore, effective leadership is known to have a direct effect on
subordinate and organizational performance (Salman, Riaz, Saifullah, & Rashid, 2011).
For example, charismatic and transformational leadership have been shown to positively
relate with performance appraisal ratings, approval ratings from subordinates, and team
performance (Avolio et al., 1999; House et al., 1991; Howell & Frost, 1989). Several
researchers believe that transformational leadership has a strong influence on the
subordinates work performance, and that they are more successful than any other
leadership style (Howell & Frost, 1989; Howell & Higgins, 1990). In addition,
Cummings and Schwab (1973) propose that effective leaders helps influence subordinate
and organizational performance. On the contrary, ineffective leaders such as seen in
laissez-faire leadership lack the aforementioned qualities of an effective leader. For
example, research has shown laissez-faire leadership to negatively relate to subordinate
motivation, well-being, and overall job satisfaction (Einarsen et al., 2007).
In summary, this section discussed Yukl’s (2012) findings that played an
important role in leadership effectiveness, as well as other research to substantiate the
findings (Kim & Yukl, 1995; Shipper, 1991; Shipper & Dillard, 2000; Yukl & Van Flett,
1982). This section also reviewed how certain types of leadership styles are more
effective than others (Avolio et al., 1999; Changquan et al., 2011; Einarsen et al., 2007;
House et al., 1999; Howell & Frost, 1989). The following section will examine
subordinates’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness.
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Subordinate Perceptions of Leadership Effectiveness
A substantial portion of leadership literature has focused on subordinate
perceptions and expectations and their relationships to leadership behavior (Foti & Lord,
1987; Kenney, Schwartz-Kenney, & Blascovich, 1996; Larson, 1982; Lord & Alliger,
1985; Lord, Foti, & DeVader, 1984; Lord & Maher, 1993). Literature has also confirmed
the important role perceptions play in the relationship between leader and subordinate
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Ilies, Scott, Judge, 2006). Subordinate socialization and
experiences with leaders have been known to develop Implicit Leadership Theories,
which are personal assumptions about the traits and abilities of an ideal leader
(Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). Implicit Leadership Theories also known as ILT’s are
cognitive schemas that specify traits and behaviors subordinates expect from leaders
(Epitropaki & Martin, 2004). The schemas are then stored into memory and become
activated when subordinates interact with their leaders (Kenney et al., 1996). These
leadership schemas provide subordinates with a cognitive basis for understanding and
responding to leadership behavior (Poole, Gioa, & Gray, 1989; Weick, 1995).
According to Brandes, Dharwadkar, and Wheatley (2004), social exchange theory
has also been used to examine subordinates’ perceptions of leadership behavior. This
theory has also viewed the concept of trust as the relational schema that helps enhance
social behavior. The social exchange theory is also consistent with concern for the needs
and interests of others (Holmes, 2000; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Rusbult & Van Lange,
1996). Researchers proposed that subordinates perceive their leaders as trustworthy when
their leaders adhere to the following three dimensions: benevolence, integrity, and ability
(Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Kramer, 1999).
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When a leader is benevolent, subordinates perceive their leaders as being trustworthy and
believe their leaders to have good intentions (Grant & Sumanth, 2009). Integrity includes
the leader’s ability to adhere to acceptable principles (Grant & Sumanth), and ability
refers to leaders’ meeting the expectations of subordinates (Grant & Sumanth).
Social exchange theory examines relationships between subordinate perceptions
of leadership and organizational effectiveness and family practices of organizations
(Brandes et al., 2004). For example, subordinates form their perceptions of leadership and
organizational effectiveness based on how supportive the leader and organization are of
the subordinate’s family (Harr & Roche, 2010). In addition, findings show that leaders
and organizations who work with subordinates to balance work and family help increase
subordinate job satisfaction (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986).
Research also found that building trust with one’s leader and organization is an important
factor for members of an organization to develop quality relationships with their leader
and organization, a concept also known as leader-member exchange (LMX; Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997).
LMX is defined as the quality of the relationship between an subordinate and his
or her leader (Liden et al., 1997). Trust is based on previous experiences with the
exchange partner’s belief about what the other partner is like (i.e., benevolent, honest),
and an interpersonal script regarding the nature of future interactions (Baldwin, 1992). If
there is a high level of trust, the subordinate perceives the exchange partner as predictable
and positive (Holmes & Rempel, 1989), similar to the attachment concepts of Ainsworth
et al. (1978) and Bowlby (1969). However if, the level of trust is low, the subordinate
perceives the exchange partner as unpredictable and negative (Holmes & Rempel, 1989).
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Furthermore, authors suggest that subordinates who have trust in their leader will likely
comply with the requests of their exchange partner (Holmes & Rempel).
According to Meyer and Allen (1991) organizational commitment is achieved in
three ways (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Subordinates who perceive positive treatment from
their leader and organization will feel obligated to commit to their organization (Meyer &
Allen, 1991). Second, subordinates who have a stronger relationship with their leader and
organization are assumed to meet needs for approval, affiliation, and socio-emotional
support (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Third, the subordinate’s relationship with their leader
and organization helps to enhance the subordinate’s mood at work (Meyer & Allen,
1991). Furthermore, a leader is perceived to have high status from subordinates when
they are believed to have influence over important organizational decision making, have
high authority, and are valued contributors to the organization (Eisenberger,
Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002).
Research Findings on Subordinate Perceptions and Leadership Effectiveness
Research has found that subordinate perceptions of leaders trustworthy relates
positively to leaders’ social skills and task performance (Grant & Sumanth, 2009; Mayer
et al., 1995). Research has also shown that when leaders are supportive of family and
work balance, it relates positively to subordinate job and life satisfaction (Forsyth &
Polzer-Debruyne, 2007). In addition, subordinate perceptions of leader support have been
shown to positively relate to career development (Graen & Scandura, 1987), the ability to
solve work problems (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), and supervisory performance
ratings (Graen & Cashman, 1975). Conversely, subordinates who perceive leader support
to be negative relates (this is awkward wording to use “negative” and “positive” in the
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same sentence) to work stress (Dansereau et al., 1975), receiving less challenging
assignments, and fewer promotions (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhlbien, 1995).
In terms of attachment style and perceptions, research has found individuals with
a secure attachment style to have more confidence in others who evaluated them
favorably compared to individuals with an insecure attachment style (dismissing,
preoccupied, and fearful, Miklulincer & Shaver, 2007). Furthermore, Hardy and
Barkham (1994) found that insecure attached individuals reported others as threats, as
well as concerns about hours of work. In addition to attachment style, the personality of
subordinates may also play a role in subordinates’ perceptions of LMX (Barry & Stewart,
1997; Bauer & Green, 1996; Deluga, 1998; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Phillips & Bedeian,
1994; Smith & Canger, 2004). For example, subordinate extraversion relates positively to
subordinates’ perceptions of LMX (Bernerth, Armenakis, Field, Giles, & Walker, 2007).
Additional findings have also shown subordinate agreeableness to positively relate with
subordinates’ perceptions of LMX (Bernerth et al., 2007; Tjosvold, 1984).
In summary, this section discussed both social exchange and implicit leadership
theory in an effort to understand the relationship between subordinates’ perceptions and
leadership effectiveness. Subordinates who have established trust with their leaders were
more likely than subordinates who have not established trust with their leader to comply
with their leaders’ requests and demonstrate commitment to their organization
(Eisenberger et al., 2010; Eisenberger et al., 2001; Holmes, 1989). This section also
discussed the importance of how leaders treat their subordinates and how treatment by
leaders helps influence perceptions of leadership and organizational effectiveness
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(Brandes et al., 2004; Harr & Roche, 2010). The three dimensions of trust were also
discussed.
Personality and Leadership Style
The five-factor model, also known as the Big-Five, explains some variance in
transformational and transactional leadership style (Chen-Min & Bor-Wen, 2009; De
Hoogh et al., 2005). Bono and Judge (2004) applied the five-factor model as their
framework for their analysis on personality regarding transformational and transactional
leadership and found certain personalities to postively relate to transactional and
transformational leadership. The Big-Five traits consist of the following: extraversion,
openness to experience, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and neuroticism. Extraverts
are individuals who are social, assertive, active, bold, and adventurous (Chen-Min & BorWen, 2009; Kickul & Neuman, 2000; De Hoogh et al., 2005). Bono and Judge (2004)
suggest that characteristics of extraversion trait plays an essential role in influencing and
persuading others, both of which are key characteristics of charismatic leaders (Bono &
Judge, 2004). Openness to experience is characterized by traits such as imagination,
creativity, and divergent thinking (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Agreeableness consists of
individuals who have warm, altruistic, trusting, and cooperative behavior (McCrae &
Costa, 1987). Agreeable individuals are also concerned for others’ interests (De Hoogh et
al., 2005). Conscientious individuals display characteristics such as responsibility,
dutifulness, achievement orientation, and concern for following set rules (McCrae &
Costa, 1987). Neurotic individuals have a tendency to be anxious, insecure, and
emotional and lack self-confidence (McCrae & Costa, 1987).
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Research on Personality and Leadership Style
Studies have shown that leadership style can be predicted from personality traits
(De Hoogh et al., 2005; Judge et al., 2002; Bono et al., 2002; Neustadt et al., 2006). For
example, leaders’ agreeableness and conscientiousness traits have related positively to
ethical and charismatic leadership (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa et al., 1991, McCrae &
Dye, 1991; De Hoogh et al., 2005). Research has also found a strong, negative correlation
between neurotic leaders and competence and trustworthiness (De Hoogh et al., 2005).
Although arguments remain that individual differences provide insight into key
leadership characteristics, the complexity of leadership behavior is still likely to be
explained by multiple leader attributes and trait approaches (Yukl, 2006; Zaccaro, Kemp,
& Bader, 2004).
Additionally, research has shown that openness to experience positively relates to
charismatic and transformational leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004; Judge & Bono, 2004).
Research has also found extraversion to postively relate to charismatic leadership (De
Hoogh et al., 2005). Findings have also shown agreeableness to also positively relate to
charismatic leadership (Judge & Bono, 2000; Stevens & Ash, 2001). Bono and Judge
(2004) found positive relationships between agreeableness and transactional leadership.
Findings have also shown conscientiousness to positively relate to transactional
leadership, but negatively to charismatic leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004; De Hoogh et
al., 2005). Lim and Ployhart (2004) found neuroticism to relate negatively to charismatic
leadership. Furthermore, research showed a negative relationship between neuroticism
and charismatic leadership (De Hoogh et al., 2005). However, it is also important to note
that personality traits are not the only factors influencing leadership behavior; an
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individual’s attachment style may also play an important role in differences in leadership
behavior.
Introduction to Attachment Theory
Parent-Child Attachment
Bowlby’s (1969, 1973) attachment theory provides a theoretical paradigm to
investigate the complexities of one’s lifespan development. Attachment between the child
and parent begins in the early stages of a child’s development and helps regulate the
closeness between the two to create a balance of security, which is derived through
parental contact and independence (Bowlby, 1969; Vivona, 2000). However, if the infant
experiences threat or distress, the attachment system becomes activated, whereby the
infant utilizes it to bring the parent close, thus restoring feelings of security (Vivona,
2000). Furthermore, when infants perceive the attachment figure as rejecting or
unavailable in meeting their needs, their sense of security diminishes and the likelihood
of personal doubts and emotional problems increases (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).
According to Ainsworth (1989), there are two essential components related to the
function of the attachment system: to help provide security in times of distress and to
help promote independence.
An infant’s way of meeting attachment needs or attachment style (Ainsworth et
al., 1978) is developed through interactions with a parent figure. According to Ainsworth
et al. (1978), there are three types of attachment styles: secure, avoidant, and ambivalent.
First, Ainsworth et al. (1978) noted that an infant who develops a secure attachment is
one who has received appropriate and consistent attention from a parent and whose needs
are met. Avoidant attachment happens when a parent unreliably or unpredictably meets
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the infant’s needs (Isabella & Belsky, 1991). This causes the infant to feel distress,
forcing the infant to revert to preexisting schemes to alleviate distress (Ainsworth et al.,
1978). Ambivalent attachment is a result of the parent being non-existent in terms of
meeting the infant’s needs. The infant lacks the ability to develop security, and thus is
unable to adjust to separation from its parent, leading to frustration (Cassidy & Berlin,
1994). A detailed description on how these attachment styles influence a person’s
behavior will be further discussed in the Adult Attachment section.
Several research studies have substantiated the findings that show relationships
between parent-child relationships and social and emotional development (Belsky &
Cassidy, 1994; Bittner et al., 2004; Conteras & Kerns, 2000; Kerns, Gentzler, Grabill, &
Aspelmeir, 2001; Steinberg, 1990). For example, research based on a categorical
difference between secure, ambivalent, and avoidant attachment styles has shown that
children with a secure attachment style differed significantly on self-esteem, cooperation
with peers, and self-control (Belsky & Cassidy, 1994; Contereas & Kerns, 2000)
compared to children with an ambivalent or avoidant attachment style (put references at
end of sentence). Additional research has shown children with an ambivalent or avoidant
attachment style differed significantly in engaging in delinquent behavior than children
with a secure attachment style (Patterson & Bank, 1989). Furthermore, research has
shown that children with an ambivalent or avoidant attachment style differed statistically
significantly in negative behavioral and poor mental health outcomes (i.e., juvenile
delinquency and antisocial behavior) from children with a secure attachment style
(Crouter, MacDemid, McHale, & Perry-Jenkins, 1990; Patterson & Bank, 1989;
Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984; Sampson & Laub, 1994; Stice & Barrera, 1995;
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Vuchnich, Bank, & Patterson, 1992; Weintrab & Gold, 1991; Steinberg, 1990).
Additional research has shown that individuals with an ambivalent or avoidant
attachment style differed statistically significantly in having a higher risk of internalizing
problems (Kerns, 2010) than children with a secure attachment style (Armsden,
McCauley, Greenberg, Burke, & Mitchell, 1990; Buist, Dekovi, Meeus, & van Aken,
2004; Muris, Meesters, & Spinder, 2003).
Adult Attachment
Studies of adult attachment have shown how attachment behaviors carry over
from childhood to adulthood (Buist, Reitz, & Dekovic, 2008). According to Bowlby
(1973, 1980), previous experiences with attachment figures generate “working models”
that help guide behavior and perceptions in future relationships. Such working models of
parent-child relationships are formed during infancy and early childhood (van
IJzendoorn, 1995) (watch spelling/capitalization of author’s name). Furthermore,
throughout childhood and adolescence, new people and relationships are developed based
on those previous working models (Simpson, Collins, Tran, & Haydon, 2007), allowing
the individual to encode, process, and interpret information about the new person and
relationships (Bowlby, 1973; Collins, Guichard, Ford, & Feeney, 2004; Collins & Sroufe,
1999; Crittenden, 1985). Consistent with this claim, evidence has shown that attachment
security predicts high-quality relationships (George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985; Holland &
Roisman, 2010). Further research has found that securely attached individuals report
higher levels of life satisfaction and subjective well-being compared to ambivalent and
avoidant attached individuals (Carnelley, Pietromonaco, & Jaffee, 1994; Crowell, Fraley,
& Shaver, 1999; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Zhang & Labouvie-Vief, 2004).
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Similar with Ainsworth et al., (1978), Bartholomew (1990) and Bartholomew and
Horowitz (1991) suggested four categories of adult attachment: secure, dismissing,
preoccupied, and fearful. It is important to note that although Bartholomew and Horowitz
(1991) suggested four distinct categories of attachment, most of the self-report measures
actually measure adult attachment in regards to continuous dimensions (Stein et al.,
2002). In addition, confusion remains on what self-report questionnaires actually
measure—adult attachment behaviors or expectations and wishes about general
relationships (Stein et al., 2002). Furthermore, treating attachment as a continuous
measure may suggest that one internal working model of relationships may predominate,
such as individuals being secure, dismissing, fearful, or preoccupied (Shemmings, 2004).
Attachment research is also less concerned with identifying an individual’s attachment
‘style’ and more concerned with differential attachment organizations within larger
samples to explore the statistical relationship with known or “undiscovered antecedents,
correlates, and consequences of attachment” (Shemming, 2004, p. 302).
Adult Attachment Styles and Behaviors
Bartholomew’s model of adult attachment focused on the positive and negative
perceptions of self and others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Harmarta, Deniz, &
Saltali, 2009). Griffin and Bartholomew (1994) later proposed that adult attachment
characteristics could be presented through descriptions of individuals’ positive and/or
negative models of themselves and those of others in attachment relationships
(Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). Secure individuals have a positive view of themselves
and other, as well as engage in trusting and intimate relationships (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross, McKim, & Ditommaso, 2006).
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Preoccupied individuals have a negative view of themselves and a positive view of others
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). In
addition, preoccupied individuals also tend to seek unrealistic closeness with attachment
partners (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). Dismissing individuals tend to
have a positive view of themselves and a negative view of others (Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). Dismissing individuals are also uncomfortable
with being close with and trusting others; however, they do have a positive view of
themselves (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). Lastly, fearful individuals
have a negative view of themselves and others (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Hamarta
et al., 2009; Ross et al., 2006).
Research has shown that individuals with dismissing, fearful, and preoccupied
attachment styles differed compared to secure attached individuals in terms of
psychological distress, such as depression (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Research has
also shown that preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful individuals differed statistically
significantly than secure attached individuals in coping skills (Mikulincer, Shaver, &
Pereg, 2003; Wei, Heppner, & Mallinckrodt, 2003; Wei, Heppner, Russell, & Young,
2006) and inability to express emotions (Mallinckrodt & Wei, 2005).
Attachment and Personality Traits
To help understand how personality may affect leadership style, it is important to
review the relationship between attachment style and personality. According to Bowlby
(1973), both personality and caregiver/child environment are believed to constantly
interact during a person’s development. The attachment between a child and its caregiver
eventually becomes a stable characteristic of the child ( & Shaver, 1994). Research has
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shown that secure attachment style relates positively to extraversion and agreeableness
and that preoccupied attachment style relates positively to neuroticism (Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994; Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Furthermore, individuals with a
preoccupied attachment style differed from individuals with a secure attachment, with
preoccupied individuals being more neurotic, anxious, and at risk of displaying
depressive symptoms (Shaver & Brennan, 1992; Onishi et al., 2001). Secure individuals
were more resilient and less prone to neurotic behavior (Kobak & Sceery, 1988).
Research has also shown that individuals with a secure attachment style differed
compared to individuals with a preoccupied attachment style, with the former being more
extroverted, agreeable, and outgoing (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Bakker, Van
Oudenhoven, & Van Der Zee, 2004). The following section will review the different
types of scales used to measure attachment style.
How is Attachment Measured?
The following examples are different types of attachment scales used to assess
attachment in adults. The first is the Attachment Style Questionnaire (ASQ; Feeney,
Noller, & Hanrahan, 1994), a 40-item questionnaire specifically focused on general
relationships instead of romantic or close. The next is the Current Relationship Interview
(CRI; Crowell et al., 1999), an interview that investigates the attachment that is
represented within a relationship. Next is the Adult Attachment Styles (AAS; Hazan &
Shaver, 1987), a self-selection measure that examines adult attachment styles with respect
to feelings of oneself in romantic relationships. This is followed by the Relationship
Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), a scale on which participants rate
attachment prototypes that correspond to the following categories of attachment: secure,
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dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful. Next, is the Relationship Scales Questionnaire
(RSQ; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994), a 30-item questionnaire on which participants rate
their emotions in close relationships based on a 5-point Likert scale. Next, is the Revised
Adult Attachment Scale (RAAS; Collins & Read, 1990), which is similar to that of the
RSQ, is an 18-item questionnaire that asks participants to rate themselves on a 5-point
Likert scale about their feelings on romantic relationships. The interview formats include
the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI; Main & Goldwyn, 1994), an interview for which
participants are asked to describe previous parent/child relationships, and Family and
Peer Attachment Interview (FPAI; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), an interview that is
similar to the RQ. The only difference is the FPAI focuses on both family and peers,
thereby predicting different aspects of relationship problems.
The measure that was used for this study was the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ;
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) because of its popularity and frequency in the adult
attachment literature (Ross et al., 2006). It is also the only one among the popular
measures of attachment to demonstrate independence from self-deceptive biases (Leak &
Parsons, 2001). The RQ will measure the four styles of attachment using a continuous
measure. The RQ is an expansion of the attachment measure that was created by Hazan
and Shaver (1987). The RQ is an instrument that consists of two underlying dimensions
of adult attachment: the internal model of self (i.e. positive or negative) and the internal
model of another (i.e. positive or negative; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). The RQ
consists of four short paragraphs that describe the four attachment styles (Barholomew &
Horowitz, 1991). Participants are asked to rate each paragraph on a 7-point Likert scale
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of the degree to which they (or someone close) reflects the four different styles of
attachment (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Research on the RQ
Schwartz, Higgins, and Waldo (1994) were the first to use the RQ in a study
consisting of 170 male undergraduate psychology students regarding attachment and
gender role conflict. Their findings indicated that securely attached men had lower
gender role conflict compared to men with a preoccupied, dismissing, or fearful
attachment styles (Schwartz et al., 2004). In another study using college participants,
Horowitz, Rosenberg, and Bartholomew (1993) found that the different attachment styles
did relate to different types of interpersonal problems using the RQ. In Boatwright’s et al.
(2010) study, results revealed that subordinates with a preoccupied attachment style
displayed a stronger preference for a supportive leader than subordinates with a
dismissive or fearful attachment style.
In summary, the four adult attachment styles (secure, dismissing, fearful, and
preoccupied) have been found to correlate appropriately with the RQ measuring the
positive or negative views of self and others (Schwartz, Waldo, & Higgins, 2004). The
next section will discuss how attachment style may influence leadership style.
Attachment Style and Leadership Style
Current research on attachment theory has focused its attention on adult
functioning mechanisms such as trust (Mikulincer, 1998), conflict resolution (Simpson et
al., 1996), and how individuals view others (Pietromonaco & Barrett, 2000). These are all
important tools to take into account when attempting to understand what makes an
effective leader (Avolio, 2007). Breshnahan and Mitroff (2007) suggest that individuals
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use attachment-based internal working models about themselves and about others as they
learn about their environment. The study of attachment theory could help create a better
understanding of a leader’s internal working-model when managing others, interacting
with subordinates, and in training situations (Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007). Furthermore,
as the attachment theory continues to expand in the leadership literature (Kahn & Kram,
1994; Popper et al., 2000), there is a possibility for the attachment theory to help better
understand relationships between leaders and followers (Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007).
Several studies have confirmed the relationship between secure attachment style
and transformational leadership (Berson et al., 2006; Boatwright et al., 2010; Popper et
al., 2000; Manning, 2003; Popper & Mayseless, 2003; Popper & Amit, 2000). For
example, transformational leaders have an internal secure working model, which
increases followers’ security towards them (Popper & Mayseless, 2003). Securely
attached individuals are more likely than dismissing and preoccupied individuals to be
transformational leaders (Boatwright, Lopez, Sauer, VanDerWege, & Huber, 2010;
Manning, 2003). Conversely, only a few studies have shown a positive relationship
between secure attachment and charismatic leadership (Choi, 2006; Popper & Amit,
2009; Towler, 2005).
This section has discussed how attachment style might influence leadership style.
It also examined how various research confirms the positive relationship between secure
attachment transformational leadership (Boatwright et al., 2010; Manning, 2003) and
charismatic leadership (Choi, 2006; Popper & Amit, 2009). No other research to date has
examined the relationships between the four attachment styles and other leadership styles
such as transformational, transactional, laissez-fare, charismatic and servant leadership.
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Conclusion
This literature review outlined studies on attachment style, leadership style, and
subordinate perceptions of leaders’ effectiveness. In particular, secure attachment has
been shown to positively relate to leadership behavior, transformational leadership in
particular (Davidovitz et al., 2007; Popper & Mayseless, 2003; Popper et al., 2000).
Furthermore, no study has yet investigated how different types of leadership styles may
be influenced by the various aspects of parent/child and adult attachment styles.
Therefore, the purpose of the study is to examine the relationship between different
attachment styles (secure, dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful) and different types of
leadership styles (transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, charismatic, and servant
leadership). The purpose of this study is to also examine the relationship between
attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness.
The following chapter describes the research design and approach, the recruitment
of participants, instrumentation and materials, data collection, data analysis, possible
threats to validity, and ethical considerations.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine which styles of attachment relate to
different leadership styles. The purpose of this study was also to examine how attachment
style relates to instructor perceptions of leadership style. This chapter describes the
research methodology, specifically in terms of study design, participants,
instrumentation, research procedures, and data analysis procedures. The chapter also
outlines the ethical considerations for the participant and survey methods for data
collection.
Research Design and Rationale
This cross-sectional survey investigated the effects of four independent variables
(secure, dismissing, preoccupied, fearful attachment) and their influence on leadership
style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. A cross-sectional design was
chosen for this study because attachment styles and leadership styles are individual
difference variables, and consequently, cannot be manipulated, ruling out the viability of
a true experiment. In addition, attachment styles and leadership styles were measured
continuously, not categorically, ruling out the use of quasi-experimental or ex post facto
designs. Finally, attachment styles and leadership styles were measured through validated
self-report instruments that are quantitative in nature.
According to Duda and Nobile (2010), administering online surveys for
quantitative studies is becoming a popular tool for gathering information. Online surveys
are easy to administer, can save time and money, as well as provide immediate results
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(Duda & Nobile, 2010). This study used online surveys to collect data from a sample of
the population of deans and college faculty at local community colleges.
Methodology
The following section describes the study population, sampling and sampling
procedures, procedures for recruitment and data collection, instrumentation and
operationalization of constructs, and finally the data analysis plan.
Population
The population for this study consisted of people in leadership positions. The
sampling population was composed of college deans, chairpersons, and provosts (leaders
who take more of an administrative role) and instructors (who are not in administrative
role). The sample was drawn from a larger convenience sample of individuals who
inhabit leadership and subordinate positions at a specific university and/or college. The
sample (who have served in a leadership position and/or as instructor for at least a year)
responded to multiple online survey tools. Instructors were classified as having a nonleadership role in this study, due to responsibilities being restricted to only the instruction
of students as well as meeting the university objectives provided by deans, chairpersons,
and provost of the college and/or university. The sampling strategy was a nonprobability,
convenience sample. Due to the access to the population and willingness of the
subordinates to participate in the study, the use of the convenience sample was most
appropriate for the current study. Form the population, a convenience sample of full time
subordinates, 18 years of age or older; who have been employed with the college for a
minimum of one year, and have degrees ranging from bachelors to doctorate was drawn.
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All full time subordinates meeting the inclusion criteria of the study were considered for
participation.
Using Cohen’s (1991) and Foody’s (2009) suggestion for specifying sample size,
the appropriate sample size was estimated to be 366 faculty members, The effect size
estimate between attachment style and leadership style is (r= .26; Kim & Yukl, 1995;
Thau et al., 2007), and for attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader
effectiveness the effect size estimate is (r=.13; Berson et al., 2006; Boatwright et al.,
2010). Prior research supports the use of medium to large effect sizes, justifying the
estimated effect sizes of the current study. Based on the power analysis completed, the
target sample size for this study was 366 for faculty members to satisfy the recommended
sample size for the analysis. In addition, a sample size of 84 for deans was based on a
power level of 0.80, an alpha level of 0.05, and estimated effect size of .33 (Ayman,
Morris, Korabik, 2009; Cohen, 1988; Bass et al., 2003; Jandaghi et al., 2009). Prior
research supports the use of medium to large effect sizes, justifying the estimated effect
sizes of the current study. Based on the power of analysis completed, the desired sample
size was 84 for deans to satisfy the recommended sample size for the analysis.
Human resource directors of colleges were e-mailed with descriptions of the study
and purpose of research. The directors were then asked to e-mail the link to the surveys to
the deans, chairpersons, provost and instructors of their respective colleges. The survey
used to collect the demographic information is available in Appendix B. The
demographic data to be collected was limited only to the subordinates’ length of
employment with the college, age of subordinate, and their role within the college, which
is identified as either dean, chairperson, provost or instructor. Only those subordinates
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responding as having at least one year of employment and are at least 18 years or older
were advanced to the following stages of the surveys; all others were thanked for their
participation and informed that no further action is needed on their part.
The participants took the online surveys, and the data were collected online using
SurveyMonkey, a secure web site for data collection. Using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 21.0 computer software for Windows 2000 XP.
The consent form (Appendix B) that was presented in the cover letter of the
secure website(s) included contact information for the researcher and the university, the
purpose of the study, what specifically is being asked of the participant, the voluntary
nature of the study, related risks and the benefits of participation, and information on
which parts of the study were to be anonymous. An informed consent was addressed to
the participants prior to the beginning of taking the surveys. Responses to instrument
questions were entered by the participant through the Survey Monkey site. There was no
compensation for this study or other incentives offered to participants.
Instrumentation and Operationalization of Constructs
Attachment style. Attachment was measured using the Relationship
Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). The RQ is a 4-item questionnaire
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Respondents place a checkmark next to statement that
best reflects their attachment style, or close to what they believe their attachment style to
be (secure, dismissing preoccupied, and fearful) using a 7-point Likert-type scale from 1
(not all like me) to 7 (very much like me; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Respondents
are then asked to rate each of the relationship styles that were previously indicated of
how well each of the descriptions corresponds to their general relationship style
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(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Sample questions for the secure attachment style are:
“It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others.” “I am comfortable depending
on them and having them depend on me.”
Sample questions for the fearful attachment style include the following: “I am
comfortable getting close to others.” “I want emotionally close relationships, but I find it
difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them.” Sample questions for the
preoccupied attachment style are: “I want to be completely emotionally intimate with
others, but often find that others are reluctant to get as close as I would like.” Finally,
sample questions for the dismissing attachment style include the following: “I am
comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very important to me to feel
independent and self-sufficient” (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1994, p. 52). Furthermore,
the individual must also select which of the statements best describes him or her
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
The RQ can be used as a categorical measure or continuous measure
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). However, with changes in the field toward
dimensional measures of adult attachment, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) strongly
advise the use of the RQ as a continuous measure. For this study, attachment is
conceptualized as continuous. The wording of the questions was modified slightly to
accommodate the targeted population (i.e. deans, chairperson, provost and instructor).
The RQ is the only measure among popular measures of attachment that
demonstrates independence from self-deceptive bias (Leak & Parsons, 2001). The RQ
also best captures the theoretical foundations of individual differences of attachment
styles (Byslma, Cozzarrelli, & Sumer, 1997). The RQ is also consistent with Bowlby’s
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(1973) theory regarding self-image and self and others. It also provides a distinction
between two types of avoidant individuals: fearful and dismissing (Albert & Horowitz,
2009).
The RQ does show high test-reliability (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Scharfe
and Bartholomew (1994) report test-retest reliability for the four attachment styles
ranging from 0.53 for females and 0.49 for males. In Sochos, Biskanaki, and Tass’s
(2006) study, correlations were observed between secure and fearful (r=.32, p=.02) and
fearful and preoccupied (r=.46, p=.001). The alpha coefficients of the RQ for all fourattachment styles have been reported at 0.87 to 0.95 (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
In addition, research has found support for the construct validity of the RQ (Bartholomew
& Horowitz, 1991). For example, fearful and preoccupied individuals reported having
significant lower self-concepts scores than did secure or dismissing individuals
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Individuals of secure and preoccupied attachment
reported having few interpersonal concerns than those of a dismissing and fearful
attachment style (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Although Bartholomew and
Horowitz (1991) provided an abundance of construct validity evidence in support of the
RQ, other researchers have also shown that different attachment styles were related to
different interpersonal problems (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan,
1992). The survey questions of the RQ can be found in Appendix C.
Leadership styles. The transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and
charismatic leadership were measured using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ; Bass, 1985). The MLQ measures three major components of leadership styles:
transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, (Bass, 1985, 2000). The three components
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provide 12 scores as follows: Transformational (Idealized Attributes, Inspirational
Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration, Transactional
(Contingent Reward Management-by-Exception, Active Management-by Exception,
Passive, and (Laissez-faire and Outcomes of Leadership, Extra Effort, Effectiveness, and
Satisfaction with Leadership; Bass, 1985, 2000). The MLQ (Form 5X-Short; 45 items)
was the version used in this study, and it consists of ratings for self and others (Avolio &
Bass, 1985, 2000). In this study, leaders were asked to rate themselves, and subordinates
were asked to rate their leader. The MLQ also provides a web-based version (Avolio &
Bass, 1985, 2000). Participants completing the MLQ evaluate how frequently (0=Not at
all; 1=Once in a while; 2= Sometimes; 3= Fairly often; and 4=Frequently if not always)
they have seen their leader engage in leadership behavior (Bass, 1985, 2000).
The MLQ has also demonstrated its strong empirical base through its use in
almost 300 research programs, doctoral dissertations, and master’s theses (Avolio &
Bass, 1985, 2000). The manual does confirm the validity of the MLQ regarding
leadership style and subordinate satisfaction (Antonakis et al., 2003; Avolio & Bass,
1985, 2000). For example, previous research has shown transformational leadership to
have a Cronbach’s alpha of .90, and transactional and laissez-faire leadership styles to
have a Cronbach’s alpha of .81 (Heinitz, Liepmann, & Felfe, 2005). In the Sadeghi and
Lope Pihie (2012) study, the Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .67 to .94. The results of the
study did give evidence that the MLQ is a reliable instrument.
The MLQ also appears to be a valid measure across several cultures and different
types of organizations (Avolio-Bass, 1984, 2000). The construct validity for all three
leadership styles ranges from .65-.85 (Eagly, Johannensen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003).

64

The MLQ has also been known to predict individual and group performance in
organizational settings, as well as explain between 45% and 60% of the variance of
organizational performance and satisfaction (Avolio & Bass, 1985, 2000). The MLQ also
appears to be a valid measure across several cultures and different types of organizations
(Avolio-Bass, 1984, 2000). The MLQ is easily administered, taking approximately 15
minutes to complete, is extensively researched and validated, and has gained its
popularity as the benchmark measure for transformational leadership (Avolio-Bass, 1984,
2000). The MLQ also provides feedback to the leaders on how to be more effective.
In Zhu, Sosik, Riggio, and Yang’s (2012) study, using the MLQ as a scale,
findings showed transformational leadership to have a significant positive relationship
with subordinate psychological empowerment (r=.50, p<.01) as well as organizational
identification (r=.62, p<.01). Results also revealed transactional leadership to be
significantly and positively related to followers’ organizational identification (β =.41, p
<.01; Zhu et al., 2012). In Pieters, van Knippenberg, Schippers, and Stam’s (2010) study
results showed that individuals with a high psychological empowerment, a negative
correlation was found between transactional leadership and innovative behavior (b = .-58,
β = -.43, p = .001). Furthermore, a positive relationship between transformational
leadership and innovative behavior was found (b = -.10, β = -.09, ns; Pieters et al., 2010).
For lower levels of psychological empowerment, no relationship was found (b = .03, β =
.03, ns; Pieters et al., 2010). In Chaudry and Javed’s (2012) study, research showed that
transformational leadership had a positive, strong and significant correlation to
commitment of subordinates, and that laissez-faire leadership was found to have a
negative correlation to commitment to subordinates.
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Some of the sample questions from the transformational leadership dimension
include the following: (a) “Talks to us about his or her most important values and belief,
and inspirations motivation, (b) articulates a compelling vision of the future, (b)
reexamines critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate, and (c) spends
time teaching and coaching me” (Bono & Anderson, 2005, p. 3). Some sample questions
for the three transactional leadership scales include the following: (a) Contingent reward:
The person I rate lets me know what I receive if I do what is required, (b) Active
management-by-exception: The person I am rating focuses attention on mistakes,
exceptions, and deviations from what is expected of me, and (c) Passive management-byexception: Problems will have to be consistent before the person I am rating takes action
(Bass & Avolio, 1989). A sample question from the laissez-faire dimension include the
following: The person I am rating avoids decision-making (Bass & Avolio, 1989).
The MLQ was also used to measure charismatic leadership. The charismatic
subscale of the MLQ measures the extent to which subordinates perceive their leader to
adhere to certain charismatic behaviors (Avolio et al., 1999). For example, in a study
conducted by Michaelis et al. (2009), subordinates were asked to assess their leader to the
degree to which they admired their leader, and results revealed charismatic leadership to
positively relate to subordinate innovation implementation behavior. In another study,
the MLQ 5X-Short form by Avolio and Bass (1995) was also used to measure
charismatic leadership. In Brown and Trevino’s (2006) study, charismatic leadership was
measured using the 12-item charisma dimension from the MLQ (Bass & Avolio,
2000).The estimated reliability of the charismatic leadership measure was 0.96 (Bass &
Avolio, 2000). In Strickland, Babcock, Gomes, Larson, Muh, and Secarea’s (2007)
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study, results found charismatic leadership to positively relate to work engagement.
Specifically, research confirmed that charismatic leaders help to enhance subordinates’
engagement in work, which can then lead to subordinate willingness to engage in positive
behaviors (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010)
Sample items from the charismatic leader dimension include the following:
(a) The leader for which I am rating impresses me and fascinates me with his or her
distinct personality, (b) The leader that I am rating consistently inspires me, (c) My
supervisor consistently praises my work performance, and (d) expectations of high other
followers have faith in my manage (Avolio et al., 1999). An additional sample item for
the charismatic leadership dimension is: My leader considers both the moral and ethical
consequences of decisions (Bass & Avolio, 2000). Due to the MLQ being copyrighted,
the survey questions have not been included. However, permission to use the MLQ can
be found in Appendix D.
Servant leadership. Servant leadership was measured using the Servant
Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). Barbuto and Wheeler (2006)
combined 10 characteristics of servant leaders that were identified by Spears (2002). The
10 characteristics were “(1) listening, (2) empathy, (3) healing, (4) awareness, (5)
persuasion, (6) conceptualization, (7) foresight, (8) stewardship, (9) commitment to
growth of people, and (10) building community” (Spears, 2002, pp. 3–5). However, the
tool was later reduced to five critical components: organizational stewardship, wisdom,
altruistic calling, emotional healing, and persuasive mapping (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).
Barbuto and Wheeler (2006) discussed the Cronbach’s coefficient alpha estimates for
reliability for the following five factors: altruistic calling (α =0.77); emotional healing (α
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=0.68); wisdom (α =0.87); persuasive mapping (α =0.83); and organizational stewardship
(α =0.83). In Garber, Madigan, Click, and Fitzpatrick’s (2009) study, findings revealed
that for subordinate perceptions of servant leaderships was α =. .89. In addition, findings
showed reliability of coefficients for the following constructs: .79 for altruistic calling,
.89 for emotional healing, .80 for wisdom, .79 for persuasive mapping, and .72 for
organizational stewardship (Garber et al., 2009).
Data were collected using a 23-item four-part Likert scale to rate how often the
leader exhibited the indicated behavior. Ratings for the SLQ are (1) strongly agree
(2) somewhat disagree (3) somewhat agree , and (4) strongly agree. The sample questions
of the SLQ include the following: I sacrifice my own interests to meet other’s needs, I am
talented at helping others heal emotionally (emotional healing), I have great awareness
of what is going on, I offer a compelling reason to get others to do things, and I believe
that the organization needs to play a moral role in society (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006).
Items from the SLQ can be found in Appendix E.
Leadership Effectiveness
Leadership Effectiveness was measured using the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass & Avolio, 1985, 2000). In addition to the MLQ measuring the
different leadership styles (i.e. transformational, transactional, laissez-faire leadership),
the MLQ also measures leadership effectiveness. The Cronbach’s alpha for leadership
effectiveness ranges from .67 to .94 (Bass & Avolio, 1985, 2000). As mentioned earlier,
the MLQ consists of 45-items. From the 45-items, 36 of them represent nine leadership
factors: five of the factors are for transformational, three factors of are for the
transactional, and one factor for the laissez-faire leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1995, 2004).
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Nine items of the scale assess leadership outcomes, of which 4 items assess leadership
effectiveness, 3 items assess extra effort, and 2 items assess satisfaction (Bass & Avolio,
1995, 2004).
Research on Leadership Effectiveness Using the MLQ
In Erkutulu’s (2008) study, results showed all dimensions of transformational
leadership were positively related to leadership effectiveness. On the contrary, laissezfaire was found to be negatively correlated to leadership effectiveness (Eruktulu, 2008;
Sadeghi & Lope Pihie, 2012). Additional findings showed that a combination of idealized
influence, individualized consideration, and transactional contingent reward were
significant predictors of presidential leadership effectiveness at Evangelical colleges and
universities, compared to transformational and transactional leadership alone (Webb,
2003).
This chapter discussed the various instruments (RQ, MLQ, SLQ) that will be used
to measure the constructs of attachment, leadership style, and subordinate perceptions of
leader effectiveness. Each instrument description discussed the reliability and validity, as
well as sample items for each. The next section will discuss the data analysis process.
Data Analysis Plan
The first null hypothesis in the study states that there is no relationship between
the secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles. The
alternative hypothesis proposes that the dependent variables (transformational and
charismatic leadership styles) will relate positively to secure attachment style. The second
null hypothesis in the study states that there is no relationship between insecure
attachment style and laissez-faire leadership style. The alternative hypothesis proposes
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that the dependent variables (transformational and charismatic leadership styles) will
relate negatively to insecure attachment style (dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful) and
laissez-faire leadership style. The third null hypothesis states that there is no relationship
between secure attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, and no
relationship between insecure attachment style (dismissing, fearful, and preoccupied) and
instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. The alternative hypothesis proposes the
dependent variable (instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness) will relate positively to
secure attachment style, and the dependent variable (instructor perceptions of leader
effectiveness) will relate negatively to insecure attachment style (dismissing, fearful and
preoccupied).
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for all variables involved in
hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. Studies have shown that the distribution of Pearson’s r was
insensitive to non-normality when testing the hypothesis p= 0 (Duncan & Layard, 1973;
Zeller & Levine, 1974). However, additional research has shown Pearson’s r to be
sensitive to non-normal data, unequal interval measurement, and a combination of both
non-normality and unequal interval measurement (Bishara & Hittner, 2012). Further
research has shown that when testing p = 0 at a nominal alpha of .05, Pearson’s r was
robust to almost all non-normal and mixed-normal measurements (Havlicek & Peterson,
1977). However, exceptions to the aforementioned occurred when the sample size was
very small of n =5 (Bishara & Hittner, 2012). Concerning Type I error, Duncan and
Layard (1973) found that when a sample size increases, it could worsen the Type 1 error
control of Pearson’s r.
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Regression analysis is the most frequently used tool in analyzing data in the
organizational field (Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011). The multiple regression analysis can
be used when the quantitative variable is to be reviewed in relationship to other factors of
interest, such as the independent variables (Cohen, 2003). Cohen (2003) lists a few
assumptions of a multiple regression analysis: (a) form of the relationship between
variables may be simple or complex such as a straight line, curvilinear, general, or
conditional, perhaps a combination of all, (b) research factors that are expressed as
independent variables are not constrained. For example, the variables may be naturally
occurring (i.e., gender, personality, years in leadership), thus, maybe expressed as
research factors, and (c) like independent variables, dependent variables are not
constrained. It is important to note that outliers in a multiple regression analysis are an
important issue because any assumptions that are drawn from the model will be biased if
outliers are not taken into consideration (Alma, Kurt, & Ugar, 2011).
To further examine instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, SPSS was used.
SPSS will help to determine the relationships between leader scores in the present study
and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness. Instructors were nested within leaders
as each leader may have multiple instructors. In addition, missing data could lead to
results that are different from what would have been obtained if the dataset were
complete (Hawthorne & Elliott, 2005). There are various approaches to handling missing
data such as (a) list wise deletion; (b) item mean substitution; two levels of person
substitution; regression imputation; and (c) “hot deck” substitution (Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1998). List wise deletion, which is the approach used in this study, is considered
the simplest procedure and is the default in several of the statistical packages
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(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). The list wise deletion removes a case with missing data
from an analysis (Hawthorne & Elliot, 2005). Although the list wise deletion is the most
commonly used form, the concerns involve the loss of data that may have been
challenging to collect, the reduced sample size and resulting bias in variance estimates
(Hawthorne & Elliot, 2005).
Research Questions and Hypotheses
Research Question One
Will secure attachment styles relate differently to transformational, charismatic,
and laissez-faire leadership styles?
Hypothesis One
Null Hypothesis (H01): There is no relationship between the secure attachment
style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Alternative Hypothesis (H11): A positive correlation will be found between the
secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Because of a lack of theoretical and empirical evidence, it is difficult to provide a
priori hypothesis regarding the relationships between secure, dismissing, preoccupied,
and fearful attachment, and transactional and servant leadership styles.
Research Question Two
Will insecure attachment style relate differently to transformational, charismatic,
and laissez-faire leadership styles?
Hypothesis Two
Null Hypothesis (H02): There is no relationship between insecure attachment style
(dismissing, preoccupied and) and laissez-faire leadership style.
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Alternative Hypothesis (H12): A positive correlation will be found between
insecure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles and a
negative correlation between insecure attachment style (dismissing, preoccupied and
fearful) and laissez-faire leadership style.
Research Question Three
Will different attachment styles of leaders influence instructor perceptions of
leader effectiveness?
Hypothesis Three
Null Hypothesis (H03): There is no relationship between secure attachment style
and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, and no relationship between insecure
attachment style (dismissing, preoccupied and fearful) and instructor perceptions of
leader effectiveness.
Alternative Hypothesis (H13): A positive correlation will be found between secure
attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness, and a negative
correlation be found between insecure attachment style (dismissing, preoccupied and
fearful) and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness.
Threats to Validity
Standardized survey instruments with established records for both reliability and
validity were used to measure different styles of attachment, leadership behavior, and
instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness to ensure validity of the measurement.
Concerns regarding internal, construct, and external validity may arise. For example, a
possible internal threat is the fact that I did not manipulate the IV or control for
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extraneous variables, and thus, am not able to determine a cause and effect relationship
(Cook & Campbell, 1979).
One possible threat to validity is the inadequate preoperational definition or
explication of constructs. In other words, the lack of properly defining variables that are
measured in the study. However, there is support for the RQ, MLQ, and SLQ. For
example, research has shown evidence of internal and construct validity (Brown &
Trevino, 2002; Yukl, 1999, 2002) and internal validity (Bass & Avolio, 1985, 2000;
Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Horowitz & Bartholomew, 1991) for the RQ, MLQ, and SLQ.
A possible threat to construct validity is measurement error (Brahma, 2009;
Campbell, 1999). Research has shown that measuring unobserved theoretical constructs
by observed measures such as that found in management research is very common, and,
such practice may lead to measurement error (Brahma, 2009). The measurement error
might contribute to a false rejection for which a true, substantive relationship exists.
Conversely, a relationship might be accepted when it fact, a relationship does not exist
(Brahma, 2009). For example, the construct of attachment style was accepted to relate to
leadership behavior or instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness when it fact, it is not.
In sum, the measurement findings threaten the validity of the research findings, thus,
diminishes its contribution to research (Brahma, 2009; Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
Scholars such as Cook, Hepworth, Wall and Warr (1981), Podsakoff and Dalton
(1987), and Schriesheim, Hinkin and Podsakoff (1991) have expressed concern regarding
organizational research and its lack in interpretability. For example, Scandura and
Williams (2000) found the majority of management studies failed to report construct
validity (39.4% during 1985-87; 74.8% during 1995-97). Studies have also shown that
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the lack of construct validity is not only restricted in management studies but to other
areas of research such as in marketing, and human resources (Schriesheim, Powers,
Scandura, Gardiner, & Lamkau, 1993; Cote & Buckley, 1988; Boyd, Gove, & Hitt, 2005;
Wright et al., 2000).
Another threat to construct validity is evaluation apprehension as participants in
my study may attempt to present themselves as having effective leadership skills than
what they truly present (Rosnow, Goodstadt, Suls, & Gitter, 1973). In the current study,
evaluation apprehension was limited by stressing to the participants that the research
study is confidential, and that the researcher was the only person that had access to the
raw data. Therefore, an assumption can be made that participants were more likely to
answer the questions honestly and accurately.
A possible threat to external validity is interaction of selection (Campbell &
Stanley, 1963; Cook & Campbell, 1979). A random selection of participants most likely
represents the sample of that targeted population, thus allowing the findings to be
considered more generalizable (Ferguson, 2004). The interaction and selection threat
consist of researchers recruiting participants who adhere to specific characteristics such
as longevity in a leadership position or age from the targeted population, for which
participants are not representative of all leaders and/or instructor (Cook and Campbell,
1979). However, it is important to note the theoretical framework such as the attachment
theory that will be applied in this study and critical data serves as an essential element in
the findings of the study (Beck, 1999), which increases confidence in the findings.
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Ethical Procedures
A number of ethical concerns were addressed prior to and throughout the process
of conducting the study. Due to the nature of the study, participants’ names had to be
identified so that the researcher could link the instructor response to the leader. As a
result, the respondents’ names did not remain anonymous. In any case, the confidentiality
of all participants was protected, since only the researcher will have access to the results.
Surveys that were discussed in this study have been used in several other studies for
which it had been determined that neither survey should cause any distress to the
participants. Samples of the informed consent and introductory letter and IRB materials
are included in the appendices.
Summary
The present study examines the extent to which different attachment styles may
predict leadership style and instructor perceptions of leadership effectiveness. A survey
design was used. The Relationship Questionnaire was used to measure attachment style
of leaders and faculty; the MLQ was used to measure transformational, transactional,
laissez-faire, and charismatic leadership. The MLQ was also used to measure instructor
perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and the Servant Leadership Questionnaire was
used to measure servant leadership. These scales have been used in multiple studies and
have strong reliability and validity.
Multiple regression analysis using the list wise deletion entry of independent
variables was performed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version
21.0 computer software for Windows 2000 XP.

76

In summary, this chapter discussed the research design and rationale, the
methodology, threats to validity, and ethical procedures. Chapter 4 will discuss the results
of the analyses in detail.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between attachment
style and leadership behavior, and instructors’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness in
academic management. Hypothesis 1 stated that a positive relationship would be found
between secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Hypothesis 2 stated that a negative correlation would be found between insecure
attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles, and a positive
correlation between insecure attachment style (dismissing, fearful and preoccupied) and
laissez-faire leadership style. Hypothesis 3 stated that a positive correlation would be
found between secure attachment and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness.
The chapter begins with an overview on how data were collected and how
missing values were handled. Next, descriptive and inferential statistics are presented,
including correlations among study variables and the multiple regression analysis.
Finally, the findings of the data analysis are summarized.
Sample Characteristics
Potential participants in this study were chairpersons, deans, provosts, and
instructors from colleges and universities (something about the area). Participants were
initially contacted by e-mail and had a month to participate. Reminder emails were sent
each week for x weeks encouraging participants to complete the confidential survey.
Participants who were interested in participating clicked a link to the SurveyMonkey site,
which then recorded survey responses. Data were downloaded from SurveyMonkey and
imported into SPSS for analysis.
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Two-hundred and fifty people were initially contacted for the study. Out of the
250 potential participants, 83 responses were recorded. However, 17 of those cases were
removed from the analysis because they began the survey (which generated a participant
record) but did not answer any questions, leaving 66 participants. Of the remaining 66
participants, 12 answered demographic questions only. The final sample of participants
who completed the full study was 54 participants. This was an effective response rate of
21.6% (54/250). The majority of the sample (n=36, 67.7%) was comprised of faculty in a
non-supervisory role (referred to as “non-leaders”) while the rest of the sample (n=18,
33.3%) was compromised of faculty in a supervisory role (referred to as “leaders”).
Please refer to Table 2 for the Sample Characteristics of leaders and non-leaders.
Table 2
Sample Characteristics N = 54
N

Valid %

Leadership Status
Leader
Non-leader

18
36

33.3
66.7

Education Level
Bachelor’s
Master’s
Professional
Doctorate

1
24
15
13

1.9
45.3
28.3
24.5

M=3.33

SD=1.43

Time Working at Employer (in
years)

Measures
Several measures were used to measure attachment style, leadership style, and
perceptions of leader success. Attachment style was measured using the Relationship
Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), which generated a continuous
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score for each of four attachment styles (secure, dismissing, preoccupied, and fearful).
Leadership styles (transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and charismatic
leadership) were measured using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass,
1985). The MLQ provides 12 scores that can be combined into larger composites for
larger leadership concepts (i.e. Transactional leadership). Finally, servant leadership was
measured using the Servant Leadership Questionnaire (SLQ; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006),
which measures five critical components of servant leadership. Means, reliabilities, and
standard deviations for subscales and composites for each of these scales are given in
Table 3.
Table 3
Reliability, Means, and SDs for all Scale Variables, N = 54.
Scale Name

Sample

N

Reliability Mean SD

Servant Leadership
Altruistic Calling

Emotional Healing

Wisdom

Persuasive Mapping

Non-leaders 36

0.91

2.93

0.81

Leaders

18

0.62

3.01

0.41

Non-leaders 36

0.96

2.49

0.92

Leaders

18

0.90

2.93

0.63

Non-leaders 36

0.96

3.19

0.89

Leaders

18

0.84

3.24

0.49

Non-leaders 35

0.94

2.83

0.81
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Leaders
Organizational Stewardship

17

0.85

2.99

0.64

Non-leaders 33

0.93

3.26

0.87

Leaders

17

0.67

3.48

0.39

Non-leaders 31

0.93

3.98

1.22

Leaders

14

0.34

4.26

0.35

Non-leaders 30

0.95

3.78

1.32

Leaders

14

0.91

3.73

0.82

Non-leaders 31

0.79

3.65

1.05

Leaders

15

0.78

4.09

0.70

Non-leaders 30

0.92

3.79

1.24

Leaders

14

0.58

3.86

0.57

Non-leaders 31

0.91

3.77

1.10

Leaders

15

0.66

4.08

0.66

Non-leaders 30

0.92

3.93

1.09

Leaders

14

0.91

4.17

0.79

Non-leaders 31

0.86

3.60

1.06

Multidimensional Leadership
Questionnaire
Effectiveness

Extra Effort

Individualized Consideration

Idealized Influence (Attributed)

Idealized Influence (Behavior)

Inspirational Motivation

Intellectual Stimulation
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Leaders
Laissez-faire

Management by Exception

15

0.76

3.89

0.58

Non-leaders 31

0.80

1.73

0.92

Leaders

15

0.84

1.59

0.68

Non-leaders 31

0.73

2.65

0.95

Leaders

14

0.81

2.39

0.87

Non-leaders 31

0.80

1.99

0.96

Leaders

15

0.77

2.07

0.65

Non-leaders 30

0.87

3.66

1.07

Leaders

15

0.79

3.70

0.84

Non-leaders 32

0.95

3.86

1.37

Leaders

0.89

4.07

0.56

(Active)

Management by Exception
(Passive)

Contingent Reward

Leadership Satisfaction

13

Overall, reliabilities were good (above .75), though some fell below that
threshold. While an obvious cause for these low reliabilities (i.e. reverse scored items)
could not be located, they are noteworthy and potentially affect the validity of the study.
Results involving these scales should be interpreted with caution.
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Research Questions and Hypothesis Testing
Research Question 1
The first research question was: Will secure attachment style relate differently to
transformational, charismatic, and laissez-faire leadership styles? The associated
hypothesis stated that a negative correlation would be found between secure attachment
style and laissez-faire leadership style and positive correlations would be found between
secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles.
Transformational leadership correlated statistically significantly with secure attachment
style, r=.32, p < .05, with the strongest correlation with inspirational motivation (a
component of transformational leadership) r=.39, p < .01. Charismatic leadership was
also found to correlate statistically significantly with secure attachment style, r=.35,
p<.01. Laissez-faire leadership did not relate statistically significantly with secure
attachment style, r= -.15. Thus, research question 1 was supported. Table 4 presents
correlations between attachment styles and leadership types.
Table 4
Correlations between Attachment Styles and Leadership Scales (n=54)
Secure

Fearful

Preoccupied Dismissing

Transformational leadership

.32*

-.28

-.22

-.26

Charismatic leadership

.36*

-.31*

-.21

-.26

Laissez Faire

-.15

.09

-.07

.48**

Effectiveness

.24

-.16

-.16

-.21

*p<.05, **p<.01
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Research Question 2
The second research question was: Will insecure attachment style relate
differently to transformational, charismatic, and laissez-faire leadership styles?
Idealized influence (attributed), a component of transformational leadership, correlated
negatively with dismissing attachment style (insecure attachment), r=.-30, p < .05,
Fearful attachment style was negatively correlated with charismatic leadership, r= -.36, p
< .05. Laissez-faire leadership correlated positively with dismissing attachment style
(insecure attachment), r=.48, p < .01. Thus, research question 2 was partially supported.
Regression Analysis for Research Questions 1 and 2
Bivariate correlation examines the relationship between two variables. Regression
examines the unique contribution of multiple variables as they explain an outcome. In
order to explore the relationships among the attachment styles as they explain variation in
leadership styles, hypotheses 1 and 2 were also tested using regression analysis. All four
continuous attachment style variables were entered as predictors, with transformational
leadership, charismatic leadership, and Laissez-faire leadership entered as outcome
variables in three separate regressions. Results indicated that continuous measures of
attachment style did not significantly predict transformational leadership style.
Continuous measures of attachment style did significantly predict Charismatic
Leadership and Laissez-Faire leadership. For charismatic leadership, the overall model
was significant, but none of the individual predictors was significant. This may be
because the attachment styles correlate with each other (multicollinearity), or because
there are two coefficients (for secure and preoccupied attachment) that are larger, but do
not reach significance. For Laissez-Faire Leadership, the dismissing attachment style was
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the only significant predictor. All three models and the beta coefficients for all predictors
are shown in Table 5.
Table 5
Results of Multiple Regression for Continuous Attachment Styles Predicting Leadership
Styles

Intercept
Secure Attachment
Fearful Attachment
Preoccupied Attachment
Dismissing Attachment
F
Df
Model R2

Transformational
Charismatic
Laissez-Faire
Leadership
Leadership
Leadership
Unstandardized Beta Weights (Std Error)
4.03 (1.12)
4.33 (1.28)
.51 (.97)
.14 (1.08)
.15 (.14)
.03 (.11)
-.04 (.12)
-.00 (.15)
.03 (.11)
-.13 (.10)
-.13 (.12)
-.01 (.09)
-.09 (.09)
-.09 (.11)
.23** (.08)
2.34
2.63*
2.63*
4, 40
4, 39
4, 39
.19
.21
.21

*p<.05, **p<.01
Since both categorical and continuous measures of attachment style are discussed
in the literature and there is some debate about the best way to conceptualize attachment,
regressions were also run with attachment as a categorical variable. Participants were
assigned to an attachment category based on the attachment style they scored highest on.
Then, participants with a secure attachment style were considered “secure” and those in
the fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing categories were considered “insecure.” For the
regression, attachment was entered as a single dummy-coded variable with secure
attachment as 1 and insecure attachment as 0. Results of those analyses are presented in
Table 6.
Table 6
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Results of Multiple Regression for Categorical Attachment Styles Predicting Leadership
Styles

Intercept (Secure)
Fearful
Preoccupied
Dismissing
F
Df
Model R2

Transformational
Charismatic
Laissez-Faire
Leadership
Leadership
Leadership
Unstandardized Beta Weights (Std Error)
4.12 (.17)
4.17 (.17)
1.46 (.15)
-.87 (.65)
-1.17 (.67)
.16 (.59)
-.74 (.40)
-.77 (.41)
.33 (.36)
-.64 (.32)
-.72 (.33)
.74 (.29)
2.37
2.90*
2.26
3, 44
3, 44
3, 43
.14
.17
.14

*p<.05
When attachment was conceptualized as a categorical variable and dummy coded
for regression, there was only one model with a significant difference (Charismatic
leadership). Generally speaking, the R2 values were smaller for the categorical variables.
The direction of the effects was the same.
Research Question 3
The third research question was Will different attachment styles relate differently
to instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness? The associated hypothesis stated that a
positive correlation would be found between secure attachment style and instructor
perceptions of leader effectiveness and a negative correlation would be found between
insecure attachment style and instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness There was no
significant correlation between instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness and secure
attachment style, r=.24, (p=.11), fearful attachment style, r=-.16, (p=.31), preoccupied
attachment style, r=-.16, (p=.29), or dismissing attachment style, r= -.21. (p=.17).
Regression analysis yielded similar results, with attachment styles failing to predict
effectiveness (F(4, 39) = 1.04, p=.40) (Table 7). As with the analysis above, a second
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regression was conducted using the categorical measure of attachment. The categorical
measure yielded a significant result (see Table 8 below) in the same direction as the
continuous measures, indicating greater effectiveness for securely attached leaders.
Table 7
Results of Multiple Regression for Continuous Attachment Styles Predicting Leader
Effectiveness
Leadership Effectiveness
(unstandardized beta, std. error)
Intercept
Secure Attachment
Fearful Attachment
Preoccupied Attachment
Dismissing Attachment
F
Df
Model R2

4.33 (1.28)
.10 (.13)
-.00 (.15)
-.11 (.12)
-.11 (.11)
1.04
4, 39
.10

*p<.05, **p<.01
Table 8
Results of Multiple Regression for Categorical Attachment Styles Predicting Leader
Effectiveness
Leadership Effectiveness
(unstandardized beta, std. error)
Intercept (Secure)
Fearful
Preoccupied
Dismissing
F
Df
Model R2

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

4.34 (.19)
-.21 (.73)
-.75 (.45)
-.70 (.36)
1.82
3, 43
.11
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Because there was a lack of theoretical and empirical evidence indicating a
relationship between attachment style and transactional and servant leadership styles, it
was difficult to provide a priori hypotheses. However, an analysis of the relationships
between these variables did show a negative correlation between fearful attachment style
and emotional healing, r=.-28, p<05. Furthermore, management by exception (passive),
a component of transactional leadership, showed a statistically significant correlation
with dismissing attachment style, r=.42, p<.01(See Table 9 below).
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Table 9
Correlations Among Variables for Full Sample
1

2

1

Altruistic Calling

-

2

Emotional Healing

.578

3

Wisdom

.73

4

Persuasive Mapping

.61

**

.61
**

5

6

7

8

9

10

-

**

.59
**

.63

4

-

**

Organizational
5

**

3

**

.69
**

.64

-

**

.66

**

.70

-

Stewardship
Idealized Influence
6

**

.75

**

.69

**

.72

**

.73

**

.81

-

(Attributed)
Idealized Influence
7

**

.54

**

.64

**

.57

**

.57

**

.65

**

.84

-

(Behavior)
8

Inspirational Motivation .64

9

Intellectual Stimulation .53
Individualized

10

**

.62
**

**

.59
**

.59
**

.61
Consideration

**

**

.67
**

.73

**

.60
**

.68
**

.62

**

.67
**

.74
**

.68

.86**

-

**

.76**

.76**

-

**

.87**

.83**

.83**

.81
**

.73

**

.90

.86

-

12

13

14

15

89
**

**

**

**

**

**

.68**

.78**

.61**

.64**

11

Contingent Reward

.70

12

Laissez Faire

-.53

-.40

-.50

-.45

-.49

-.49

-.42** -.52** -.36*

-.28

-

-.02

-.10

.10

-.07

.15

.08

.17

.04

.25

.05

.15

-

-.23

-.42

-.27

-.31

-.35*

-.36*

-.30*

-.21

.74**

.02

**

.72**

.88**

.79**

.79**

-.43** .03

-.30*

-

**

.80**

.83**

.84**

.77**

-.47** .22

-.34*

.85**

.58

.63

**

.56

**

.51

**

.76

**

**

**

Management by
13
Exception (Active)
Management by
14

*

-.31

**

*

**

-.39

-

Exception (Passive)
**

15

Extra Effort

.68

16

Effectiveness

.68

*p <.05; **p < .01 (2-tailed)

**

.61
**

**

.67
**

.64

**

.66
**

.76

**

.62
**

.63

.91
**

.66

.88
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Summary
The purpose of my study was threefold. First, I hypothesized that there would be a
positive correlation between secure attachment style and transformational and charismatic
leadership styles. This hypothesis was supported: transformational and charismatic
leadership both correlated statistically significantly with secure attachment style.
Additionally, charismatic leadership correlated significantly negatively with the fearful
attachment style.
Second, I hypothesized that there would be a negative correlation between the
insecure attachment style and transformational and charismatic leadership styles, and a
positive correlation between insecure attachment styles (dismissing, preoccupied, and
fearful) and laissez-faire leadership style. Laissez-faire leadership did not correlate
statistically significantly with secure attachment style. Regression analysis indicated that
none of the attachment style measures was a significant predictor of transactional or
charismatic leadership. Dismissing attachment style was a positive predictor of LaissezFaire leadership.
Third, I hypothesized that instructor perceptions of leader effectiveness would relate
positively with secure attachment style and negatively with insecure attachment style. This
hypothesis was not supported. The following chapter includes discussion and interpretation
of the findings, discussion of limitations of the present study, recommendation for future
study, implications for social change, and recommendations for action.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Effective leaders of organizations have difficult responsibilities and duties to fulfill,
which include inspiring and motivating subordinates, encouraging positive job attitudes,
creating a synergistic team environment, and responding to changes due to technological
advances (Boeckmann & Tyler 2002; Boezeman & Ellemers, 2008; DeHoogh et al., 2005;
Gilley et al., 2009; & Lind & Tyler, 1988). Unfortunately, leaders who do not embrace such
responsibilities have been known to express more negativity, promote coercive behaviors
towards subordinates, and lack the ability to make effective decisions (Einarson, 1999; Farh
& Cheng, 2000; Giessner et al., 2013; Skogstad et al., 2007). Further, ineffective leadership
can lead to poor staff satisfaction (Avolio et al., 1999; House et al., 1991; Howell & Frost,
1989).
Poor staff satisfaction can influence the quality of an organization, which affects
overall staff satisfaction (Ashford, 1994; Ashforth, 1997; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Padilla
et al., 2007). Consequently, previous research has shown that ineffective leadership can
contribute to reduced staff satisfaction (Aryee et al., 2007; Einarsen, 1999; Farh & Cheng,
2000; Skogstad et al., 2007). Effective and supportive leadership such as that of a
transformational, charismatic, and servant leader, may be beneficial in organizations.
Transformational leaders are leaders who seek the admiration, respect, and trust of
subordinates (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Yukl, 2002), charismatic leaders are leaders who are
able to transform the needs, values, and aspirations of their subordinates (House et al.,
1991), and servant leaders are leaders who place the needs of others over their own interests,
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and who emphasize the importance of moral behavior (Graham, 1991; Liden,
Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008).
The effectiveness of a leader has been linked to attachment style (De Hoogh et al.,
2005; Chen-Min & Bor-Wen, 2009). Attachment style is a pattern of behavior with regard
to interpersonal relationships that carry over from childhood to adulthood (Buist, Reitz, &
Dekovic, 2008). Additionally, previous experiences with attachment figures generate
“working models” that help guide behaviors and perceptions in future relationships (van
IJzendoorn, 1995). Four attachment styles are identified in the literature: secure attachment
style (individuals have a positive view of themselves and others; Bartholomew & Horowitz,
1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross, McKim, & Ditommaso, 2006), preoccupied
attachment style (individuals have a negative view of themselves and a positive view of
others; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006),
dismissing attachment style (individuals who have a difficult time being close and trusting
others, but have a positive view of themselves; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006), and fearful attachment style (individuals who have
negative view of themselves and others; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Hamarta et al.,
2009; Ross et al., 2006).
Research has shown that a secure attachment style is linked to transformational and
charismatic leadership (Berson et al., 2006; Boatwright et al., 2010; Choi, 2006; Popper et
al., 2000; Manning, 2003; Popper & Mayseless, 2003; Popper & Amit, 2000; Towler, 2005).
According to Bass (1985), Burns (1979), Conger and Kanungo (1987), and Greenleaf
(1970), transformational, charismatic, and servant leaders encourage subordinates to
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perform beyond their expectations, motivate, and are trustworthy and
compassionate towards subordinates.
Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between attachment
style, leadership behavior, and employee perceptions of leadership effectiveness in academic
management. The study tested three hypotheses focused on the above variables. Hypothesis
1 stated that secure attachment style would relate negatively to laissez-faire leadership, and
positively with transformational and charismatic leadership style. Hypothesis 2 stated that
insecure attachment style would relate negatively with transformational and charismatic
leadership styles, and positively with laissez-faire leader ship style. Hypothesis 3 stated that
instructor perception of leader effectiveness would relate positively with secure attachment
style and negatively with insecure attachment style.
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. For continuous measures of attachment,
transformational leadership correlated statistically significantly with secure attachment style,
with the strongest correlation between the inspirational motivation subscale and positively
with charismatic leadership style; however, laissez-faire leadership did not relate statistically
with secure attachment style. Results were similar for the categorical conceptualization of
attachment, with secure attachment positively related to transformational and charismatic
leadership
Hypothesis 2 was not supported. For continuous measures of attachment,
Transformational leadership did not relate significantly to any measures of insecure
attachment, and charismatic leadership related significantly to only one (fearful). However,
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laissez-faire leadership related statistically positively with dismissing attachment
style. Categorical measures of attachment were not significantly related to laissez-faire
leadership.
Lastly, Hypothesis 3 stated that instructor perception of leader effectiveness will
relate positively with secure attachment style and negatively with insecure attachment style.
This hypothesis was supported according to analyses with both categorical and continuous
measures of attachment: secure attachment style was statistically significantly related to
perceptions of leader effectiveness.
The majority of the sample as stated in Chapter 4 consists of faculty in a nonsupervisory role, while the remainder sample consist of faculty in a supervisory role. From
these findings, additional results showed that there was a negative correlation found between
fearful attachment style and emotional healing (a component of servant leadership). This is
an exceptionally interesting finding as it was previous stated in Chapter 3 and 4 that there
was no empirical evidence indicating a relationship between attachment style and servant
leadership style.
Interpretation of Findings
Consistent with previous research, my study found that transformational and
charismatic leadership were related to secure attachment style (Berson et al., 2006;
Boatwright et al., 2010; Choi, 2006; Popper et al., 2000; Manning, 2003; Popper &
Mayseless, 2003; Popper & Amit, 2002; Towler, 2005). In other words, transformational
and charismatic leaders are likely to have trusting relationships with others as well as a
positive view of themselves compared to insecure leaders such as laissez-leaders.
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Additionally, consistent with previous research, laissez-faire leadership style
related positively with dismissing attachment style (Boatwright, Lopez, Sauer,
VanDerWege, & Huber, 2010; Manning, 2003). This suggests that leaders will have a hard
time trusting others but feel good about themselves may have little faith in their
subordinates’ abilities and skills. They may not value subordinates’ input or involve them in
decisions, which may result in low morale.
In addition to the significant findings, the results of the study also showed nonsignificant findings. For example, laissez-faire leadership did not correlate statistically
significantly with secure attachment style. This non-significant finding could be due to the
small number of participants indicating a laissez-faire leadership style. Additionally, a
regression analysis indicated that none of the four attachment styles was a significant
predictor of transactional or charismatic leadership. The reason(s) for these non-significant
predictors could again, be due to participants not identifying themselves as a transactional or
charismatic leader, or due to the small sample size in general. Correlations and relationships
were observed in the predicted direction, but were not statistically significant. What this
study achieved that no other study had yet to examine was the extent to which different
attachment styles relate to leadership styles other than transformational leadership. Similar
to previous research that examined other types of leadership styles and their relation to
attachment style (Mayseless, 2010; Popper & Mayseless, 2003; Mayseless & Popper, 2007;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), this study enhances our knowledge regarding attachment style
and its influence on leadership style. In terms of attachment style research, it would be
interesting to see if there are effective leaders who also have an insecure attachment style.
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Organizations may benefit from investigating the possibility of matching leaders
to positions based on their attachment styles.
Implications
The findings from this study have theoretical, methodological, and practical
implications. The theoretical implications involve a possible revision to Bartholomew and
Horowitz’s (1991) theory of attachment and Bass’s (1985) transformational leadership
theory. The methodological implication involves whether measures of attachment are
categorical or continuous and best ways to compute and represent these measures. The
practical implications are relevant to practices used to hire and train supervisors to be
transformational, charismatic, and servant leaders to improve employee satisfaction.
Theoretical Implications
Attachment theory
Bartholomew and Horowitz’z (1991) theory of attachment consist of four attachment
styles: secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994). Secure
attachment involves individuals having positive views of themselves and of others, and
engaging in trusting and intimate relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). Preoccupied attachment involves individuals having
a negative attitude with regard to themselves and a positive attitude towards others
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006).
Dismissing attachment involves individuals having a positive attitude toward themselves
and a negative view towards others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Griffin &
Bartholomew, 1994; Ross et al., 2006). Fearful attachment involves individuals having a
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negative view of themselves and others (Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Hamarta
et al., 2009; Ross et al., 2006).
Previous research has shown that securely attached individuals reported having
fewer interpersonal concerns than those with a dismissing or fearful attachment style
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and that different styles of attachment were related to
different interpersonal problems (Collins & Read, 1990; Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan,
1992). Previous research has shown that individuals with a preoccupied attachment style
have also reported fewer interpersonal concerns (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Unfortunately, the consequences of ineffective leadership are serious for employees
and their organization (Aryee et al., 2007; Einarsen, 1999; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Skogstad et
al., 2007). For instance, ineffective leaders have been shown to relate to lack of subordinate
motivation, well-being, and employee job satisfaction, and similar to my study can be a
factor in ineffective leadership (Aryee et al., 2007; Einarsen et al., 2007 Skogstad et al.,
2007). Implications for future research could focus on why ineffective leaders are more
vulnerable than effective leaders in decreasing subordinate motivation, well-being, and
employee job satisfaction.
Transformational and Charismatic Leadership
According to Bass’s (1985) theory of transformational leadership, transformational
leaders engage, motivate, and encourage followers to feel confident about work
performance, and to think more critically about their goals and interests. Bass has extended
his theory in recent research to include servant leadership characteristics, which has shown
transformational leaders to have high levels of moral development (Bass, 1985, 1998).

98
Additionally, research has shown transformational leadership to relate positively
with morality and empowerment (Dvir et al., 2002).
Therefore, I suggest an extension to the transformational leadership theory to
include moral development, as my study and previous research support that moral and
ethical character are both necessary for an outcome of transformational leadership (Bass,
1998; Burns, 1978). Specifically, my study showed that transformational leadership affects
subordinate well-being, in part, as participants who described their supervisor as a
transformational leader expressed confidence in achieving their goals. In addition, my study
supports the transformational leadership theory as the participants who described their
supervisors as transformational leaders reported being committed to their organization.
Furthermore, I suggest an extension to Conger and Kanungo’s (1998) theory of charismatic
leadership to include inspirational motivation, as my study and previous research support
that charismatic leaders effectively articulate vision in an inspirational manner, similar to
that of a transformational leader (Conger & Kanungo, 1992).
Leadership and attachment style have been linked together to gain a better
understanding on how leaders use their attachment style to learn about and interact with
others (Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007). Additionally, research has shown that specific types of
attachment styles were linked with specific leadership styles, such as securely attached
individuals were more likely than dismissing and preoccupied individuals to be
transformational leaders (Boatwright, Lopez, Sauer, VanDerWege, & Huber, 2010;
Manning, 2003). Furthermore, as the link between attachment style and leadership behavior
continues to expand in leadership literature, this will help provide a clearer overview of how
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one’s internal working model plays an important role in leadership behavior
(Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007).
Methodological Implications
Other conceptualizations of attachment exist (Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney et al.,
1994; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Hazan & Shaver, 1987); however, according to Griffin
and Bartholomew (1994), Leak & Parsons (2001) and Ross et al., (2006), the Relationships
Questionnaire (RQ) is the most cited. The RQ was designed to measure four attachment
styles: secure, preoccupied, dismissing, and fearful. The RQ is divided into four short
paragraphs that describe the four attachment styles in which the participant rates each
paragraph that best reflects their attachment style. According to Bartholomew and Horowitz
(1991), the RQ can be scored as a categorical or continuous measure. However,
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) highly recommend it be used as a continuous measure.
Researchers have tried to score the RQ as a categorical measure (Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Main & Goldwyn, 1994); however others (Fraley
& Waller, 1998; Meehl, 1995; & Waller & Meehl) argued that doing so would cause
problems in conceptual analysis and statistical power. Thus in my study, I ran analyses using
both continuous and categorical conceptualizations of attachment. Overall, results were
similar, though there were fewer significant results with the categorical measures. This is to
be expected, since converting continuous data to categorical data results in a loss of detail.
Further research would benefit from investigating the relative merits of the continuous vs.
categorical measures of attachment style. Although the survey method was an adequate
method for collecting data for this study, there are additional data collection strategies that
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should be considered in further research on this topic. More detail-oriented
methods such as personal interviews or a case study might provide a more rich description
of ways in which attachment style and leadership style interact. These methods would also
facilitate follow-up questions to clarify ambiguous findings.
Practical Implications
My findings are not only relevant to employees in academia, but to all employees of
an organization. Effective leadership positively affects employee’s well-being and overall
job satisfaction. Specifically, effective leaders are supportive to their employees, which
helps to enhance employee job and life satisfaction (Forsyth & Polzer-Debruyne, 2007;
Graen & Scandura, 1987). On the other hand, ineffective leaders can affect subordinates’
overall health and productivity for the worse (Ashforth, 1994; Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser,
2007; Ashforth, 1997; Tepper, 2000). Furthermore, subordinates who lack an effective
leader are more likely to experience an increase in workplace stressors and increased
turnover rates (Aryee et al., 2007; Skogstad et al., 2007). Employees seek supervisors who
can offer support when experiencing day-to-day workplace challenges, as well to help them
enhance their skills and confidence (Hogg, Hains, & Mason, 1998; Platow & van
Knippenberg, 2001; Ullrich, Christ, & can Dick, 2009; van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005).
My findings are also crucial in gaining a better perspective on the role attachment
style influences leadership behavior in a workplace. Specifically, leaders with a secure
attachment style are more likely to be transformational leaders (Boatwright, Lopez, Sauer,
VanDerWege, & Huber, 2010; Manning, 2003). Organizations could offer potential leaders
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an assessment that measures relationships with others, thus, provide a better
perspective on how their relationships will be towards others. A possible assessment that
could be used would be The Multimethod Assessment Battery (AAP; George & West, 2001)
which is an assessment that involves participants responding to a set of seven drawn picture
stimuli. Participants are then asked to create a story for each of the stimuli. The responses
are then used to evaluate the four different types of attachment styles each participant might
be exhibiting. Additionally, organizations could offer training on how to deliver these
assessments to potential candidates.
Practical implications of the findings suggest finding ways to increase
transformational and charismatic leadership within an organization. This may be done
through hiring and recruiting candidates in management positions who are attracted to
organization’s mission and vision, encourage followers to focus on the team and
organizations, help promote job satisfaction, group cohesiveness, and commitment (Amneric
et al., 2007; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Choi, 2006; Jandaghi et al.,
2009; Pillai et al., 2003; Yukl, 2002). Organizations may not be financially capable of
replacing their managers with transformational and charismatic leaders, therefore training
and development of transformational and charismatic leaders is the most practical decision
for many organizations to pursue.
Research has shown the effectiveness of transformational and charismatic leadership
training in organizations. For example, Howell and Frost (1989) found that employees who
were trained with regard to transformational and/or charismatic leadership styles
demonstrated a higher task performance compared to employees who were not directed on
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such leadership styles. Therefore, having a leader that possesses the
characteristics of a transformational or charismatic leader may result in employees with a
sense of well-being, who are able to offer their best to the organization.
Limitation(s) of the Study
Some of the limitations discussed in chapter 1 were non-response bias, threat to
internal validity (the study will not be manipulating the IV), and self-report data (difficulty
in obtaining accurate results from participants. In chapter one, non-response bias was
highlighted as a possible limitation. Given the small sample size, we can conclude that nonresponse bias is a likely problem. We have no way to know if those who responded are
different in significant ways from those who did not. A related limitation is the small sample
size used for analyses in this study. Although it was adequate for correlational analyses, the
small sample became a liability when doing regression analyses. Several relationships
among variables were in the predicted direction but were not statistically significant. A
larger sample size would strengthen the ability to make a solid test of the hypotheses. In the
future, it would be interesting to replicate this research with a larger, more representative
sample.
It is unclear why the response rate to the request for participation was so low. Given
that the target population was made of individuals with very involved jobs, it would be
reasonable to speculate that they were simply too busy. They also may have been concerned
with confidentiality of information, and so opted not to participate. If this study were
attempted in the future, it would be better to be able to offer some kind of incentive to
participate. A longer timeline with more reminders might also be helpful, especially if some
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of those reminders were given personally (over the phone, perhaps)Furthermore,
I think the small sample size was likely due to individual lack of interest in the topic,
possibly felt uncomfortable rating their leader, or simply did not want to commit to a 30minute survey. To help improve a better response rate, I would limit the survey to the two,
to reduce the complexity and time commitment.
Recommendations
A direction for future research is to replicate this study using a different population,
or larger sample size to determine if the findings are reliable. Replicating my findings across
populations and instruments would provide support for the theoretical propositions that
different types of attachment styles relates to different leadership styles, and to perceptions
of leader effectiveness in management.
Another recommendation for future research is to examine whether there are cultural
differences in the relationship between attachment style and different styles of leadership,
and with perceptions with leader effectiveness in management. Other cultures, such as
Western and Asian cultures, may relate both positively and negatively with transformational,
charismatic, and laissez-faire leadership. For example, Burris, Ayman, Che, and Min (2013)
found that Caucasian Americans perceived Asian Americans as being less transformational
and less authentic than Caucasians.
Another recommendation for future research is to train managers in both
transformational and charismatic leadership skills, and then examine whether and how the
training impacts leadership effectiveness, workplace stress, job satisfaction, and turnover
among employees. In terms of future theoretical recommendations for next steps, I think it
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would also be interesting to study how one’s temperament may impact leadership
styles in other cultures.
Implications for Positive Social Change
Transformational and charismatic leaders are in a position to promote positive social
change, as they articulate higher vision, enhance followers’ sense of values, improve
confidence in work performance, and increase employees’ self-efficacy (Bass, 1985; Burns,
1978; Shamir, House, Arthur, 1993; Yukl, 2002). Leaders in organizations often face
challenges, such as increases in technology advancement and overall global changes in the
workplace (Boeckmann & Tyler, 2002; Boezeman & Ellemers, 2008; Gilley, McMillan, &
Gilley, 2009; De Hoogh, Hartog, & Koopman, 2005, Lind & Tyler, 1988). Unfortunately,
the job responsibilities and challenges of leaders have been shown to lead to a decrease in
job performance, satisfaction, and psychological health, and work productivity (Ashforth,
1994; Padilla, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2007; Ashforth, 1997; Tepper, 2000).
Previous research has shown that ineffective leadership also leads to negative
attitudes, lack of motivation, and declines in well-being (Einarsen et al., 2007; Giessner, van
Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Sleebos, 2013). Therefore, having a transformational and/or
charismatic leader in organizations is needed, as this study and previous research have
shown that such a leader provides employees with vision, increase in work performance,
morals, motivation, and empowerment (Bono & Anderson, 2005; Michaelis et al., 2009).
Given the recognized benefits of an effective leader, the implication of social change
is that effective leadership can increase staff satisfaction and organizational commitment, as
well help to reduce turnover by recruiting, hiring, and possibly training individuals the skills
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to be transformational and/or charismatic leaders. Thus, leaders in organizations
can become more effective in meeting the needs of their employees when they are managed
by a transformational and/or charismatic leader. Additionally, the benefits of an effective
leader can be applied towards customers of an organization, and the general public.
Conclusions
This study sought to examine the relationship between attachment style, leadership
behavior, and employee perception of leadership effectiveness. This study is consistent with
previous research that showed that transformational and charismatic leadership have a
statistically significantly positive correlation with secure attachment style, and a negative
correlation with idealized influence (a component of transformational leadership).
Furthermore, this study found that some elements of attachment styles statistically
significantly predicted some leadership styles. Therefore, it will benefit organizations that
experience a decrease in employee satisfaction, productivity, and overall organizational
commitment to hire and/or train individuals interested in supervisory roles the skills to be a
transformational and/or charismatic leader.
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Appendix A: Demographic Information
Please check the response that most accurately describes you. Provide only one answer per
question.
Please select the position level that best represents the role you currently hold at the college
level:
o Non-supervisory role (i.e. instructor, faculty assistant)
o Supervisory role (i.e. dean, chairperson)
Education
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled,
mark the previous grade or highest degree received.
o Bachelor's degree (for example: BA, BS)
o Master's degree (for example: MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)
o Professional degree (for example: MD, DDS, DVM, LLB, JD)
o Doctorate degree (for example: PhD, EdD)

Employment Information
Length of time working at your present employment:
o Less than 6 months
o 6 months to 1 year
o 2 years
o 3 years
o 4 years
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o Other: Please specify ______________

Location
In what state and city are you employed? ________________________________
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Appendix B: Invitation/Consent Form
You are invited to take part in a voluntary research study. Your participation is NOT
mandated and should not take any priority over nor interfere with your regular duties.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:
Your participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous. This means that everyone will
respect your decision of whether or not you want to be in the study. Please note that Rehema
Underwood, the researcher, who is a doctoral student at Walden University, is an
subordinate of one of the college’s participating (Tompkins Cortland Community College)
as an instructor of Psychology. This study is separate from Rehema Underwood’s role as
Instructor.

Mrs. Underwood will not be able to identify the participants of the study. Your decision
whether or not to participate will not affect your current or future relations with any
organization or Rehema Underwood. If you initially decide to participate, you are still free
to discontinue participating in the study at any time without affecting the relationships with
any organization or Rehema Underwood.
Background Information:
The purpose of this study is to examine the extent in which attachment styles influences
leadership style of deans, chairpersons, provosts, as well as perceptions of leadership
effectiveness.
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All instructors, deans, provosts, and chairpersons with at least 1 year experience,
and are at least 18 years of age and older, will be invited to participate in the study. This
form is part of a process called “informed consent” to allow you to understand this study
before deciding whether to take part or not.
Procedures:
If you agree to be in this voluntary study, you will be asked to:


Complete three surveys that consists of a total of 72 questions.



Participants will be asked to complete the Multifactor leadership questionnaire
(MLQ), which is a questionnaire regarding different leadership styles for which you
believe you or others best fit. Some sample questions from the MLQ are: “I make
others feels good to be around.” “I help others develop themselves.” The
Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) is a questionnaire that measures types of
attachment styles with others. Some sample questions of the RQ are: “ I am
comfortable depending on others and having them depend on me.” “ I am
uncomfortable getting close to others.” The Servant Leadership Questionnaire
(SLQ) is a questionnaire that measures how closely leaders exhibit servant
leadership behaviors. Some sample questions of the SLQ are: “This person sacrifices
his/her own interests to meet my needs.” “ This person seems alert to what is
happening.”

Your total investment time should be between 30 to 45 minutes.
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study:
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There are minimal risks associated with participation in this study, and every
measure will be taken to ensure that any potential risks are kept to a minimum. Furthermore,
the final dissertation will not include any potentially identifying demographic details.

There are no short or long-term individual benefits for participating in this study; however
the main benefit of this research is to identify factors that may help to reduce ineffective
leadership behaviors and promote lower turnover rates amongst subordinates.
Payment:
There is no compensation for your participation in this study.
Privacy:
Any information you provide will be kept anonymous and confidential. The researcher will
not use your information for any purposes outside of this research project and your name
will not be given at any point during the study; therefore, complete anonymity will occur.
Also, the researcher will not include any potentially identifiable information in any reports
of the study and all such information will be kept in the strictest confidence. Data will be
kept for a period of at least 5 years, as required by the university.

The researcher will be using a survey tool called SurveyMonkey. SurveyMonkey treats all
surveys as if they were private. In other words, SurveyMonkey do not use the survey
responses for their own purposes. In addition, survey data is stored on servers located within
the United States in which SurveyMonkey will process the data on the researcher’s behalf
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and under the researchers’ instructions, as well as those agreed to in Survey’s
Monkey’s privacy policy. By clicking on the “agree” button below indicates that:


you have already read the above information



you voluntarily agree to participate



you are at least 18 years of age.

Contacts and Questions:
The researcher conducting this study is Rehema Underwood. You may ask any questions
you have now, or if you have questions later, you may contact her at 607-597-9981 or at
Rehema.underwood@waldenu.edu. If you want to speak privately about your rights as a
participant, you can call Dr. Leilani Endicott. She is the Walden University representative
who can discuss this with you. Her phone number is 1-800-925-3368, extension 1210.
Walden University’s approval number for this study is 12-20-13-0088460 Please print a
copy of this form for your records.
Statement of Consent:
I have read the above information and I feel I understand the study well enough to make a
decision about my involvement. I have asked questions and received answers. I consent to
participate in this study by clicking the link below.
To protect your privacy, a consent signature is not requested. If you decide to participate in
this study, your return of a completed survey will indicate your consent.
Signature of Investigator
Rehema Underwood
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Appendix C: Questions from the Relationship Questionnaire

RELATIONSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE
(RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991)

PLEASE READ THE DIRECTIONS!

1. Following are descriptions of four general relationship styles that people often report.

Please read each description and CIRCLE the letter corresponding to the style that best
describes you or is closest to the way you generally are in your relationships with others.

A. It is easy for me to become close to others. I am comfortable depending on them and
having them depend on me. I don’t worry about being alone or having others not accept me.

B. I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want close relationships, but I find it
difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I
allow myself to become too close to others.

C. I want to be close with others, but I often find that others are reluctant to get as close as I
would like. I am uncomfortable being without close relationships, but I sometimes worry
that others don’t value me as much as I value them.
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D. I am comfortable without close relationships. It is very important to me to feel
independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer not to depend on others or have others depend
on me.

2. Please rate each of the following relationship styles according to the extent to which you
think each description corresponds to your general relationship style.

A. It is easy for me to become close to others. I am comfortable depending on them and
having them depend on me. I don’t worry about being alone or having others not accept me.

B. I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want to seek close relationships with others,
but I find it difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them. I worry that I will be
hurt if I allow myself to become too close to others.

C. I want to be close with others, but I often find that others are reluctant to get as close as I
would like. I am uncomfortable being without close relationships, but I sometimes worry
that others don’t value me as much as I value them.

D. I am comfortable without close relationships, It is very important to me to feel
independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer not to depend on others or have others depend
on me.
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Not at all

Somewhat

Very

like me

like me

much
like me

Style A.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Style B.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Style C.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Style D.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Appendix D: Permission for use of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire
(MLQ; Bass, 1985)
from: info@mindgarden.com
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 6:29 PM
To:

Rehema

Subject: RE: MGWeb: Comment from Rehema Underwood (Other)

This is to confirm that upon purchase of a license to reproduce/administer the
MLQ and/or ALQ, Rehema will have our permission to use one or both of these
instruments in her research. I will present the questions for the MLQ once I purchase the
license.

Best,
Valorie Keller
Mind Garden, Inc.
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Appendix E: Questions from the Servant Leadership Questionnaire
(SLQ; Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006)
The items are listed below by their dimension:
Data will be collected using a four-part Likert scale that rates how often the leader exhibited
the indicated behavior. Ratings were ‘strongly disagree’ (1), ‘somewhat disagree’
(2),‘somewhat agree’ (3), (4)‘strongly agree’
Altruistic calling
This person puts my best interests ahead of his/her own.
This person does everything he/she can to serve me.
This person sacrifices his/her own interests to meet my needs.
This person goes beyond the call of duty to meet my needs.
Emotional healing
This person is the one I would turn to if I had a personal trauma.
This person is good at helping me with my emotional issues.
This person is talented at helping me heal emotionally.
This person is the one who could help me mend my hard feelings.
Wisdom
This person seems alert to what’s happening.
This person is good at anticipating the consequences of decisions.
This person has great awareness of what is going on.
This person seems in touch with what’s happening.
This person seems to know what is going to happen.
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Persuasive mapping
This person offers compelling reasons to get me to do things.
This person encourages me to dream “big dreams” about the organization.
This person is very persuasive.
This person is good at convincing me to do things.
This person is gifted when it comes to persuading me.
Organizational stewardship
This person believes that the organization needs to play a moral role in society.
This person believes that our organization needs to function as a community.
This person sees the organization for its potential to contribute to society.
This person encourages me to have a community spirit in the workplace.
This person is preparing the organization to make a positive difference in the
future.
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March 2003-May 2004

Cortland, NY

Behavioral Specialist


Developed and implemented Behavioral and Treatment plans for the Psychiatric and
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