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THESIS SUMMARY

The thesis contributes to the evolving process oVing the study of Complexity from the

arena of metaphor to something real and operatiortknowledging this phenomenon

ultimately changes the underlying assumptions mabeut working environments and

leadership; organisations are dynamic and so shiblid leaders be. Dynamic leaders are
behaviourally complex. Behavioural Complexity ipraduct of behavioural repertoire - range
of behaviours; and behavioural differentiation -end effective leaders apply appropriate
behaviour to the demands of the situation. BehamidDomplexity was operationalised using
the Competing Values Framework (CVF). The CVF measure that captures the extent to
which leaders demonstrate four behaviours on foadoants: Control, Compete, Collaborate
and Create, which are argued to be critical totygles of organisational leadership. The
results provide evidence to suggest Behavioural @exity is an enabler of leadership

effectiveness; Organisational Complexity (captuosthg a new measure developed in the
thesis) moderates Behavioural Complexity and lesder effectiveness; and leadership
training supports Behavioural Complexity in contitibg to leadership effectiveness. Most
definitions of leadership come down to changingpbe’s behaviour. Such definitions have

contributed to a popularity of focus in leadershegearch intent on exploring how to elicit

change in others when maybe some of the populafitattention should have been on
eliciting change in the leader them self. It i9p&0d that this research will provoke interest
into the factors that cause behavioural changeeaddrs that in turn enable leadership
effectiveness and in doing so contribute to a bettederstanding of leadership in

organisations.

Keywords: Leadership, Complexity Theory, Behavioural Comjiig

Organisational Complexity, Competing Values Framiwdraining, Leadership Effectviness
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter provides an introduction which mapstbe background, aims and overview of
the thesis. The background section provides a sysopf the general strengths and
weaknesses of existing leadership research thatgirsuggestions for future research in the
area. Following this, the overall aims of the themre presented relating to the study of
leadership and organisations from the perspectivi@amplexity Theory. A structural

overview of the thesis is then presented in viewhef content of each of the forthcoming

chapters. The chapter closes with a conclusion.

1.2 BACKGROUND

Leadership is a topic that has long attracted @ster The word ‘leader’ summons images of
powerful and dynamic individuals who achieve gream It is thought that leadership
provokes such interest because of its ubiquityadeeship raises many questions: Why do
certain leaders inspire such dedication? Why angt do certain leaders achieve such
greatness? Why do some leaders rise to positiongrezdt power? And why do certain

successful leaders then just fall out of favour®egions surrounding leadership have long
been a topic of speculation. However, scientifeegerch on leadership did not begin until the
twentieth century. Much of this research focused tbe determinants of leadership

effectiveness.

Hunt (1999) acknowledges that current leadershgorth neglects the complexities of the
context and nature of the leadership role becaus& aefinitions of leadership reflect the
assumption that it involves a process whereby tideal influence is exerted by one person
over another (Yukl, 2006). Put this way, much ofatvbonstitutes leadership is defined by a
leader changing some aspect of a follower's behayiwhere leadership is mainly about
interpersonal influence (Bass, 1985; Gardner & Aol998; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Katz and Kahn, 1978). Consequentially, much ledderseesearch has focused primarily on
leader attributes and follower emotions (Holland&9,78; House, Spangler and Woyke,
1991). While certainly these are critical aspetteadership they do not tell the full story and
may be related to problems of reductionism, wheeglérship is studied in isolation of the
context in which it occurs, and determinism, thedb@vents are caused by preceding events

and by knowing enough about the preceding everdgscan predict the future with certainty
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(Prigogine, 1997). To avoid the problems of regusm and determinism Marion and Uhl-

Bien (2001) recommend exploring leadership frompeespective of Complexity Theory

Complexity Theory is the study of complex and claeystems and how order, pattern, and
structure can arise from them (Marion and Uhl-Bi2dQ1). Complexity Theory has existed
in the natural sciences for many years but has omtgntly surfaced as a metaphor for
studying leadership and organisations within theiadcsciences. This research empirically
tests leadership and organisations from the petispeof Complexity Theory by exploring

the complex (and somewhat chaotic) contextual facfiermed Organisational Complexity)

that organisational leaders face in practice. Byl@ing leadership and organisations through
Complexity Theory this research contributes to ékielving process of moving the study of

Complexity from the arena of metaphor to somethésd and operational.

The study of leadership and organisations fronp#rspective of Complexity Theory is about
adaptation in response to uncertainty. This meaadédrs invoking versatile behaviours in
response to the complex and diverse contexts facedactice (Boal and Hooijberg, 2001).
Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) maintain leadetth \&ilarge behavioural repertoire are
more adaptable than those with a limited repertoirieehaviour. Behavioural differentiation,
the capacity to apply appropriate behaviour as ditgation dictates, is also important.
Combined, throughout the course of the thesis, \neteal repertoire and behavioural
differentiation are referred to as Behavioural Ctempy. With that said, this research
extends upon traditional definitions of leadershipproposing leadership is not just about

changing the followers’ behaviour, is also is abiwetleader changing their own behaviour.
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1.3 RESEARCH AIMS

The aims of the thesis are three-fold:

1.3.1 To establish the extent to which BehaviouralComplexity is an enabler of
leadership effectiveness

In light of the conceptual propositions proposedHnpoijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) and
Marion and Uhl Bien (2001) suggesting behaviouratiynplex leader are more effective, this
study seeks to empirical test the relationship betwBehavioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness. Behavioural Complexity is operadi@m®d using Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s
(2009) Competing Values Framework. The Competintu®& Framework is a measure that
captures the extent to which leaders demonstrateldehaviours on four quadrants: Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create, which are argubd tritical to all types of organisational
leadership. It is proposed that proficiency in amyadrant of the Competing Values
Framework will be equally important in determinitgpdership effectiveness. Leadership
effectiveness is defined in terms a leader’s l@feiOverall Performance”, their “Ability to
Lead Change” and their capability to “InfluenceThe link between Behavioural Complexity
and leadership effectiveness, in terms of “OveRdrformance” and “Ability to Lead
Change” has been previously empirically tested bwidence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) who
demonstrated, Overall Performance (defined as pae#doce in relation to oneself, others and
targets) was associated with high scores on eadheofour quadrants of the Competing
Values Framework. Lawrence et al also showed thaple with an emphasis on the Create
quadrant had higher scores for Ability to Lead Gjeaifdefined as conceiving and leading
change that has impact). However, the link betwelmavioural Complexity and Influence,
although conceptually discussed, has not been aalhrtested. A core contribution of the
thesis is to empirically test the link between Babaral Complexity and the leadership
effectiveness outcome Influence, and in doing san gavidence for practice where
organisations can use the Competing Values Frankeasr tool for identifying individuals

with the potential to be effective as a leader.

1.3.2 To establish the extent to which Organisati@ Complexity moderates Behavioural

Complexity and leadership effectiveness

Situational leadership theories such as thoseadtiéi, (1967) House, (1971) and Hersey and
Blanchard, (1977) highlight the influence of corteat factors on leadership. Hooijberg,
Hunt and Dodge (1997) recognise this by conceptuakintaining organisational contexts

are dynamic, and that leaders who are most efeect@monstrate Behavioural Complexity.
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This research empirically tests the impact of cetoi@ factors on Behavioural Complexity
and leadership effectiveness by exploring Orgaioisat Complexity (Damanpour, 1996) as a
moderator of Behavioural Complexity. In doing sodevelops a scale for capturing the
degree of Organisational Complexity present withigiven context. No previous scale exists
that adequately captures this contextual factoerothan scales of Perceived Environmental
Uncertainty, many of which are outdated and do amquately reflect today’'s working
environments. By exploring Organisational Complexite contribute to knowledge by
identifying the contextual factors that moderateh&eoural Complexity and leadership

effectiveness.

1.3.3 To establish the extent to which leadershipraining supports Behavioural
Complexity in contributing to leadership effectiveress

In view of the anticipated benefits of leadershifeaiveness associated with Behavioural
Complexity the thesis examines whether Behaviou@dmplexity and leadership

effectiveness can be advanced through traininggvadence for organisations to invest in
programmes that develop their leaders, and in daisg contribute to knowledge as to

whether leadership can be taught.

1.4 THESIS OVERVIEW

The thesis consists of nine chapters, the structiménich will now be briefly outlined.

Chapter One introduces the reader to the research.

Chapter Two provides an overview of how CompleXityeory can be applied to the study
and practice of organisational leadership.

Chapter Three explores some of the contextual fadtwat can have implications for the
behaviours adopted by individuals who lead.

Chapter Four brings together the development ofctreeptual framework that guides this
research. Hypotheses are drawn in this chapteatbaested later in the thesis.

Chapter Five presents the rationale for the metlogital approach adopted. The chapter
describes the methods used in the thesis to ex@efravioural Complexity. A detailed
description of the sample characteristics, resedesign, instruments and the study procedure
common to the three studies that form the reseaelpresented.

Chapter Six outlines the process of scale refinermpplied to the scales adopted in the thesis
using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis.

Chapter Seven explores Behavioural Complexity agrabler for leadership effectiveness

(Study 1, research aim 1.3.1) and also investigatiesther Behavioural Complexity and
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leadership effectiveness is altered by Organisatid@omplexity (Study 2, research aim
1.3.2).

Chapter Eight explores whether leadership trairag support Behavioural Complexity in
contributing to leadership effectiveness (Studge3garch aim 1.3.3)

Finally, Chapter Nine provides the reader with aateding discussion.

1.5 CONCLUSION

This chapter has introduced the thesis, beginniitlyg avbackground to the research, followed
by an outline of the research aims and thesis owrvBy exploring leadership and
organisations from the perspective of Complexityedty it is anticipated that this research
will provoke interest into an areas of leadershigit thas received much conceptual discussion
but limited empirical testing. By exploring leadBip and organisations from this perspective

it is hoped that the thesis will encourage fut@search that adds depth to the field.
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Chapter 2: Leader Complexity

2.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an oesvvof how Complexity Theory can be
applied to the study of leadership and organisatidhe chapter begins with a discussion that
identifies the problems associated with the curretudy of leadership, leading into
suggestions as to how Complexity Theory can hetipess$ some of the problems of the past.
A more specific discussion of leadership from tleespective of Complexity Theory is then
presented in view of the Leaderplex model whichtwags the cognitive, social and
behavioural aspects of leadership. From there,biteavioural aspect of the Leaderplex
model, (Behavioural Complexity) is discussed agtanin terms of measurement, associated
outcomes of leader effectiveness and lastly deveoy.

2.2 THE STUDY OF LEADERSHIP

The sheer volume of the theory and research devotdt study of leadership is a testimony
to its prominence in our efforts to understand angrove organisations. Hunt (1999)
acknowledged this by exploring the progressioneaidership theory and research, over the
later half of the twentieth century, and in doing identified a number of issues. Hunt
referred to a time in leadership research whiclediks the ‘doom and gloom’ period (1970s
to 1980s). During this time, the study of leadgrshecame overstated and bound up in
opinions that leadership could explain the otheswisiexplainable (Meindl, Erlich and
Dukerich, 1985). The ‘doom and gloom’ period exagtgs the significance of leadership,
attributing much of the phenomenon of leadershigh® individual, whilst neglecting to
consider occasions where the individual ‘in chajd’ not have ultimate control. The ‘doom
and gloom’ period ended with the arrival of thewnkeadership school’ (a phase coined by
Bryman, 1992), which transformed leadership resedrtunt, 1999). The ‘new leadership
school’ was influenced by the early works of Wel{@®47) to include a visionary,
transformational and charismatic approach to theysof leadership. Visionary leadership
(Burns, 1978) focuses on the person-specific clheniatics of the leader (traits), as well as
what a leader does (behaviours) to unite peoplendehvision of something currently out of
reach. Transformational leadership (Burns, 1978)escribed as a leadership approach that
causes changes within individuals. Similar to onsiry leadership, research into
transformational leadership is concerned with thiesen-specific characteristics of the leader

that creates valuable and positive change in thiewers. Transformational leadership
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enhances the motivation, morale and performancefobdwers through a variety of

mechanisms, these include being an inspirational mmdel for the followers; challenging

followers to take greater ownership for their wodqd understanding the strengths of
followers, so the leader can align followers witisks that optimise their performance (Bass,
1985). Charismatic leadership occurs when followatisibute a leader's behaviour to
extraordinary qualities they believe the leaderspsses (Conger and Kanungo, 1988).
Charismatic leadership builds upon visionary aatgformational theories, by exploring the

factors that evoke an emotional response that lkeadsange or action within the follower.

Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) agreed with Hunt (199Bat the ‘new leadership school’
transformed the field of leadership research. Hamethey also believed that, with some
exceptions, existing approaches to the study afdiship were still heavily grounded within
the ‘new leadership school’ by assuming that lestdpris interpersonal influence (Bass,
1985; Gardner and Avolio, 1998; Graen and Uhl-BE995; Katz and Kahn, 1978) focused
primarily on leader attributes and follower emosdiollander, 1978; House, Spangler and
Woyke, 1991). While this is certainly a criticalpast of leadership, it does not tell the full
story. Moreover, this emphasis may be related rablpms of reductionism - where
leadership is studied in isolation of the contekieve it exists; and determinism - the belief,
events are caused by preceding events and by kgaemiough about the preceding events one
can predict the future with certainty (Prigogin€97T). To avoid these problems of
reductionism and determinism Marion and UhI-BienOQ®2) recommended exploring
leadership from the perspective of Complexity The@s the proceeding section will now
discuss.

2.3 INTEGRATING COMPLEXITY THEORY AND LEADERSHIP RE SEARCH

Complexity Theory is the study of complex and claeystems and how order, pattern, and
structure can arise from them (Marion and Uhl-B2001). Complexity Theory is often used
as metaphor for organisational life; specificalbrganisations are complex and chaotic
systems, out of which order, pattern and structniee. Organisations are dynamic and
complex settings, because of continuous restrunguractivities, increasing global
competition, demand, demographic changes in thekfame and rapid technological
innovations (Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge, 1997), whieaders are required to respond to the
many roles and constituencies that they encourgeause of this (Hooijberg, Hunt, and
Dodge, 1997; Mintzberg, 1975; Tsui, 1984). Leakligxsfrom the perspective of Complexity

Theory, recognises leaders cannot control the duferg. determinism) because in complex
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systems such as organisations, unpredictable antktsones unexplainable factors will
determine future conditions.

Boal and Hooijberg (2001) acknowledge that leadprfiiom the perspective of Complexity
Theory confirms what we intuitively know (but typity ignore in practice) leaders cannot
always predict the future, or closely control thatufe with deliberate interventions.
Accordingly, leadership effectiveness cannot bédt laxiclusively around controlling for the
future (Marion and Uhl-Bien, 2001). Instead, beimgat Zaccaro (1996) calls a ‘Complex
Leader is a more advantageous strategy. Complexdérs possess a strong sense of
Cognitive, Social, and Behavioural Complexity tbantribute to their effectiveness (Zaccaro,
1996). Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) elabomatdhis idea by presenting a conceptual
framework called the Leaderplex model. The Ledeé&rpnodel integrates the cognitive,
social and behavioural elements that underlie Cempeadership. The framework proposes
that Cognitive and Social Complexity is a precursor Behavioural Complexity, and
Behavioural Complexity a precursor to leader effectess, as the proceeding section will

now discuss.

2.4 COMPLEX LEADERS AND THE LEADERPLEX

Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) consider the dbgmi social and behavioural aspects of
Complex Leadership, with reference to a framewailled the Leaderplex model which helps
explain how leaders can be versatile and resporsithe demands and responsibilities of
their role, the people they lead and the envirortnrenwhich they operate. Each of these

elements will now be discussed in more detail.

2.4.1 Cognitive Complexity

Streufert and Streufert (1978) describe Cognitieen@lexity as the capacity of the individual
to base their decisions on multiple categories dmdensions that allows them to see
commonality and differentiation amongst the varisggnarios they encounter. Cognitive
Complexity relates to the way in which individualsnstruct meanings to the scenarios they
meet, in terms of how they are thinking. Streu#art Streufert attribute this to the extent to
which incoming information is differentiated andagrated. Goldstein and Blackman (1978)
describe differentiation as the number of categorfwithin different dimensions) an
individual uses to perceive their environment.sithe process of differentiation that allows
individuals to perceive how seemingly similar sitaas can be fundamentally different,
require totally different levels of understandingdavays of behaving, in terms of what is
acceptable and appropriate, in order to be effectitegration on the other hand refers to the

extent to which an individual can relate categotiedifferent dimensions and apply the
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appropriate behaviour accordingly (Streufert ang&oi, 1989). Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge
(1997) propose the underlying assumption is thagn@ively Complex individuals can
perform certain tasks better than those less GughitComplex. Individual differences will

result in such persons processing information difily, depending upon the situation.

2.4.2 Social Complexity
Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) characterise $oCiamplexity as the appropriate

application of interpersonal leadership skills, rsu@s empathy, motivation and
communication, based upon an understanding of wsal setting through social
differentiation and integration.

Hooijberg and colleagues define social differerdiatas the ability of a leader to discriminate
and recognise the various aspects of the sociaatsin, in terms of social relationships,
emotions and interdependence. Social integratmuolves the synthesis of the various
components of the social situation, and selecting &ppropriate emotional response
accordingly (Clarke, Pataki and Carver, 1996). ciddifferentiation and integration has not
been discussed in the leadership literature asaB@omplexity per-se; more often, it is

referred to as social intelligence (Zaccaro, GilbEnhor and Mumford, 1991).

2.4.3 Behavioural Complexity

The Leaderplex model proposes that Cognitive arcdab@omplexity underlie Behavioural
Complexity (Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge, 1997). Babaval Complexity is an individual’s
capacity to exhibit a broad array of behavioursdifb®rg and Quinn, 1992). Having a large
behavioural repertoire is important since behawoact as contingencies within the
increasingly complex and fast moving contexts the¢ most leaders (Hunt, 2004). Hooijberg
and Quinn (1992) associate having a large behalicepertoire with the success of an
individual to assume multiple leadership roles, dsgadening their capacity to implement
complementary and contrasting behaviours in resptmshe demands such individuals face
within their role. Kenny and Zaccaro (1983) maintabt only should we concern ourselves
with the study of leader behavioural repertoiret biso consider how leaders achieve
effective functioning across a variety of situaonThat is, perceiving the needs and goals of
the situation but also adjusting one’s personat@gugh to action accordingly.

Behavioural Complexity is not just about thinking complex ways, it is about acting and
implementing complex behaviours appropriate to ¢betext (Boal and Whitehead, 1992).
Behavioural Complexity requires an appropriate llesfejudgement, so that an individual
utilises their behavioural repertoire and appliegoi the appropriate context - a concept

referred to as behavioural differentiation (Hooifipe1996; Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge
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1997). Behavioural Complexity is a combination léhavioural repertoire (range of
behaviours) and behavioural differentiation (thpazaty to apply an appropriate behavioural
repertoire, as the situation dictates). The negtign explores how Behavioural Complexity

can be measured.

2.5 MEASURING BEHAVIOURAL COMPLEXITY: THE COMPETING  VALUES
FRAMEWORK

Behavioural Complexity is an individual’'s capactty exhibit a broad array of contrasting
behaviours (Hooijberg and Quinn, 1992). The studfy Behavioural Complexity
acknowledges organisational leaders need to betalplaly a multitude of leadership roles
order to be effective therefore any measure of Belsal Complexity needs to be based on
this assumption. Many frameworks measure behaaiodifferentiation and behavioural
repertoire (the two dimensions of Behavioural Cawjy discussed in section 2.4.3.);
however, Quinn’s (1981, 1988) Competing Values Faork has the advantage over the
other frameworks because it acknowledges the gitiels and differences of the behaviours
involved in the leadership role - to be flexibledaadaptable, whilst being stable and
controlled (Quinn, 1988). Hooijberg, Hunt and Dedd 997) describe how the Competing
Values Framework was derived from empirical rededhat linked leadership Behavioural

Complexity to leader effectiveness.

The Competing Values Framework consists of fourdgamts: Control, Compete, Collaborate
and Create that capture the extent to which arvidaial scores on each of these behaviours.
Quinn (1981, 1988) maintains that these behaviagtsas contingencies to all leadership
situations and in turn contribute to leadershige@tffzeness. For the purpose of the proceeding
section, the four quadrants of the framework waldiscussed as defined by Lawrence, Lenk

and Quinn’s (2009) version of the Competing Valbemmework.

2.5.1 Control Quadrant

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) explain the Contehddrant is classified by utilising
efficiency through value-enhancing activities, meament and control. Control is defined
by attempts to eliminate error by optimisation andreasing consistency and regularity.
Individuals, who are Control focused, are generatigcerned with promoting efficiency and
production cost cutting, through standardised piopes, rule reinforcement, uniformity,

discipline, information and document managemenantf®l is of use to organisations when
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there is no capacity for failure. Control attemjaisreate a stable regulated environment by

increasing certainty, predictability and regularity

Leaders in the Control quadrant tend to be goodirddirators and organisers because they
pay close attention to details and make carefuistets based on precision and focus (one
right way to do things). Such individuals tend®conservative, cautious and logical in their
problem-solving. They will characteristically workethodologically and with persistence.

Control leaders, on average tend to be technigarés, who maintain their power based upon

information control and technical expertises.

2.5.2 Compete Quadrant

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) maintain the Competadrant is typically defined by the
pursuit of competition. Leaders in this quadraeheyally scan the market in detection of
opportunity and potential rivals. Individuals ¢fig nature are focused on competition, fast
response and consumer focus. Competitive leaddte \@portunity to expand working
capital, alongside maintaining a reputation for dievery of excellence, since customers and
clients are a high priority for such individualsuc8ess is measured in terms of explicit
outcomes, namely market share, meeting targets,jngdast, taking charge, speed and
response.

Leaders in the Compete quadrant are open to clhakerextend their goal and are high
achievement orientated. Such persons are typiealbertive and strong-willed. Success is
measured in terms of outcome and results, ratlaer ttre efforts or level of input invested.

2.5.3 Collaborate Quadrant

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) describe individuad the Collaborate quadrant as
mentors, facilitators and team builders. Collabmsaare focused on engaging the support
and involvement of others. They are driven by galof commitment and communication,
whilst being committed to human development andipce effectiveness. Individuals in the
Collaborate quadrant are focused on building osgdimnal competencies, by creating a
culture that promotes such activities. Collabemtndividuals promote activities that include
developmental programs and employee retentionatiiis. Compared with the other
quadrants, work is harder to measure in termsngjitde outcomes. Activities in this quadrant
take longer because it is focused on the valuamits and developing those involved in such

activities along the way.
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2.5.4 Create Quadrant

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) elucidate individua the Create quadrant are innovative,
aimed at promoting new products, services and pes= In general they create and envisage
the future. They handle discontinuity, change as#l well, have freedom of thought and
action, break rules and stretch barriers. Theategic concerns are that of high impact and
typically break through levels of performance. Sighaviour is prompted with intended
high pay offs and new values but with this come®pital for a higher risk of failure.

Create leaders, are entrepreneurs; they respondtavelew ventures that allow them to
flourish. Such persons excel in hyper turbulentiremments that allow them to predict the
future. Such activity may involve defining thedtg as such individuals bear the hallmarks
of trend-setters and pioneers. Create leaders ldaough mistakes. They tend to be

visionary, futurists, inclined towards risk and traa of uncertainty.

2.5.5 Integration of the quadrants

The four quadrants of the Competing Values Framkvaoe nested within two dimensions,
namely:

1. Organisational focus, which emphasises an intefoalls on the wellbeing and
development of people in the organisation; andxaereal focus on the wellbeing and
development of the organisation itself

2. Organisational preference, which represents thevithehl's inclination towards

stability and control; as well as flexibility antiange.

Figure 2.1 Competing Values Framework
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Collaboration
(Human Relations Model)
Encouraging participation
Developing people

Acknowledging personal needs

Flexible

Create
(Open Systems Model)
Anticipating customer needs
Ttiating sigmficant change

Tnspiring people to exceed expectations

Internal Control

(Internal Focus)
Clanifying policies
Expecting accurate work

Controlling projects

Compete
(Rational Goal Model)

Focusing on conpetition
Showing a hard work etluc

Enphasizing speed

External

Stable

Figure 2.1 illustrates the relationship betweendiganisational focus and preference; and the
four quadrants: Collaborate, the human relationslehoconcerned with flexibility and
internal focus; Create, the open systems modelftitatses on flexibility and external focus;
Compete, the rational goal model, which emphastasility and an external focus; Control,
the internal process model, which highlights stebdnd an internal focus (Lawrence, Lenk
and Quinn, 2009).

The Competing Values Framework is the only toolthe leadership literature that is
specifically defined in terms of opposing behaveoand asserts that effectiveness requires
meeting and integrating the competing behaviouex¢dro, 2001). The approach overcomes

the tendency to see leadership behaviours in harét fashion (Densten and Gray, 2001).

Hooijberg, Hunt and Dodge (1997) propose that Behaeal Complexity is a precursor to
leader effectiveness. The next section will explaraumber of outcomes associated with
leadership effectiveness in more detail.

2.6 LEADER EFFECTIVENESS

Organisations are dynamic and complex settingsravefective leaders respond to the many
roles they encounter by being behaviourally comgldroijberg, Hunt and Dodge, 1997,
Mintzberg, 1975; Tsui, 1984). Hooijberg and Quid®942) attribute Behavioural Complexity
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to the leaders’ ability to effectively playing othese roles, characterised by an array of

differentiated and even competing behavioural etgtiens.

Within organisations, behaviourally complex leadars effective because they have the
ability to perform multiple roles and behaviourspired by the context (Denison, Hooijberg
and Quinn, 1995). Here we explore a number ofdestdp effectiveness outcomes associated
with Behavioural Complexity, specifically, “Overdferformance” “Ability to Lead Change”

and “Influence”.

2.6.1 Overall Performance

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) found Behaviouma@lexity was correlated with higher
individual Overall Performance scores on an adap®dion of Denison, Hooijberg and
Quinn’s (1995) effectiveness measure. Behaviourai@lexity’s association with higher
scores for Overall Performance reinforces the ingmme of a large repertoire of behavioural
strengths. This suggests that the cultivation ehd&ioural Complexity by developing all
four quadrants (discussed further in Section 2.thisfchapter) may improve performance by

allowing leaders to draw on a broad array of betarg as the situation dictates.

2.6.2 Ability to Lead Change

Ability to Lead Change is associated with individuavho conceived change efforts, lead
change and had impact. This capacity could prowenpally advantageous to individuals
managing in today’s increasingly uncertain, contpetiand unpredictable organisational
environments. Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) exgal Ability to Lead Change as an
outcome of Behavioural Complexity using an adaptecsion of Denison, Hooijberg and
Quinn’s (1995) Leader Effectiveness measure. Lasgehenk and Quinn (2009) found that
greater behavioural flexibility, alongside a morgeenal organisational focus was associated
with greater scores in Ability to Lead Change. kamce and colleagues results also showed
that people with a particularly strong emphasisto Create quadrant, had a high score for
Ability to Lead Change, suggesting in some contetktalances could prove useful.

2.6.3 Influence

Yukl (2006) considers how most definitions of leesddp reflect the assumption that
leadership involves a process whereby intentionfhience is exerted by one person over
another - where influence and leadership go handhand. An empirical link between

Behavioural Complexity and influence has not yeerbemade, however, conceptual
discussion around the topic of complexity and lesitip would suggest there is one. For

instance, Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) acknowledgat tleaders cannot fully control the
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environments in which they operate since often, nthatitude of activity that exists in and

around organisations is beyond the capacity ofntlvidual ‘in charge’. This assumption is

central to an understanding of leadership frompiespective of Complexity Theory, where
leaders enable effectiveness, rather than detergimi guiding it. To enable effectiveness;
Boal and Hooijberg (2001) maintain that Complex dexahip involves creating the

conditions that enable productivity in largely uesiiied future states. This suggestion
recognises that leaders cannot control the futdede(minism) because in complex system
like organisations, unpredictable internal dynamigk determine future conditions. Under

such circumstances Boal and Hooijberg recommendl¢aaers increase their capacity for
Influence as a leadership strategy that will enablher than guide or determine
effectiveness.

In view of the beneficial outcomes of leadershifeiveness associated with Behavioural
Complexity, the final section of this chapter expl the extent to which Behavioural

Complexity and leadership effectiveness can beldped through leadership training.

2.7 LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

This chapter has taken an underlying behavioussdriet approach to the study of leadership.
Behavioural theory focuses on what leaders dormgef action. Behavioural theory is based
upon the belief that great leaders can be madeeveloped, not just born. With this is mind,
this section explores the possibility of whetheh®aoural Complexity can be developed

through leadership training.

Sendelbach (1993) upholds the usefulness of thep€bing Values Framework (discussed in
Section 2.5) as a tool in the training and develepinof leaders because of its potential to
help such individuals better understand themseldée Competing Values Framework
provides no answers as to what leaders shouldtds; not a prescription for behaviour,
instead Sendelbach recommends leaders use the @ognpalues Framework to profile
their behavioural characteristics, and identify ategg zones within their behavioural

repertoire as diagnostic feedback for developmedtteining.

Yukl (1998) acknowledges the wide use of leaderdraming programs in organisations.
Research suggests that such training programsmnsprove leadership effectiveness (Bass
1990; Latham, 1988; Tetrault, 1988) though it isdhto establish and isolate whether the
improvement in leadership effectiveness is theltraesuthe training intervention or gaining

skill through practise. Yukl (1998) discusses thaddile it may be difficult to extract the
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effects of leadership training and exposure tocierse, research suggests the outcomes of
formal training effectiveness are strengthened wderh interventions are well-designed and
delivered by means of clear and specific learnibgedives, catering for the needs and
personal characteristics of the trainees. Baldwid Radgett (1993) maintain that training
programs are more likely to be effective when delkdd in the context of appropriate learning
processes and training techniques. The sum of tkaggestions include: having clear
learning objectives, clear meaningful context, appate sequence of content, appropriate
mix of training methods, opportunity for active gtiae, relevant timely feedback, high

trainee self-confidence and appropriate follow afpvities.

The direct empirical link between Behavioural Coextly and leadership development
training has not been discussed in the literatarsugh, but the idea is more often referred to
in terms of behavioural theory, the idea that ahdwviours are acquired through teaching

observation and interaction with the environment.

2.8 CONCLUSION

Current leadership theory neglects the complexdfabe context and nature of the leadership
role. Complexity Theory identifies that it is impant for leaders to invoke complex and
versatile behaviours in response to the complex dmweérse context that they face.

Organisational leaders who are behaviourally viesatevitably are more effective than

those with a limited repertoire of leadership bebars. Breadth of behaviours is also
important, since effective leaders need to adoptarmge of complementary and also
contrasting behaviours to be responsive to the ddmaf the context. The subsequent

chapter explores these contextual factors in metaild
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Chapter 3: Organisational Complexity

3.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an oesvwof how Organisational Complexity can
influence states of organisational stability antimately determine leader behaviour. The
chapter begins with a discussion of Situational deeship that acknowledges situational
factors determine the style of leadership adoptgdldaders in response to task and
subordinate demands. A more specific discussiorsysdtems Theory and Organisational
Complexity follows which acknowledges the variowsitextual factors that determine leader

behaviour.

3.2 SITUATIONAL LEADERSHIP

Situational Leadership theory proposes there issmgle “best” style of leadership.
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1969), the nsostessful leaders are those that adapt
their leadership style to fit the context. Quiri®88) elaborates on this idea, maintaining
Situational Leadership emphasizes the importana®iwstfextual factors in determining leader
behaviour. Contextual factors include the charattes of the followers, the nature of the
work, the type of organisation and influences frim external environment. It is argued
individuals’ sensitive to these contextual factars flexible in diagnosing the leadership style
appropriate to the situation and are more likelgpply a suitable response.

Three main theories have dominated Situational &esnilp research: Fielder's Contingency
Theory (1967), House’s Path-Goal Theory (1971) Hedsey and Blanchard’'s Situational
Leadership Theory (1977). These situational theoaee focused generally on two key
contingencies, task complexity and follower abjlignd are discussed in view of how
situational characteristics can determine leadéateur, as this leads into a discussion of
Organisational Complexity seeks to capture in aenmmmprehensive fashion the richness of
the leadership context.

3.2.1 Fiedler’s Least Preferred Co-worker Contingeny Theory

Fiedler's (1967) Contingency Theory of Situationdkadership proposes that the
effectiveness of a leader depends upon two reldtielements; (1) leadership style and (2)
the degree to which the situation provides the deasiith control and influence over the
outcomes. Fiedler's Least Preferred Co-Worker (LR@)ntingency model attempts to

explain this relationship in terms of leadershifeetiveness and the LPC scale. The LPC
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scale isa measure used to identify the extent to which aalde is predominantly task-
motivated or relationship-motivated. The leadeasked to think of a co-worker with whom
he or she has had the most problems in the pastcaamdte this person on a series of
dimensions, such as intelligent—unintelligent, rstrdishonest, and so on. A total score is
then derived from these ratings. Leaders who sttwie least preferred co-worker relatively
highly are assumed to be relationship-motivatedséhwho are more critical are assumed to
be task-motivated.

The relationship between leader LPC score and tefeaess is dependent upon a context
variable called situational favourability, whichdsscribed as the extent to which the situation
gives a leader control over the subordinates. @asure is influenced by three factors:

1. Leader-Member Relations: The quality of the relagitip between the subordinate(s)
and leader, in terms of loyalty, cooperation amehfilliness.

2. Positional PowerThe degree of authority the leader has over thersutates, in
terms of evaluating performance, administering relwand punishments.

3. Task Structure: The extent to which time is avadalprocedures are in place and

knowledge is accessible, to accomplish the taskezstully.

LPC theory assumes that the situation is most falde to the leader when it is structured
and controllable, characterised by good subordinagiations, when the leader has substantial
positional power and when the task is highly stited - since this promotes leadership
effectiveness. In contrast the situation is Iéagburable when leader-member relations are
poor, positional power is low and the task is undtired. Combined these three factors
contribute to leadership ineffectiveness. Fielslavork into Situational Leadership laid the
foundations for the study of leadership from a pecsive that considered the contextual and
situational factors that influence leadership oates. As situational research has grown over
the years, better theories have developed inclutiilege that attribute such outcomes to
performance. One of the most popular of these tbeancludes House’s Path-Goal Theory of

Leadership.

3.2.2 Path-Goal Theory of Leadership

Fiedler's contingency model of leadership propasasching an individual's LPC score and
an assessment of the three contingency variablesactieve maximum leadership
effectiveness. According to Fiedler, individualsvh a strong preference for certain
leadership styles. In contrast to Fiedler, Hous#/{) proposes that leaders behaviours are
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more flexible, implying that the same leader caspldly any or all leadership behaviours.

House suggests there are four main types leadavlmein:

1. Directive behaviour that typically involves schadglwork, setting performance
standards and giving direction.

2. Supportive behaviour that includes being friendipproachable and expressing
concern.

3. Participative behaviour that uses consultative ggees, shares work problems and
considers suggestions.

4. Achievement oriented, behaviours characterisedeasadding and supportive, in

addition to seeking continual improvement.

According to House (1971) leader behaviour will g on aspects of the situation that relate
to: (1) high/low subordinate ability and (2) highWl task complexity. This idea of
behavioural flexibility allows the leader to resploeffectively to less than favourable
situational conditions, (e.g. low subordinate a@pikand high task complexity) and still be
effective; in contrast to Fiedler who suggests éeshlip effectiveness is dependent on
conditions that promote structure and control —whiich in reality is not always achievable

or possible.

According to House’s Path Goal Theory follower Satttion and motivation is achieved
when the correct match is made as different taskissabordinates require different types of
leadership. For instance, a difficult task assigteed novice follower group would probably
require greater direction and support from the desdhan the same task given to a more
advanced and able set of individuals. Path Gaarthis named so as it describes the way
that leaders encourage and support their followeeschieving the goals they have been set
by making the path that they should take cleareaxy to accomplish by the leader adapting
their own behaviour according to the subordinabektyaand the task complexity.

Path-Goal Theory has made an important contributathe study of leadership by providing
a framework to the study of situational leaderghgt matches an appropriate behaviour with
the relevant context. Hersey and Blanchard (19r@pose a similar theory that looked at
context appropriate behaviour but this time in ®rof intensity in response to the

subordinates’ level of task maturity. Adding amigéidnal contingency
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3.2.3 Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Theory

Hersey and Blanchard (1977) developed a two dimeasimodel similar to House’s Path
Goal Theory where it is possible to be high or laviboth task ability and related subordinate
ability. However, the defining characteristic of Hersey dBldnchard’s model is that

leadership behaviour becomes a function not onlthefcharacteristics of the leader, but of
the characteristics of followers as well. Accoghn the framework consists of three

variables:

1. Task behaviour: the amount of direction and guidapvided by the leader in
relation to the task.

2. Relationship behaviour: the amount of emotionalpsup demonstrated by the
leader.

3. Maturity level: the ability of followers on a pastilar task, in addition to the

readiness of follower to perform a task with maguri

Hersey and Blanchard’'s theory proposes the subatebnmaturity level will determine the
most appropriate combination of task and relatidreddaviours executed by the leader, where
the likelihood of the follower/s completing the kasiccessfully determines the degree of task
and relational support offered by the leader. Siteational model places combinations of
task and relationship behaviours into four quadraedch representing the leader style is
dependent on the subordinates’ maturity:

3.2.3.1 High task and low relationship behaviour

The high task and low relationship dimension (whdéask demands are high but
leader/follower relations are poor) requires thaling’ style approach. The telling style
approach is very directive because the leader pexda lot of input but a minimum amount
of relationship behaviour. Such conditions woulddesal for an autocratic leader.

3.2.3.2 High task and high relationship behaviour

The high task and high relationship dimension (wheéasks demands are high and
leader/follower relations are good) requires thalitsg’ style. The selling style is also very
directive, but in a more persuasive, guiding manmee leader provides considerable input

about task accomplishment but utilises good leati#lower relations to evoke co-operation.

32



3.2.3.3 High relationship and low task behaviour

The high relationship and low task dimension (wHeealer-follower relationships are good

and task demands are low) requires the ‘particigastyle. In the participating leadership

style, there is less direction and more collaboratbetween leader and group members.
Fewer task demands allow the leader to encouragsuttation with their followers, in

addition to there being greater capacity for foowearning.

3.2.3.4 Low relationship and low task behaviour

The low relationship and low task dimension (whexadership-follower relationships are
limited and task demands are low) requires theegking style. In the delegating
leadership style, the leader delegates resportgifoli a task to a group member and is simply
kept informed of progress. If carried to an extrethes style would be classified as free-rein.
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) explain that with titeafional Leadership model there is no
one particular way to influence group members. st effective leadership style depends

on the readiness level of group members to be nsspm

3.2.3.5 Readiness

Readiness in Situational Leadership is definethasktent to which a group member has the
ability and willingness or confidence to accomplaipecific task. The concept of readiness
is therefore not a characteristic trait or motivstead it relates to a specific task. Readiness
has two components: ability and willingness. Alilg the knowledge, experience and skill an
individual or group brings to a particular taskaativity. Willingness is the extent to which an
individual or group has the confidence, commitmant] motivation to accomplish a specific
task. The key point of Situational Leadership tlyem that as group members’ readiness

increases, leaders should rely more on relationséli@aviour than on task behaviour.

3.2.3.6 Limitations of the Situational Theories of.eadership

The situational approach to the study of leadersijgresents a consensus of thinking about
leadership behaviour in relation to group membleas iis based upon the idea that competent
people require less specific direction than do lesmpetent people and that the core
determinants for leader behaviour are the natuteeotask and the nature of the relationship
with the subordinates. Whilst this provides a wahle insight into the study of leadership,
relating to the way in which subordinates matudigtermines leader task and relational
behaviour, it is restricted because leadershipaeemomplex than this picture presents. Real
world leadership consists of numerous tasks ofouaridegrees of difficulty, which run
simultaneously and involve followers with differeleivels of skill and ability (particularly

within organisations). Today’s business world ishrin complexity (Lewis, 1994), due to
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competing demands, new technologies, globalisatibrmarkets, continuous change and
pressure from shareholders. Leaders now operaterganisational environments where

unpredictability is the norm. In such contextsdieghip becomes less about trying to have
control over events and more about adapting toddreands of the context in order to be
more effective (Weick,1979). The next section veHplore, using Systems Theory, three
states of un/predictability in which organisatidgpically rest, before considering some of

the factors that contribute to these three states.

3.3 SYSTEMS THEORY

Lewis (1994) explains that organisations typicdihd themselves in one of three states of
un/predictability: Stability, Chaos; and the middi®und between these two opposite states,
The Edge of Chaos. Each of these three stategsemms a low to high intensity of

Organisational Complexity as described below.

3.3.1 Stability

The notion of stability was popularised by earlgearch into organisational environments.
Such a notion is characterised by traditional bucescy observable through organisational
constraints and consistency, limited choice andemsed predictability. Systems Theory
describes such a state as loosely coupled, betaeismits are isolated from one another and
so changes in one part of the system tends to bimioed, which ultimately means loosely
coupled systems have little effect on one anothNéei¢k, 1976). In stability, nothing
changes. From an organisational perspective org@oms in stability are relatively static.
Few forces in the environment change because g@sation is contained from internal and
external organisational stimuli. There are for mpe no new competitors, no new
technologies, or little activity by public pressugmups to influence the organisation. Stable
organisations are characterized by certainty, nmggleiaders who operate in stability can rely
on an established, albeit limited, repertoire dfdaour in order to be effective.

3.3.2 Chaos

Incongruent with the notion of stability is the cept of chaos, which Herman (1969)
identifies as a state that threatens high prigasls that lead to unexpected and unpredictable
outcomes. From a Systems Theory perspective, ichagstems are described as tightly
coupled. Tightly coupled systems are chaotic bex#us units are so closely connected with
one another that an action in one part of the sysends to cascade throughout the whole

system, which ultimately means tightly coupled syst are highly sensitive to one another’'s
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activities (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). From arganisational perspective, chaotic
organisations are highly sensitive to internal artérnal organisational stimuli, such as, rapid
changing government regulations that affect thesitess, new competitors, difficulties in
acquiring raw materials, continuously changing piicpreferences by customers and so on.
Chaotic organisations create uncertainty for thesiders, where those who are most effective

are dynamic, rapid and versatile in the behavitheyg apply to the situation.

3.3.3 Edge of Chaos

The Edge of Chaos is the middle ground betweenilByahnd Chaos (Osborn, Hunt and
Jauch, 2002). At The Edge of Chaos the contexhas so dynamic, non-linear and
unpredictable that the organisation cannot survivestead patterns of short-term
predictability are present alongside unpredictablevement in the pursuit of fitness.
Anderson (1999) maintains leaders need to be viersatthe demands of their role at The

Edge of Chaos, by being sensitive to changes in¢hgironment.

At any point in time an organisation can fluctusietween these three prevailing states.
Acknowledging this phenomenon ultimately changesuhderlying assumptions made about
working environments and leadership; organisatemesdynamic and so should their leaders
be. The next section explores some of the fath@iscontribute to these fluctuating states in

organisations, an occurrence referred to as Orgaonal Complexity.

3.4 ORGANISATIONAL COMPLEXITY

Over the past four decades numerous attempts lererbade to understand the multifaceted
factors of the working environmental that contrdbuio the changing states in which
organisations find themselves. Such attempts lparadvancements in organisational
diversity brought to the forefront in the 1960sthwihe introduction of new technologies that

sowed the antecedents for the technological ardicgeesector.

In the 1960s, business was typically dominated by manufacturing industry, where
performance and efficiency was measured in terndeair cut inputs and outputs. Over the
past four decades organisations have continueedonbe increasingly complex, not solely
because of advances in technology, but becauseeafdnsequences that have resulted from

these advancements, including globalisation of etarkmachines replacing people and
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increased competition. In post-industrial societywere once manufacturing and industrial
organisations dominated, technological and serwidestries now occupy. In light of this,
Damanpour (1996) conducted a Meta-Analysis thad ube cumulative data from three
decades of research to generate a conceptual ewenfi the environmental factors that

contributed to workplace stability.

Damanpour (1996) proposes four factors that camkilbo Organisational Complexity that in
turn determine the state of stability organisatidingl themselves in, these include: (1)
Structural Complexity (2) Organisational Size (3hviEonmental Uncertainty (4) and

Innovation. Each of these will now be discussed.

3.4.1 Structural Complexity

Structural Complexity describes the various waysvinich tasks, jobs and services are co-
ordinated and performed within the workplace. Mil&illespie and Hass (1977) considered
this in terms of the number of locations in whidte twork is preformed, the number of
services or jobs carried out, the diversity of thseks and the hierarchical differentiation
between individuals who perform these tasks. Damoan(1996) recommends considering
Structural Complexity in terms of two dimensionattican be measured horizontally across

the organisation. These are:

1. Departmental and functional dimension, which AikBacharach and French (1980) and
Kimberly and Evanisko (1981) explain as, the degr@ewhich the organisation is

arranged into functional units and structures.

2. Role specialisation and occupational dimenstescribed as the degree of occupational
specialisations present within an organisation.g@Hand Aiken, 1967, Damanpour,
1987). Aiken and Hage (1971) maintain that orgatioss comprised of a diversity of
specialists across workplace subunits are likelhdwee a greater knowledge base, have

more ideas and increased innovation as a conseguenc

3.4.2 Organisational Size

Blau (1970) identifies that there are advantagesdisadvantages associated with both large
and small organisations in terms of the extentrgfnisational stability that they produce.
Hitt, Hoskisson and Duane Ireland (1990) consithesé factors with reference to the pros

and cons associated with Organisational Size:
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1. Large organisationpotentially have access to more resources, sp&siand expertise,
projects and opportunities, but likewise can be emoestricted as operations are

increasingly becoming more standardised and formal.

2. Small organisations have the capacity to be mameildle, with a greater capacity for
adaptability but can be restricted by a lack obueses, opportunities and expertise.

Small organisations typically operate on a simptacture. Consequently, as organisations
grow, their structure becomes more complex with itheoduction of formalised structure,
increased employee specialism and organisatiorahithies that attempt to create a sense of
order in times of uncertainty (Child, 1973; Mintzde 1979). While such order is often

necessary, it can be restrictive if structures@oeigid (Pierce and Delbecq, 1977).

3.4.3 Environmental Uncertainty

Daft (1992) and Duncan (1972) consider Environnledtacertainty in terms of variability
which refers to the degree of environmental unfigtedility and frequency with which such
variability occurs within a given context. IncredsEnvironmental Uncertainty is associated
with environments that are highly complex and eigrere a high degree of change
(Galbraith, 1973). Research has indicated that alemabe degree of Environmental
Uncertainty is healthy for an organisation.

3.4.4 Innovation

Traditional organisational literature defines Inaben in terms of an organisation adopting
new ideas and behaviours (Daft, 1978). While gmple explanation of organisational
innovation still holds true in today’s business ldprinnovation is seen to additionally
encompass the degree to which new technologies pnesiucts and services are adopted and
welcomed in organisations. Additionally, this dgstton of Innovation considers such
innovative practises in terms of the structure aystems, plans and programs that in turn
affect organisational members and their stakehsldddamanpour (1996) links Innovation
with Environmental Uncertainty and Organisation@eS Environmental Uncertainty can
determine whether innovations are incremental aliced Incremental innovations are
emergent; they are slower and more steady to tagadgt and result in changes that are less of
a departure from existing organisational norms antivates (Dewar and Dutton, 1986).
Radical innovations are those that have a sigmfigmpact on the organisation; radical

innovations promote change and departure fromiegisirganisational practises, but are less
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frequent than incremental changes because theseareto be more complex and experience
more resistance than incremental innovations (Faodt Egri, 1991). Ettlie and Rubenstein
(1987) maintain that increases in Organisationae Stan help overcome the problems
associated with radical innovations due to the gmes of specialist knowledge and greater
unrestricted resources that promote the integraibmew practices. As organisations
increase in size, structures such as human anditathresources can help promote

Innovation whilst acting as a buffer against theiemment should such innovations fail.

To recap, Lewis (1994) explains that organisatitypscally find themselves in three states:
Stability, Chaos and The Edge of Chaos. Anders@®89) acknowledged that organisations
can fluctuate between these three states at anyti@ensequentially, leaders need to be
versatile to the demands of their role by beingsim®e to changes in their environment
(relating to Structural Complexity, Organisation@ize, Environmental Uncertainty and

Innovation) since organisations are dynamic antbgshould their leaders’ be.

3.5 CONTEMPORARY DEBATES

Leadership ‘presence’ is a concept that had ocdupiech scholarly debate but is one that is
difficult to define and accordingly study (Brymaf92). Some researchers attribute presence
to an aspect of a leader’s personality, otherbeaattions performed by a leader, whilst some
explain presence as a product of leadership stylriurst and Cooren, 2009). The
consensus is that presence is an effect or outadrfeadership but how it is produced still
remains uncertain and may never be defined; as Mu(p994) asserts, ‘To try to theorise

presence is to drain the vitality from the concéptl3).

Traditional discussions around presence focus erntiman aspects of presence, the impact a
leader produces by their own physical presencerditive fields of research have explored
the non-human aspects of presence, where a nonshantdy provokes a similar effect to
that of a human. To illustrate this idea, Fairhasti Cooren (2009) use the example of the
speed bump, a non- human entity that when presggets a reaction (to uphold the Law)
without the need for a deliberate human interventiopresence. Such a concept mirrors the
idea of ‘tags’ described in the Complexity Theaitgrature. Marion (1999) explains that a
‘tag’ is a symbolic or physical structure aroundiethbehaviours unify. Examples of tags
include: new technologies, ideas, symbolic actghswgnd beliefs. Holland (1995) observed
that tags often serve as auto-catalysts that babgut reactions observable in human

behaviour. Auto-catalysts create “order for frebat is action without deliberate human
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intervention. “Order for free” is present in orgsational life; it exists in organisational
culture e.g. when employees undertake their dailyied without deliberate human
intervention (e.g. micromanagement) and insteafl @ghnise. Like leadership presence,

order for free is more easily observed than explhiout we acknowledge it exists.

Current research considers leadership presencégsid of human and non-human entities;
where the leader's physical being coupled with mateextensions (car, ipad, designer
clothing, etc) contribute to the leader's senserasence. What is more is that there is an
expectation from ‘followers’ for ‘leaders’ to possethese material items, as Grint (1997)
suggests, ‘money-less and technology-less leadersirdikely to prove persuasive’ (p.17).
Fairhurst and Cooren (2009) acknowledge there 98 ah expectation as to how leaders
should behaviour. Using the example of US Statédesawho face national disaster, Fairhurst
and Cooren (2009) acknowledged that leaders isireonaaltered and confidence receive
more positive public reaction and perceived crditypthan those who become visibility
panicked and overwhelmed. In high uncertainty ther@o capacity to sympathise to the
leader’'s human-side, ‘followers’ call for reassw@ro unite behind the leaders cause, as the
many become one. If the ‘official leader canndaterito this challenge, ‘followers’ will self-

organise around someone or something that can.

Fry and Kriger (2009) extent upon the idea of |leski@ presence with reference to the
concept of ‘being’. Being is the state of havingsence, where something such as an object,
a person, an idea, or a symbol is thought to exis represented as existing. This approach
to understanding leadership goes beyond curremtridse of leadership focused on having
(traits) and doing (actions). The being-centredtieof leadership, like the others theories
discussion in this section, moves away from a patsge of leadership focused on deliberate
intent or perceived control (on the part of thedkr. Instead effective leadership becomes a
produce of perception, in the eye of the followlre being-centred theory regards leadership
as a socially constructed reality supported byovisvalues and images which motivate other
to perform. The theory acknowledges the infinitenber of possibilities that exist in any

moment and advocates ‘leaders’ and ‘followers’ dogfreater self-awareness in view of this.

Acknowledging the infinite number of possibilitidgat exist in any moment includes context
as a factor that determines events. Liden and Aakien(2009) refer to this through

interactional psychology, where the person andasdn are reciprocally influenced by one
another. This phenomenon has implications for tielysof leadership and organisations,

particularly when exploring behaviour. Lewin (193847) observed that behaviour is a
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function of person and environment in which thep ave embedded. The situational theories
of leadership acknowledged this in the late 19643 throughout the 1970s (Fiedler, 1967;
House, 1971; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). At preskese perspectives are re-emerging in
more sophisticated process models (Antonakis, 20d;& Ployhart, 2004; Zaccaro et al,

2004) linking traits with behaviours in particutzontexts.

Osborne, Hunt and Jauch (2002) maintain that Isagerand its effectiveness is largely
dependent upon, and embedded in, the context.8imilFry and Kriger (2009), they uphold
that leadership is socially constructed in and fribia context in which it exists; however,
Osborne et al (2002) acknowledge that within théesded contexts, pattern and history
matter. Pattern and history give rise to commogueistances that allow us to anticipate
leadership behaviours and provide an appropriatéego for interpreting the social reality.
Using the organisational hierarchy as an exampsiofhe and colleagues (2002) observe a
pattern, namely: within lower organisational leveisnditions appear to be more stable,
however, moving up the hierarchy conditions becdess stable and more chaotic. This
observed pattern has implications for our undedstenof organisations and for the leaders

who operate within such contexts.

Osborne and Marion (2009) call for research theditt context as the prime consideration,
rather than an afterthought, particularly in reatto leadership which takes place within a
(organisational) context, not a vacuum. Part ofapmrating in a vacuum or isolation involves
creating alliances, a merging of efforts or intésdsy persons. Scholars have speculated that
alliances are essential to leadership successnydlved in the alliance have their own and
shared interests but gain more from cooperatiom ihdependent action (Osborne et al,
2009).

Returning to Osborne and colleagues (2002) observ#tat lower organisational levels are
more stable than higher organisational levels, Wwhite generally more chaotic; whilst this
maybe a general pattern there will be occasionswanganisational dynamics fluctuate from
the norm. Osborne et al (2009) remark that ofteyamisations rest in a state of ‘dynamic
equilibrium’ that is between stability and chaoscdgse all organisations are exposed to
factors that stimulate change: competition, newhnefogy, internal initiatives and
institutional evolution. Organisations who survigee usually more responsive to change;
likewise, those who adopt alliances are generallyremagile to shifting organisational

dynamics than individuals operating in isolation.
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Reflecting upon strategies that may provide les®fullsin dynamically changing
organisations, Osborne et al (2009) controversiaigntify transformational leadership.
Transformational leadership is one of the best kntieories of leadership. It occurs when
the leader takes a visionary position and inspresple to follow. However, Osborne and
colleagues (2009) caution that transformationatiéeship reinforces top-down, centralised
decision-making, controlled communication, formatian and executive determined goals.
Transformational leadership supports a perspectfeleadership that champions the
‘individual in charge’. To reiterate our previodsscussion around the work of Fry and
Kriger (2009) effective models of leadership nesaniove away from deliberate intervention
and perceived control on the part of the leader.O%borne and Marion (2009) maintain
‘leaders’, particularly those exposed to high utaiar conditions, need to work with
subordinates to discover what information is imaott for improving the system and
connecting subordinates to a broad variety of pg@kennformation sources. Such a
perspective echoes that of self-organisation; doMe et al (2009) articulate, order can arise
out of chaos if the system is effectively interaetand networked; where the context is of

equal importance to leadership.

Conducting a review of the leadership literaturenfr 1990-2005, Porter and McLaughlin
(2006) remark upon the lack of research concermog organisational contexts affects
leadership, with many studies being context fre&ewise, Porter and McLaughlin (2006)
observe the effects can be two-way, the contextatfatt the leader but likewise the leader
can affect the context.

Amongst the minority of articles that did recognibe context, most were conceptually
driven rather than empirical. In general, neithygretof article was instrumental in advancing
the study of context; the conceptual articles fedusn how context should be studied (rather
than putting the suggestions into practice), ondi@ attention the weaknesses of the studies
that attempted to test these assertions. Sudlugitmay not be untoward, as Porter and
McLaughlin (2006) maintain many of the empiricahdership studies that explored context

did so as an afterthought.

There are no universally agreed components thapasenthe context for leader behaviour
occurring within organisational settings; howeweoyrter and McLaughlin (2006) identity the
following as important and deserving of attentionulture/climate, goals/purposes,
people/composition, processes, state/conditionsctste, and time. This list is by no means
absolute; some contexts will exclude several ofeheomponents, others will include more.

Taking the complexity theorist perspective of ComxpAdaptive Systems (CAS), systems
41



(such as organisations) comprised of dynamic amaghtace networks of interactions, we may
never be able to identify all of the componentst thaderlie organisational contexts.

Nonetheless, we need to compromise if we are taramdvthe study of organisational contexts
somewhat, instead basing our research around patieisupport our understanding (Osborne
et al, 2002).

The changing nature of work and the impact this draseadership and organisations makes
exploration of the components that underlie orgatiogal contexts ripe for research. As Uhl
Bien and Marion (2009) explain organisational leallg theory is shifting away from the
industrial age to one of knowledge/service provisiwhich may require a different type of
conceptualisation. Likewise, we must contend witntadictions that exist in working
environments, specifically the presence of admmaiiste functions and bureaucracy that
favour control in the midst of the emergent, adaptiynamics that are deep-seated in the
nature of organisations. This phenomenon is somgththat not only needs to be
acknowledged in academia but also in practice.
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3.6 CONCLUSION

This chapter has provided an overview of how Orggtivnal Complexity can influence states
of organisational stability and ultimately determieader behaviour. The chapter began with
a discussion of Situational Leadership that ackedgés situational factors determine the
style of leadership adopted by leaders in resptms$ask and subordinate demands. A more
specific discussion of Systems Theory and Orgapisalt Complexity followed which
acknowledged the various contextual factors thadrdene leader behaviour. The subsequent
chapter brings together discussions from this @ragotd Chapter Two relating to the study of
leadership and organisations from the perspectiv@omplexity Theory through the creation

of a conceptual framework.
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Chapter 4: Development of the conceptual framework

4.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter is to bring togethewvious discussions relating to the study of
leadership and organisations from the perspecfiv@omplexity Theory through the creation
of a conceptual framework that guides this research

The sheer volume of the theory and research devotdt study of leadership is a testimony
to its prominence in our efforts to understand emplrove organisations. This chapter builds
upon prior leadership research by exploring leddprom the perspective of Complexity
Theory, an approach recommended by Marion and gr B001) as a possible resolution to
the limitations in current leadership research e lens from which leadership research can
be explored and advanced. By exploring leaderstom fthe perspective of Complexity
Theory this research contributes to the evolvingcpss of moving the study of Complexity
from the arena of metaphor to something real amiatpnal.

The latter half of the chapter presents a set pbtheses about how Complexity Theory can
inform our understanding of the relationship betmvBehavioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness (introduced in Chapter Two) , in #ddito how this relationship can be
moderated by the influence of Organisational Coripteand leadership training (discussed

in Chapter Three).

4.2 LITERATURE OVERVIEW

This section provides an overview of how CompleXiheory can be applied to the study of
leadership and organisations that later informsdaneslopment of the conceptual framework

on which the thesis is based.

Chapter One considered the general strengths am#inesses of existing organisational
leadership studies which prompted suggestionsuiuré research. Chapter Two elaborated
on these suggestions by identifying the problemso@ated with the current study of

leadership, specifically relating to problems ofluetionism, where leadership is studied in
isolation of the context where it exists; and deiaism, the belief events are caused by
preceding events and by knowing enough about teeeging events one can predict the
future with certainty (Prigogine, 1997). Chapter olexplores Complexity Theory as a

perspective from which leadership could be studeedddress some the limitations of past

research.
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Complexity Theory has existed in the natural s@snior many years but has only recently
surfaced as a metaphor for studying leadershipoaganisations within the Social Sciences.
In its simplest terms Complexity Theory moves avifayn linear mechanistic views of the
world where simple cause and effect solutions sameght to explain physical and social
phenomena, to one that is non-linear and organmdracterised by uncertainty and
unpredictability (Regine and Lewin, 2000). In thentext of leadership this means we cannot
always predict the outcomes of particular lead@rginocesses but we can make assumptions
within particular parameters as to a select nunolbgarocesses that may be effective. These
assumptions are based upon patterns of short teedlictability that are present in the
dynamic and somewhat unpredictable contexts wresdelrship takes place; where a select
number of behaviours enable the desired outconaptbmote leadership effectiveness. The
behaviours referred to are discussed explicitiZiapter Two with reference to Behavioural
Complexity. Behavioural Complexity encompasses vel@al repertoire (range of
behaviours) and behavioural differentiation (th@amaty to apply appropriate behaviour as
the situation dictates). Behavioural Complexityopgerationalised using Quinn’s Competing
Values Framework (Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn, 2009).briefly recap, the Competing
Values Framework encapsulates four behaviours (Glor@ompete, Collaborate and Create)
that complement and contrast each other but a® @stingent to nearly all situations

because they promote versatility and adaptability.

Chapter Three explored the situational factors #fict leader behaviour. Acknowledging
these factors is important because as Osborne, dahfauch (2002) explain leadership does
not exist in isolation. Instead, leadership isueficed by the situation in which it exists where
leaders need to be sensitive to changes in theirrcemment by reacting with the right
combination of behavioural repertoire and behawabdifferentiation in order to be effective.
Those who achieve this are referred to by Osbaraéas Complex Leaders.

Complex Leaders invoke complex behaviours to beectffe in multifaceted and
unpredictable environments. Complex Leaders atdigepertoire of complex behaviours to
create the conditions that enable productive bigels unspecified future states (Boal and
Hooijberg, 2001). This suggestion recognises lkaders cannot control the future because
Organisational Complexity and unpredictable intemtygnamics will determine the future.
With this perspective in mind, the following contiegd model is presented about Complex
Leadership, centred on leader Behavioural Complesta main leadership response strategy

for enabling effectiveness in complex and divengmbisational contexts.
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4.3 LINK BETWEEN COMPLEXITY THEORY AND THE RESEARCH
METHODOLOGY

Chu (2011) describes a complex system as one cseapdf interconnected parts, in which
the whole explains more about the behaviours ofsilstem than the parts in isolation. The
natural sciences have extensively explored suctesgs under the banner of complexity
science. To provide just a few examples this, cexipl science incorporates the study of:
ant colonies, climate, nervous systems, cells th@dhuman body.

The manifestations of complexity science span sgvacademic disciplines, including:
mathematics, computer science and the social sseegardless of the academic discipline
the features of all complex systems are the samegdton (1986) represents this pictorially
(see figure 4.1). The characteristics of this thHason shall now be explained as described by

Cohen and Havlin (2010), as the nine charactesisticomplex system.

Figure 4.1: Langston’s pictorial representation ofcomplex systems

1. Coupling. Complex systems
are comprised of coupled
components (illustrated by the

arrows linking the circles in

figure 4.1). Linkages between the

components mean the effects of
actions which impinge upon one unit cascade tthallunits to which the unit is linked. The
process is repeated for the newly affected unitsaming the impact of the original impinging
factor cascades throughout the whole system. Tioisegs can be catalyzed from within the
system or from outside. The process is repeatedifferent impinging factors. In biology
we can compare this process to the way a virugkattaells of the body and the body’s
response to such invasion, here the catalyst ermedtto the system. Likewise, we observe
this process in human interaction, e.g. when tatixes have a dispute and a split is created
in a family as allegiances manifest, here the gatad created from within the system.

2. Boundary-less. Interaction between the couplomgnponents makes it difficult to
determine the boundaries of a complex system. kample, a complex system such as an
organisational department is comprised of peopleking in that department. However,
individuals within that department will interacttvipeople from outside the department, be
these employees from another department, or cussoexéernal to the organisation. Each
interaction has a cascading effect; the boundafidsis effect are defined by the observer and

the point at which they cease observing.
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3. Open-systems. Complex systems are open, flungubetween different states of stability.
Complex systems are dynamic sometimes resting stat@ of stability, chaos, or dynamic
equilibrium (the zone between stability and chadbp state of the system will be determined
by the degree of coupling between the componenigrdby factors internal and external to
the system. In times of chaos or change couplirigd®n the system’s components will be
more frequent that in times of stability. In humsystems we attribute this phenomenon to
individuals interacting in times of uncertaintyhelp rationalise or respond to the demands of

the context.

4. Memory. Complex systems have memory, which c@mount for the system’s present and
future state. In human systems individuals leammftheir interaction with the environment,

which helps determines future coupling, activitesl survival.

5. Nested. Complex systems are themselves nesthoh womplex systems. For example, an
economy is comprised of organisations, which ardeng of people, which themselves are

made up of cells. Each link in the sequence reptssecomplex system.

6. Multiplicity. Complex systems generally clust@hich means interactions between the
system’s components tend to be localised rather thspersed. In the human cortex we
observe this with dense local connectivity and \fery long axon projections with other brain

regions.

7. Emergence. Complex systems produce emergentiberathat emerge without deliberate
co-ordination or intention, order is for free. Order free exists everywhere, from the

flocking of birds to cell mitosis.

8. Non-linearity. Complex systems are non-lineaganing events within complex systems do
not follow direct sequences. Neither are the e$f@coportionate to the cause; big effects can
have small consequences and small effects can lligveonsequences, this phenomenon is
referred to as the butterfly effect. The butterdiffect is a term used in the complexity

sciences (as an analogy) to describe how smallggsato a seemingly unrelated thing or
condition (also known as an initial condition) caffiect large, complex systems. The term
comes from the suggestion that the flapping of #@ebily's wings in South America could

affect the weather in Texas, meaning that the dtniigfluence on one part of a system can

have a huge effect on another part.

9. Feedback loops. Complex systems contain fe&dbaps to allow for self-regulation. The

endocrine system is an example of a complex systdire human body the uses a feedback
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loop. The endocrine system regulates body temperatthen the body is too cold, nerve
impulses cause muscles to contract and shiver,dbl@ssels to constrict and thyroid to
increase its metabolic rate. These processes &l twancrease body temperature. If the body
becomes over-heated, nerve impulses work to dilaeblood vessels, move warm blood
away from the warmer core of the body into the ebskin and stimulate the sweat glands to

release sweat, thereby cooling the body via evaipora

The characteristics of complex systems are broddvast. Some systems may display some
of the nine characteristics (listed above), othees/ display them all. Each characteristic
represents a science in its own right, for thisoeave acknowledge there is not a complexity
science but instead several complexity scienceachEscience offers an analogy through
which organisational life can be studied. Whilskramwvledging the existence of each of the
nine features of complex systems the thesis maidisect reference to a selection of these
features as analogies, specifically:

Feature 1 —Coupling. Interaction with agents (people) and the envirent catalyses a
reaction which the thesis hypotheses as behaviotitahge, where an agent applies
appropriate behaviour to the demands of the context

Feature 3 Open systems. Complex systems fluctuate between different stafestability, a
phenomenon which the thesis recognises as orgamahtomplexity.

Feature 4-Memory. Agents in the systems have memory and learn frepereence. The
thesis hypotheses whether agents can be taughtibefsathat could be instrumental to their
functioning within the system,

Feature 9 +eedback loops. As an overarching theme to the thesis, the ideseldfregulation

in response to the demands of the environment tesléhe notion of complexity applied as

an analogy to explain organisational life.

By exploring these features, we do not state anctaiexploring them in their entirety. Indeed
for many of the features we do not do them jushigeattempting to empirically test them.
Many of the features of complex systems cannotropirgcally tested. Remember at the
heart of complexity is the notion of unpredictalyiland the whole explaining more than the
sum of its parts. To empirically test a complesteyn applies a deterministic/predictive
model to it, which goes against the underlying stbbcomplex systems. Complex systems
are boundary-less, to empirically test them creaté®undary, defined by the observer and
the point at which they cease observing. Such ehaodebf testing creates the common

mistake of exploring the parts to explain the whole
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Despite all good intentions, many of the featuresamplex systems cannot be empirically
tested. For this reason the thesis will use tla¢ufes of complex systems as an analogy to
help explain organisational life and complexity neean highly complicated. From this
perspective we do not explore complexity theoryhi@ purest sense of the term but instead
take elements from the different (conceptually assed) features of complex systems in an
attempt to test them in practice - this createaragox! By dissecting the parts of a complex
system we lose the essence of its complexity bueitlo not attempt to explore some of these
features in practice the study of complexity reraaim the realms of theoretical discussion.
This paradox is comparable to the study of the hubwdy. We cannot explore the human
body fully as a system whilst a person is alivetoado so would bring about premature death.
Much of this exploration can only be done posthusy@t which point most of the essence of
the system is lost, whilst the sum of the partsexydored to explain the whole. At present we
do not have a better or alternative way of studyireghuman body that does not sacrifice the
principles of complexity but this does not make tvve have worthless. On the contrary,
some remarkable medical interventions have beeremath ‘what we have’. We cannot
predict with complete certainty which interventiongl be effective but we can anticipate
around patterns of behaviour as to the ones thatl e, which some might say is better than

nothing, particularly for those diagnosed with aoctic iliness.

Complexity theory poses a challenge to the trao#iopositivistic paradigm adopted in
quantitative research. Positivism assumes that ladge is achieved through observation,
where data is obtained and verified, creating ecglirevidence. Central to the positivistic
approach is the notion of ‘value freedom’, by whatdta and analysis do not change under
examination. To this end positivism is only coneshrwith social facts that are examinable.
Realism is a branch of positivism. Realists actlegtworld as it literally is and deal with it
accordingly. Realists are pragmatic, viewing thimgblack and white as opposed to the rich

multi-colour of complexity.

In an attempt to explore complex (organisationai¥tems we shoehorn them into a
positivistic paradigm, when on the surface an pregtivistic approach may appear more
suitable. Interpretivists take the view that sifeenan beings think and reflect scientific
methods are inappropriate for studying their betavi Unlike objects in nature human
beings can change their behaviour if they know teybeing observed. Interpretivists argue
that if we want to understand social action we havepeculate into the reasons and meanings
which that action has for people. Interviews, fogusups and ethnographies are common

methods used to capture such data. However theigodseare restrictive in terms of the
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number of participants that can be feasibly studmtlich makes it difficult to apply
generalisability to the findings. Likewise, much the research that has attempted to
operationalise the conceptual components of contgldxas done so using qualitative
methods; in contributing to knowledge this reseateliberately to takes a different approach.
In complex systems we acknowledge the presencemkdictability that is why we look for
patterns. Survey methodology allows us to gatlweh sdata in larger quantities than one
would achieve using qualitative methods. There timde off in that survey methodology, as
opposed to interviews, does not allow us to gaudjg the participants’ interpretation of the
questions, something which face-to-face contactlavaliow one to clarify; the advantage of
this trade-off is that of a larger sample. Largamples mean we can achieve greater
generalisability in the findings, or pattern (ineféeng with the complex systems terminology),

making a positivistic paradigm the most suitablé¢hef opinions for this research design.
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4.4 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This research sought to shed light on the relatipnbetween Behavioural Complexity and

outcomes of leadership effectiveness, specifically:

1. To establish the extent to which Behavioural Comipfeis an enabler of leadership
effectiveness

2. To establish the extent to which Organisational @exity moderates Behavioural
Complexity and leadership effectiveness

3. To establish the extent to which leadership trgrsnpports Behavioural Complexity in

contributing to leadership effectiveness

The conceptual framework that defines these aimgpresented below in figure 4.2.
Behavioural Complexity is captured through Quin@smpeting Values Framework. The
model is anchored from low to high for each of fleer Competing Values (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create). Individuals @Wlmonstrate proficiency on each of the
four Competing Values are considered Behaviour@ltynplex. The conceptual model will

now be discussed.

Figure 4.2: A conceptual model of the outcomes andoderators associated with Behavioural Complexity

Behavioural Complexity I
I Traimng I — Control
Compete I
Collaborate
I Orzanisational Complexity I —_— Create I

Performance I

Leading Change |

Influence I

Behavioural Complexity forms the central focus fine research, as illustrated in the
conceptual model above. Three outcomes of leagewrstiectiveness: (1) Performance (2)
Leading Change and (3) Influence are attributeBabavioural Complexity. Organisational
Complexity and training are presented as two factitvat can potentially moderate an
individual's capacity to be Behaviourally Complerdaultimately be effective as a leader.
Following this line of reasoning hypotheses werandr which are outlined in the following
section and will be tested in the proceeding chrapté the thesis, where Behavioural
Complexity refers to a leader’s capacity on eachhef four Competing Values: Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create, as captured bydmme, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009)

framework.
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4.5 HYPOTHESES

Following from the conceptual framework detailedad this section presents the hypotheses
that flow from it. Specifically they rest on leadgehavioural Complexity and its associated

outcomes of leadership effectiveness, in additiotné factors that may moderate it.

Behavioural Complexity is the ability of a leader demonstrate a large repertoire of
behaviours; to Control, Compete, Collaborate arehar (as captured by Lawrence, Lenk and
Quinn’s, 2009; Competing Values Framework) in resgoto the context. These behaviours
enable leadership effectiveness, they are complimeand contrasting but appropriate to
nearly all leadership situations, so leaders cantlusm to be responsive to the demands they
face in practice through the process of behaviaifdrientation (Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn
(2009).

Leadership effectiveness is defined here as awmithdil’'s capacity for proficient performance
and ability to lead change (Lawrence, Lenk and Qu009); and influence (Yukl, 2006).
These outcomes of leadership effectiveness have Wgely discussed in the leadership
literature, but generally have not been empiricédigted within the context of Behavioural

Complexity. With that said, the following hypothessre presented:

4.5.1 Behavioural Complexity as an enabler of OvetlaPerformance

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) demonstrated thatr&l Performancedgefined asa
leader’s performancen terms of the following areas: success compacetheir peers, the
degree to which they meets performance standands, performance as a role model for
others, and their overall performance as a leadex3sociated with higher scores on each of
the four Competing Values, reinforcing the impocdamf a wide behavioural repertoire that
enables leaders to draw upon an array of behaviouresponse to the demands of the
context. The link between Behavioural Complexity and Ovem#rformance has been
previously demonstrated by Lawrence, Lenk and Q(2@©9) whose research indicates that
Overall Performance is associated with overall éigimstrument scores on the Competing
Values - reinforcing the importance of a wide ars@pehavioural strengths. In keeping with

consistency, this study aims to replicate the figdiby proposing the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallydrtant in enabling leadership

effectiveness in terms of Overall Performance.
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4.5.2 Behavioural Complexity as an enabler of Abily to Lead Change
Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) demonstrated tleiple with a particularly strong

emphasis on the Create quadrant of the Competihge¥d&ramework also had a high score
for Ability to Lead Change, suggesting for certagrformance outcomes imbalances across
the four quadrants could prove useful. In keepinth veonsistency, this study aims to

replicate the findings by proposing the followingpbthesis:

Hypothesis 2: Behaviours in the Create quadrant of the Compe¥alues Framework are
needed for change. Accordingly, Create will hatrergest magnitude of the quadrants in
relation to Ability to Lead Change.

4.5.3 Behavioural Complexity as an enabler of Inflance

Leaders cannot fully control the environments inichthey operate because the level of
activity that exists in and around organisationbeyond the capacity of the individual ‘in-
charge’ to appreciate. Accepting this is central uloderstanding leadership from the
perspective of Complexity Theory where the rolehw leader is that of enabler rather than
determiner of effectiveness. Boal and Hooijbergd@0maintain leadership involves creating
the conditions that enable productivity in largelyspecified future states. This suggestion
recognises that leaders cannot control the futdeteminism) because in complex systems
such as organisations, unpredictable dynamicsdeiiérmine future conditions. Under such
circumstances Boal and Hooijberg recommend leadersase their capacity for influence.
Influence is a process whereby intentional inflleerecexerted by one person over others; to
guide, structure, and facilitate activities andatieinships in a group or organisation (Yukl,
2006). Much of the literature surrounding influenand its links with Behavioural
Complexity has been discussed conceptually bunbadveen tested empirically. In view of

this the following hypothesis is proposed.
Hypothesis 3: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \¢alu-ramework (Control,

Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallyartant in enabling leadership

effectiveness in terms of Influence.
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4.5.4 Organisational Complexity as a moderator of &havioural Complexity and

leadership effectiveness

Marion and Uhl Bien (2001) maintain that the md$taive leaders are the ones who adapt
themselves in response to the environment; a view lhas echoed through the leadership
literature particularly in relation to Situationkkadership (discussed at length in Chapter
Two). House’s (1971) Path Goal Theory is probabhe @f the most well known of the

situational theories, in addition to most compagalbd leadership in the context of

Organisational Complexity. The basic premise fug theory is that leaders will execute
appropriate behaviour based upon two situationahbkes: the subordinates perceived ability

and the task characteristics: structured or unisired.

Whilst acknowledging the contribution Path Goal dilyehas made to the study of Situational
Leadership this research aims to explore the fadtat the theory fails to acknowledge when
applied to an organisational context. Specificatiften the distinction between the follower
characteristics and task structure is not as detns the theory describes. Real-world tasks
are often a combination of structured and unstrectielements that are carried out by
capable and less capable followers simultaneodsigordingly, leaders who operate under
such conditions need to be versatile to succegsfeipond to multiple sources of situational

stimuli (referred to in this research as Organis®ti Complexity) if they are to be effective.

Damanpour (1996) proposes four factors (see Chajere for more details) that contribute

to Organisational Complexity, these include:

1. Structural Complexity, describes the various waysvhich tasks, jobs and services
are coordinated and performed within the workplace.

2. Organisational Size, relates to the physical capacithe organisation.

3. Environmental Uncertainty refers to the degree a¥irenmental viability and
frequency with which such variability occurs withargiven context.

4. Innovation encompasses the degree to which newndémifies, new products and

services are adopted and welcomed in organisations.
In view of these descriptions of the following hyjpeses are presented where the Competing

Values are proposed as contingencies to the efbéd@sganisational Complexity as a means

of maintaining leadership effectiveness.
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Hypothesis 4: High Structural Complexity decreases leadersiffigcaveness. The effects of
Structural Complexity can be reduced by proficiemeyany quadrant of the Competing
Values Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate @nelate), that in turn contributes to

improved leadership effectiveness.

Hypothesis 5: High Organisational Size decreases leadershigcfeness, The effects of
Organisational Size can be reduced by proficiencgny quadrant of the Competing Values
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cje#tat in turn contributes to improved

leadership effectiveness.

Hypothesis 6: High Environmental Uncertainty decreases leaderstiectiveness. The effects
of Environmental Uncertainty can be reduced by ipmicy in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, (@aoltate and Create), that in turn

contributes to improved leadership effectiveness.

Hypothesis 7: High Innovation decreases leadership effectiven&le effects of Innovation
can be reduced by proficiency in any quadrant efGompeting Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create), that in turn ridmutes to improved leadership

effectiveness.

4.6 LEADERSHIP TRAINING SUPPORTING BEHAVIOURAL COMP LEXITY IN
CONTRIBUTING TO LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS

In view of the anticipated benefits associated vBihavioural Complexity this research
explores whether leadership training can suppohaB@ural Complexity in contributing to

leadership effectiveness. Much research had erdiaitse importance (and benefits) of
educating individuals in leadership practices bonhen as yet have explored whether
Behavioural Complexity, in particular, can be deypeld alongside leadership training. The
thesis specifically addresses this question. Bwvof this, the following hypotheses are

proposed:

Hypothesis 8: Leadership training has a positive effect on égadcapacity on each of the four

Competing Values.

Hypothesis 9: Leaders exposed to training will show greaterreases on each of the

Competing Values than leaders not exposed to Ishigbetraining.

56



Hypothesis 10: Leadership training has a positive effect on deeelopment of leadership

effectiveness

Hypothesis 11: Leaders exposed to training will show greaterreases in leadership

effectiveness than leaders not exposed to leagetrstining.

Hypothesis 12: Increases in the Competing Values will mediate thlationship between

training and improved leadership effectiveness.

4.7 CONCLUSION

This chapter brought together discussions fromiexanmh the thesis that contributes to the
creation of the conceptual framework that underies research. The chapter builds upon
prior leadership research by exploring leaderstomfthe perspective of Complexity Theory
as a possible resolution to the limitations in eatrleadership research. The latter half of the
chapter presented a set of hypotheses relatingetoesearch aims: (1) to establish the extent
to which Behavioural Complexity is an enabler @dership effectiveness (2) to establish the
extent to which Organisational Complexity moderatBshavioural Complexity and
leadership effectiveness and (3) to establish itené to which leadership training supports
Behavioural Complexity in contributing to leadersiaffectiveness. The next chapter details

the methodology adopted in the investigation of¢heesearch aims.
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Chapter 5: Methods and Samples

5.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Chapter Four described the thought processes undarg the conceptual framework that
guides the design of the study. This chapter maveto look in detail at the methodology
adopted to address the questions raised in Chaptar regarding the relationship between
Behavioural Complexity, Organisational Complexitpdaleadership effectiveness. The
objective of this chapter is to describe the meshoded in this study of Behavioural
Complexity. The chapter begins with a discussiomceoning the philosophical paradigm and
methodological rationale in which the thesis isugded. The chapter then goes on to
describe the methods used in the thesis to expdader Behavioural Complexity. Study-
specific information is included in the individustudy chapters that follow. This chapter
describes the sample characteristics, researclgnjesistruments and the study procedure

common to the three studies that form this reseascnwhole

5.2 RESEARCH PARADIGM

Kuhn (1970) defines a paradigm as a set of rulelefs, values and techniques accepted by
science that provide different conceptualisatiohshe world. It is these conceptualisations

that determine how knowledge is transmitted, sitiee planning and methods adopted in

research reflect the research paradigm held byedwarcher. This project is founded within a

positivistic paradigm.

Delanty (2002) endorses the positivistic paradiBasitivism is based upon two assumptions:
(1) Realism, the idea that realities exist outsifleur minds and (2) Objectivism, the belief
that objects have meaning independently of anyaounsness of them, since the social world
exists independently of our appreciation of it (Br01998). Positivism also incorporates
empiricism, the perspective that knowledge is r&stl to immediate experience and what
can be logically derived from that. Delanty exptaifrom the positivistic perspective, that
knowledge is obtained through observation, linkem dcience through verification.
Verification allows us to acquire unambiguous aocuaate knowledge about the social world
and also to uncover causal laws with the powexpfamation.

At the heart of the positivist approach is the ootof ‘value freedom’, by which data and
analysis do not change under examination. To thd @ositivism is only concerned with
social facts that are examinable.
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Positivistic assumptions make it possible to idgrand test hypotheses relating to the nature
and extent to which Behavioural Complexity predictgpothesised outcomes of leadership
effectiveness. Furthermore, we may also explagesitient to which Behavioural Complexity

is affected by Organisational Complexity and alsposure to leadership training.

The methodology applied in this project followseddctive approach, where hypotheses are
derived from pre-existing theoretical knowledgettls tested through observation and
verification. The results are analysed and evelytuednslated into general laws that feed
back to the theory.

5.3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research paradigm determines the type of melbgy adopted. Traditionally, the
positivistic paradigm is associated with quanttatmethods. Quantitative methods claim a
high level of scientific rigor through processesatthinvolve careful definition and
measurement of the variables under investigatioman@tative methods are deductive in
approach through the formulation of hypotheses yred from falsifiable theories. Such an
approach uses probability statistics to decide dreain effect is significant or not. Also, this
ultimately allows us to infer the extent to whidtetfindings generated can be generalised to
the wider population.

Edmondson and McManus (2007) recommend that rdss@r@ensure their methodological

decisions promote good methodological fit. This nsethere should be internal consistency
between the four elements of the research proputh include: (1) the research question (2)
prior work in the field (3) the research design §hdthe contribution to the literature. When

choosing a methodology Edmondson and McManus re@rdnselecting an approach that
best addresses these four elements.

Methodology is also determined by the maturityhd topic of interest. Theories tend to fall
along a continuum, from Infancy to Maturity. Matutteeories are well developed, having
been studied over time with increased precisiohrémsults in an accumulation of knowledge,
in contrast to infant theories which are new andegally novel. Intermediate theories fall
between these two ends of the continuum, offeringneav construct, relationship or
perspective to an existing and well establisheca i@dmondson & McManus, 2007).
Intermediate research draws upon existing workuitdlnew constructs, benefiting from the
use of quantitative methods to increase confidémtiee alternative explanations. The state of
the field for the present piece of research on Bieliaal Complexity can be considered in the
intermediate range of the continuum, since muchhef topic is grounded in conceptual
thinking that now requires empirical testing. Altlgh leadership theory is mature,
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Leaderplex is intermediate, and Complexity reldyivinfant in the behavioural science
context.

5.3.1 Surveys

The primary method of empirical testing selectedtifiis study was the field survey. A field
survey involves the collection of data by survewadoint in time, in order to collect data in
connection with two or more variables which arereixeed to identify patterns of association
(Bryman & Bell, 2003).

Surveys are a popular method of data collectiontdudeir simplicity of application. This
method was suitable for the present project onbidmgs that such an approach acts as an
effective tool for gathering structured informatimom a large number of individuals in a
reasonably intuitive way. It allows for hypothedesbe tested, results generated and a large
amount of data to be gathered in a relatively sbpéce of time. The survey used in this
research was targeted at the individual level, dhasea self-report methodology; a technique
where information is gathered openly from the @gterson. Self-report is widely used across
diverse fields of empirical research, such as asgdional behaviour, social

psychology, personality and individual differences.

For this piece of research respondents were askeelftrate (by survey) their own perceived
level of Behavioural Complexity. Research by Heog and Choi (2000) (on an earlier
version of the Competing Values Framework) dematessr convergence between an
individual’s own perceived level of Behavioural Colexity and others’ ratings of them.

Despite the prevalent use of self-report data ipigoal studies, there is concern amongst
researchers that there are limitations to its uglidvhich serve to weaken the intended
substantive inferences to be drawn from the dabmeSof the more commonly associated
limitations of self-report data, specifically, comgt validity, common method variance,
social desirability and superiority of non-self-oepmeasures, shall now be discussed and
refuted, in justification of the self-report data.
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5.3.1.1 Construct validity of self report data

Within almost any major research domain, thereranmerous well-established, self-report
measures of diverse constructs which have obtainadtruct validity evidence through both
convergent and discriminant validation. For examphe Big-Five Personality Traits (Costa
and McCrae, 1992; Digman, 1990), Proactive Perggn@Bateman and Crant, 1993),
Affectivity Disposition (Watson, 1988; Watson andafke, 1984), Self-Efficacy (Bandura,
1997), Goal Orientation (Button, Mathieu and Zaja896; Vande Walle, 1997), Perceived
Organisational Support (Eisenberger, Huntingtonichimson and Sowa, 1986; Shore and
Tetrick, 1991), Job Satisfaction (Agho, Price andueler, 1992), Organisational
Commitment (Mowday, Steers and Port, 1979) and Stgisfaction (Diener, Emmons,
Larson and Griffin, 1985). Behavioural Complexityldis many similar characteristics to the
above mentioned measures; as the self is (genethyonly person present to observe the
full scope of their own behavioural repertoire inffedent contexts. Ethnographic
observations or 38Geedback could validate to some extent the séligasince behaviour is
something that can be externally observed by otlitwever, a limitation of this approach is
that the breadth of behaviour the external rateriwy to is likely to be restricted as the rater
is unlikely to observe the ratee in all possiblateats.

5.3.1.2 Common Method Variance

Common method variance concerns the interpretati@ssociation (e.g. correlation) inferred
between two or more same source variables in eptirt data. Self-report measures contain
random measurement errors and therefore do not pexvect reliability. The correlation of
two measures using the same self-report methodt@h¢he observed correlation between
two measures is higher than, lower than, or equahé true correlation between the two
intended test constructs) is dependent on theivelahagnitudes of the construct factor
loadings and the product of the factor loadings.sd€h, relying solely on self report
measures has been interpreted as potentially imjldahe estimates for true inter-construct
relationships. However, correlations amongst seffort measures are not always inflated
estimates of the true inter-construct relationshipsrecent years, several scholars have
suggested that the problem with common method wegias probably exaggerated (Chan,
2001; Crampton and Wagner, 1994; Spector, 1994y that the notion of common
method variance is often poorly defined within @&dfication of the measurement issues
involved, highlighting the need for a theory of mmd effects and measurement error when
discussing the notion (Schmitt, 1994; Spector, 2006view of the benefits associated with

self-rated data and the suggestion that the isummmon method variance is probably
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exaggerated. Common method variance was not felteéicdude going forward with the study
as described. Whilst it is acknowledge that commm@thod variance is limitation, it is not a
drawback.

5.3.1.3 Social desirability

Social desirability, ‘the tendency for an individlu® present themselves in test taking
situations in a way that makes them look positivia wegard to culturally derived norms and
standards” (Ganster, Hennessey and Luthans, 198%3), is one of the most frequently
cited criticisms of self-report data. However, rat constructs assessed by self-report
measures are equally susceptible to social dekiyabbtudies of faking research in personnel
selection found similar scores between actual epgpts and incumbents who had no reason
to fake good (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp and MgClL990; Hough and Schneider,
1996; Rosse, Stechner, Levin and Miller, 1998). er€his also evidence that self-report
measures are less susceptible to social desiyateponding when the accuracy of the item
responses is verifiable (Becker and Colquitt, 199&@scio, 1975). In short, many self report
measures are often fakeable, however, fakeab#isyldeen mistakenly assumed to necessarily
imply actual faking, and this fallacious implicatichas contributed to the false belief
associated with the problem of social desirabrggponding in self-report data. It is true that
response motivation to fake is likely to be highhigh-stakes testing contexts (Chan, 2001).
Faking motivation, however, has been mistakenlymassl to be necessarily operative in all
contexts in which self report measures are usedr{C2004; Moorman and Podsakoff, 1992)
and this overgeneralisation of response motivasionss testing contexts has contributed to
an association with the problem of social desimgbilesponding in self-report data. The
nature of this study, as a low-stakes, non-testorgext, meant there was little motivation for
the participants to fake their responses, neithes there clear-cut culturally derived norms
and standards in relation to the responses, asetine measure personal preference to one or

more, positively worded, behavioural styles.

5.3.1.4 Superiority of non-self-report measures

Status concerning the superior value of data deitefrom non-self report measure over self-
report measures has lead to common belief thalwaya better to use non-self-report
measures and that we can be more confident ofaldity of a self-report measure if the self-

report measure and the corresponding non-self repeaisure are highly correlated.
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The issue of over-valuing non-self report measig@sost obvious when assessing constructs
that are inherently perceptual in nature. For eXanpe use of self-report measures is not
only justifiable but probably necessary when assgssonstructs that are self-referential
respondent perceptions such as job satisfactiomdmuerceived organisational support and
fairness perceptions. For these self-perceptiorsteacts, even if other (i.e. non-self report)
forms of measurement are available, it is diffidoltargue for superior validity of these non-
self report measures given the self-experientialunea of the respondent perception
constructs. A construct like behaviour, for ing&@nemerges in response to the demands the
individual faces and where the individual “self” ttse only person who is truly present to
observe all context and occasions where they maynay not utilise the repertoire of
behaviours they have in their possession. In shorfind out about the perception of an
individual, it is probably best to ask the indivadu

In summary, there is no strong evidence to leadousonclude that all self-report data is
inherently flawed. On the contrary, there areaitins in which the use of self report data

appears to be appropriate and perhaps sometimeslihappropriate approach.
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5.4 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

Primary data were collected from clinical and ndinical National Health Service (NHS)
leaders based within an acute NHS hospital trdste NHS is a publicly funded healthcare
system, offering predominantly free healthcare ItdU& residents. Acute Trusts provide
secondary health services, which are predominaigtiyered by medical specialists. Within
each specialism there are numerous healthcarerteati® are responsible for the leadership
of the department and its employees. Many of thesalthcare leaders have a medical

specialism; others come from a managerial backgroun

Targeting one organisation was done purposefullgniiwor the methodology adopted when
Complexity is studied within the natural sciencgbgere scientists will often sample one pool
or ecosystem to explore the Complexity containetthiwi(Holland, 1998). Contained within

the walls of a hospital organisation is a vastyaohComplexity. Hospitals are complex in

terms of the wide range of services offered, ramdimom clinical care, to non-clinical:

administrative, operational, logistical and infrastural support. Hospitals are also complex
in terms of the demographic characteristics ofrtis¢éaff; unpredictability of the working

environment and nature of the work. The work of N$i&f is generally very interdependent
in nature. An example of collaboration in NHS Acteusts is the work of surgical teams,
whereby a surgeon, anaesthetist, nursing staftecithical staff all have to work together in
a tightly co-coordinated, efficient manner. Togethieey provide a continuum of care, from
preoperative care, care during surgical proceduresare during postoperative recovery.
Although each individual has different roles anghertise, and may be involved at different
stages of the overall process, they are all workoggther towards a common goal — to
ensure the delivery of high quality, effective hieehre for the patient. Metaphorically
speaking, this is very similar to the Complexity ari ecosystem, where all part of the
ecosystem, though independent are interdependentipected to maintain the survival,
harmony and continuation of the ecosystem. Withas NHS interdependence is also driven
by a government agenda, as highlighted in Dar2@8) report, team-working should be a
key priority for all staff working in NHS Acute Tsis. However, due to the highly complex
and multi-faceted nature of their tasks, which hawebe carried out in environments
characterized by high demands and limited resoui@abivan (1993) maintains that such

outcomes can only be achieved through interdepesden
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5.5 RESEARCH DESIGN OVERVIEW

The overall aim of the thesis is to explore leadigrsrom the perspective of Behavioural
Complexity, which focuses on the behaviours thaibén effectiveness rather than determine
or guide it. Behaviourally complex leaders are adls in the behaviours they adopt, this

versatility enables leader effectiveness.

Behavioural Complexity was interpreted from thespexctive of Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s
(2009) Competing Values Framework. The frameworlkasnees the degree to which an
individual scores on the four quadrants of Beharndab@omplexity (1) Control (2) Compete
(3) Collaborate and (4) Create, in terms of theeeixto which an individual adopts some or
all of these Competing Values. Quinn (2003) argthed effective leaders need and are
expected to have the ability to exhibit all thesehdviours, since behaviours act as
contingences within the increasingly complex anst famoving contexts that most leaders
face. With Quinn’s assertion in mind, the thesigestigates whether Behavioural Complexity
is a predictor of leader effectiveness, define@ &sader’s capacity for Overall Performance,
Ability to Lead Change, and Influence. Most leadeperate in dynamic, complex and
unpredictable environments. With that said, thiglgtexplores the impact of Organisational
Complexity on leader Behavioural Complexity and asssociated outcomes of leadership
effectiveness. Finally, given the anticipated outes of leadership effectiveness associated
with Behavioural Complexity, this study aims to xp if such capability can be developed
alongside leadership training and if so, providelence for other organisations to engage in
similar practices of leadership development. Atlioa of the studies that form the thesis can

be found in table 5.1 and also in more details iwithe proceeding chapters that follow.
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Table 5.1: Study outline

Study Study Name Chapter
No. No.
1 Exploring Behavioural Complexity as an enableleafiership 7
effectiveness

The aim of this study is to establish the extent to which Behavioural
Complexity is an enabler of leadership effectiveness
2 Exploring Organisational Complexity as a modaratBehavioural 7
Complexity and leadership effectiveness
The aim of this study is to establish the extent to which Organisational
Complexity moderators Behavioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness
3 Exploring the impact of leadership training arehBvioural 8

Complexity on Leadership Effectiveness

The aim of this study is to establish the extent to which leadership
training supports Behavioural Complexity in contributing to leadership
effectiveness
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5.6 MATERIALS

Data collection brought together Lawrence, Lenk @uihn’s (2009) measure of Behavioural
Complexity (The Competing Values Framework) anddézahip effectiveness (Overall
Performance and Ability to Lead Change) acrossthihee studies of the thesis. Each study
combines Behavioural Complexity and leadershipctiffeness with a different moderation
and outcome variable by combining a range of pisteg measures (the details of which
will be described within each study specific chaptélhis chapter focuses on explaining the

measures generic to each study.

5.6.1 Behavioural Complexity — The Competing ValueBramework

Behavioural complexity was captured using Lawrenemk and Quinn’s (2009) Competing
Values Framework (introduced in Chapter Two). Tremiework consists of thirty-six self-
evaluation questions across four quadrants: Cqor@opete, Collaborate and Create. Each
quadrant consists of three sub-dimensions, eachdsaénsion containing three questions,
illustrated in table 5.2.

Table 5.2: The Competing Value Framework

Collaborate Create
1, Encairaging parliciparion 4, Amfigipraring Cusronner needs
la. Making it legitimate to contribute opinions. Aa. Meeting with customers to disouss their needs.
1 b Emploving participative decision making. db. Mentifying the changing neads of the customer.
1 Maintaining an open ¢limate for discussson. A Ancicipating what the customer will wWant nex.
2 Developing peaple 5, Initdaring sigrificonr chonge
2a, Encouraging career development, S, Initiating bold projects,
2b. Seelng that everyone has a developrment plan 5Sb. Starting ambitbous programs.
2o Coaching people aon carser i25ues, S Launching impontant mew effors.
3, Acknowdedging persamal meads &, Irspiving peope (o exceed expecirms
3a. Being aware of when people are burning out. Ga. Inspiring direct reports to be creative.
3b. Encouraging people to have work/life balance. bBb. Encouraging direct reports oty new things.
3¢ Recognizing feelings Br. Geming unit members o exceed raditional performance patterns
Cantred Compene
7. Clarifving policies I Facusing on conpetition
7a, Secing that corporate procedures are understood. 103, Emphasizing the need to compete.
b Insuring that company policies are known. 10b. Developing a competitive focus,
T Making sure fommal guidelines are Cléear 1o peaple, 10, Insisting an baaling oulside compelitons,
8. Expecting accurate work 1, Bhowing a hard work ethic
Ba, Emphasizing the need for accuracy in work efforts. 11a. Showing an appetite for hard work
8b. Expecting people to get the details of their work right. 11k Modeling an intense work effort.
He Emphasizing accuradcy in wirk eflors 1, Demonsirating Ml exection on the job,
9, Contralling projects 12, Emplasizing specd
9a, Providing tight project management. 12a. Getting work done quicker in the unit.
Ob. Keeping projects under contral. 12b. Producing faster unit outcomes,
G Chosely managing projects, 12, Providing QST responses [ smerging issues

Source: Adapted fromLawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009: p. 101)

For the self- evaluation, the phrase “I would digcrmyself as being skilled in the

following...” appears at the top of the page. Thesiions are administered with a 5-point
likert type scale (strongly disagree = 1, disagre2, neither agree/disagree = 3, agree = 4,
strongly agree = 5), plus an option “don’t know”ielnis treated as missing data. Items were

randomized so that constructs were not groupedhege
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5.6.2 Leadership Effectiveness — Overall Performamcand Ability to Lead Change

The Overall Performance and Ability to Lead Changeasure is an extension of the
Competing Values Framework. Lawrence et al (200@jgsst there is relationship between
the Competing Values Framework and leadership ®@ffatess, in terms of Behavioural
Complexity predicting Overall Performance and Apilto Lead Change. The Overall
Performance measure consists of five questions, Abidity to Lead Change measure

consisting of three questions, both illustratethivie 5.3.

Table 5.3: Effectiveness Measures

Effectiveness Measures (Scale of 1 to 5; phrases in parentheses below are anchars for the ends af each scale),
Owerall Performance

. Meeting of performance standards [Above most standard s/below most standards, reverse coded].
. Comparison to the person's professional peers {Warse than peers/Better than peers).

. Performance as a role model (Poor role model/Excellent role model).

. Dverall professional success (A professional success A professional failure, reverse coded ).

. Overall effectiveness as a leader [Ineffective leader/Eftective leader).

bl Bl —

(%3]

Ahility 1o Lead Change

1. Coneeiving change efforts (Pursues small, incremental changes/Pursues large, quantum changes),
2. Leading change (Leads in bold, new directions/Pursues the status quo, reverse coded).
3. Having impact (Is respansible for profound changes/Has little impact, reverse coded ).

Source: Adapted fromLawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009: p. 101)

The effectiveness questions are administered orfl@\) to 5 (high) scale; the phrases after
each question in table 6.3 anchor each item. Antdknow” option was also included,

treated as missing data.

5.6.3 Leadership Effectiveness — Influence

Influence has been conceptually discussed as afoedtal outcome of leader effectiveness
(see Chapter Two) but had not been empiricallydthto Behavioural Complexity. This study
aimed to test such an assertion using a scaleaj@maby the Personnel and Human Resource
Innovations (P.H.lI) Group (Dickinson, 2001) that aseres influence as an outcome of
leadership effectiveness. This scale complemenés dffectiveness outcome measures
included in Quinn’s Competing Values Framework leynlg a relatively short scale (whilst
still tapping into the issues of influence idemdiin the leadership literature) and also by
being measurable on a similar 5-point Likert s@alehored at 1= ‘Strongly Disagree’ to 5 =
‘Strongly Agree’. The influence measure considtsioe questions, illustrated in table 5.4.
The influence questions are administered on avt) o 5 (high) Likert scale that anchor each

item. A “don’t know” option was also included, ated as missing data.
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Table 5.4: Influence Measures

Effectively represents the teams interests to upperagement
Involves the right people in decisions

Has a good network of contacts

Has an astute sense of organisational politics

Recognizes some battles are not worth fighting

Good at judging the reactions of others

Effective at influencing upper management

Good at selling an idea

Negotiates persuasively

©CoNoOO~WNE

5.6.4 Organisational Complexity

The items that formed the Organisational Complesitale were derived from a meta-
analysis, conducted by Damanpour (1996) to highliga main themes in the Organisational
Complexity literature because no previous scalestedi that adequately captured
Organisational Complexity. The nearest availabéasares were of Perceived Environmental
Uncertainty, many of which were developed in th&@9 when organisations were still
typically defined by the manufacturing industry. é@dvhe past four decades organisations
have become increasingly complex, not solely bexafisdvances in technology but because
of the consequences that have resulted from theasmnaements, including globalisation of
markets, technological development and increas@egpettion. Where once manufacturing
and industrial organisations dominated, technokdgend service industries now prevalil,
consequently, pre-existing measures used to assess environments may no longer be
adequate. Damanpour (1996) conducted a Meta-Asalyat used the cumulative data from
three decades of research, to generate a conceptraiew of Organisational Complexity in
terms of Structural Complexity, Organisational S$iZénvironmental Uncertainty and
Innovation. In keeping with consistency of the ssahlready used in this study, a five point
Likert scale, anchored at 1= ‘Low’ to 5 = ‘Highiyas applied to the 10 factors derived from
Damanpour’s Meta-Analysis, the items for which atestrated in table 5.5. The
Organisational Complexity questions are administeye a 1 (low) to 5 (high) Likert scale

that anchor each item. A “don’t know” option wdsaaincluded, treated as missing data.
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Table 5.5: Organisational Complexity Measure

Structural Complexity

1. The total number of units below the Chief Executasel in the organisation is?

2. The total number of occupational specialities im ¢inganisation is?

Organisational Size

3. The physical capacity of the organisation is?

4. The average work input of the organisation is?

5. The average work output of the organisation is?

Environmental Uncertainty

6. The degree of turbulence in the organisation is?

7. The degree of competition in the organisation is?

8. The degree of variability in the organisation is?

Innovation

9. The degree of initiated innovations in the orgativseis (note: initiated refers to innovations that
proposed but not implement)?

10. The degree of implemented innovations in the oggion is?

5.6.5 Demographics

Finally, a number of individual level demographiesre also included in the survey as factors
that may influence Behavioural Complexity and itssaciated outcomes of leadership
effectiveness. Specifically, respondents were asieddicate their gender (Burn, 1978), age
(Rhodes, 1983), whether they were from a clinicat@n-clinical background (Wyatt, 1995),
their managerial level (Moon, 2000), highest edocat qualification (Brungardt, 1996) and
leadership tenure (Sinclair, 1998), since existiegearch has identified these demographics
as factors that may influence leadership.

5.7 PROCEDURE

Prior to approaching the organisation in pursuipafticipation, ethical approval was first
sought and granted by the Aston Business SchootdRes Ethics Committee and NHS
Research Ethics Board. Access to the sample wastiaeed with the organisation’s
Directorate of Research and Education, based uppre-&xisting relationship with Aston
University through the NHS National Staff SurveyeTorganisation’s involvement on the
project was scheduled from February 2008 to Decer20@9 (to incorporate a longitudinal
element to the research, see Study Three, Chapte).N'he researcher was granted access to
distribute a survey to organisation’s leaders, pr@vthey agreed to participate. The
organisation appointed two contact persons resplenfr providing the investigator with the
necessary support to collect data. That supporedaom the Directorate of Governance and
the Directorate of Research and Ethics.

Study specific information relating to the way ihiah the survey was administered appear in
the study chapters that follow, but for now, by meaf a general overview, the parts of the
procedure shared by each of the three studies beillexplained. Mixed-mode survey
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administration using both paper and web-based questires was adopted depending on
participants’ access to computers. Participantewerited to take part by either: (a) clicking
on an URL link to a secure online survey (for thed® received email notification of the
study) or (b) completing a paper-based versionhBges of survey were accompanied by a
cover-letter that outlined the aims of the studgnfaentiality, anonymity, and possible
dissemination of results, estimated time to compatesurvey and details on how to answer
the questions (Appendix A). Participants were iimfed that participation was completely
voluntary and that they could withdraw from theessh at anytime. The contact email and
telephone number of the investigator was also plexvito the participants in case they had

any queries about the survey or project during daliaction.

5.8 CONCLUSION

This chapter explored the rationale for the methagio adopted in this research. Founded
within the positivistic paradigm, this researchbassed upon two assumptions: realism and
objectivism that is empirically tested using a duative survey methodology. The
methodology is determined by the maturity of theidoof interest, this research in
Behavioural Complexity can be considered in theermediate range of the continuum
because since much of the topic is grounded in eqoel thinking that now requires
empirical testing in an organisational context elstarised as highly complex. The chapter
went on to described the methods used in the thiesexplore Behavioural Complexity,
driven by the assertion behaviourally complex lead®e versatile and it is this versatility
that enables effectiveness because behaviours sctoatingencies within complex
environments. A discussion relating to the charesttes of the sample set the scene for the
research. Three studies were then presented. nidierials used to study Behavioural
Complexity were described. The chapter closed witdescription of the general study
procedure that involved a questionnaire methodolo8iudy specific information relating to
each of the three studies is explained in the engphat follow.
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Chapter 6: Scale Validation

6.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter reports on the statistical propeudiabe scales identified for use in this research
(the Competing Values Framework, the Leadershigdiffeness Measure, the Leadership
Influence Measure and the Organisational Complekasure) outlined in Chapter Six.
Details of the structural validity of these scalesng Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is
presented on individual level data. Reliabilityi@sttions are also reported. Following this,
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) techniques asedito refine and re-test the scales,
further establishing the structural and contentdugl of the scale through item reduction.
Investigation into the structural validity of theseales (as opposed to reporting the alpha
coefficients of the existing measures) was condlutterefine the scales from their original
formulation so as to create a more precise meadutiee factors that effect leadership and
organisations in healthcare from the perspective Coimplexity Theory. The chapter

concludes with a summary of the scales to be regam in the remainder of the thesis.

6.2 STRUCTURAL VALIDITY OF THE SCALES

Examination of three core measurement instrumenetsegorted in this chapter:: Lawrence,
Lenk and Quinn’s (2009) Competing Values Framewdheir Leadership Effectiveness
Measure (of Overall Performance and Ability to Le&thange); and P.H.l. Group’s
(Dickinson, 2001) Leadership Influence Measure.dileshese scales being established and
widely used within organisational research, muckhefr application has been in “for profit”
organisations, rather than a publicly funded “rustgrofit” healthcare setting. For this reason
it was viewed important to consider the structwedidity of the scales used in this study and
to explore their relevance in a healthcare setting.

In addition to these established scales, a new uneasf Organisational Complexity was
explored for structural validity. The items thairrhed the Organisational Complexity
Measure were derived from a meta-analysis, condugsyeDamanpour (1996), to highlight

the main themes in the Organisational Complexigrditure.
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For each scale, initially data are screened far gq@propriateness for analysis. Subsequently
EFA is performed to investigate the underlying cinces of the scales. Following this, CFA
is performed in order to test the goodness offfgeither the originally theorised solutions or,
where the EFA has indicated the theoretical strecsinot robust, to assess the comparative

goodness of fit of the theoretical and statisticdkrived scales.

6.3 EXAMINATION OF THE PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF T HE
COMPETING VALUES FRAMEWORK

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009) Competing Valkeamework, consists of 36-items
across four quadrants: Control, Compete, Collaboaaid Create, each quadrant contains 9-

items (see Chapter Five for details of the surtemys).

Data from 118 healthcare leaders was examined EHAgto test the adequacy of the scale.
References to ‘customers’ were replaced with theelldservices users’ to reflect the
healthcare context. Principal axis factoring withadblique rotation (direct oblimin) was used,
thus allowing for correlations among factors (Fgarj Wegener, MacCallum, and Strahan,
1999). It was expected that the sub-scales captabesde would load onto four separate
factors, therefore supporting the four sub-dimemsievhich characterise the Competing
Values Framework (as a 36-item scale). For the gaaf exploration minimum eigenvalue
mineigen analysis, (the criterion of which statest only components with eigenvalues above
1 should be retained) was run to see how many rfastould be extracted from the data

rather than specifying a set number of factorgdveace of the analysis.

Eigenvalues measure of how much variance in allddia is explained by a single factor.
The higher the value, the more variance is expthime that factor. The results in table 6.1
suggests the 36- item Competing Values Framewatkraldy loads onto five factors, rather

than the expected four factor solution representhmgy four quadrants of the Competing
Values Framework: Control, Compete, Collaborate @rehte. The cumulative percentage of
variance explained by all of the five extracted poments together explains 57% of the

variance.
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Table 6.1: Total Variance Explained Competing Values Framework (36- items scale) fivextracted
components together explain 57% of the variance

Extraction Sums of Squared
Component Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Total Variance % Total Variance %

1 9.93 27.607 27.607| 9.93 27.607 27.607
2 3.70 10.295 37.902| 3.70 10.295 37.902
3 3.19 8.861 46.763 3.19 8.861 46.763
4 1.97 5.481 52.245 1.97 5.481 52.245
5 1.66 4.622 56.867| 1.66 4,622 56.867

The scree plot (see figure 6.1) displays the eigkmes of all the factors produced in

descending order of size and can be used to decdke number of factors that should be

extracted. A break in the scree plot at the fifth factor supead a five-factor solution.

Figure 6.1: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Competing Values Framework (36- item scale)
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Results from the pattern matrix displayed in ta®l2 indicate that the Competing Values

subscales of Control, Compete, Collaborate andt€rdgy and large, load onto the four

expected factors, with the exception of:

1. Two items from the Control quadramroviding tight project management and Keeping

projects under control

2. Three items from the Compete quadrant, which rdiatéocusing on competition that

separately load onto a miscellaneous fifth factémphasizing the need to compete,

Developing a competitive focus, Insisting on beating outside competitors.

3. None from the Collaborate quadrant:
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4. Two from the Create quadrarEncouraging direct reports to try new things and Getting

unit members to exceed traditional performance patterns.

Table 6.2: Principle axis factor analysis of Compéng Values Framework data (36-items); pattern matrx,

oblique rotation

Collaborate

Create

Control

Compete

Compete

Encouraging career development (Collaborate).

.74

Coaching people on career issues (Collaborate).

71

Recognizing feelings (Collaborate).

.70

Encouraging people to have work/life balance (Caltate)

.69

Being aware of when people are burning out (Collatm)r

.65

Making it legitimate to contribute opinions (Coltzate).

.62

Seeing that everyone has a development plan (Cofit)o

.61

Maintaining an open climate for discussion (Collate).

.57

Employing participative decision making (Collabojate

.55

Getting unit members to exceed traditional perfaroea
patterns (Create).

.40

Starting ambitious programs (Create).

Launching important new efforts (Create).

Initiating bold projects (Create).

Inspiring direct reports to be creative (Create).

Anticipating what the service user will want ne®réate).

Identifying the changing needs of the service (Seeate).

Keeping projects under control (Control).

Meeting with service users to discuss their nefi®ate).

Providing tight project management (Control).

Encouraging direct reports to try new things (Create

Emphasizing the need for accuracy in work effo@tsritrol).

.76

Emphasizing accuracy in work efforts (Control).

.75

Expecting people to get the details of their wogkt
(Control).

.70

Making sure formal guidelines are clear to peo@entrol).

.63

Closely managing projects (Control).

.59

Insuring that company policies are known (Control).

.51

Seeing that corporate procedures are understoodrf@on

.48

Demonstrating full exertion on the job (Compete).

.78

Getting work done quicker in the unit (Compete).

73

Producing faster unit outcomes (Compete).

.73

Modelling an intense work effort (Compete).

72

Showing an appetite for hard work (Compete).

.58

Providing fast responses to emerging issues (Compete

42

Developing a competitive focus (Compete).

Emphasizing the need to compete (Compete).

Insisting on beating outside competitors (Compete).

88|

NB: The items with a strikethrough load onto thepimect factor than expected.
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Closer inspection indicates some cross loadingsadtee dimensions, specifically with regard
to the Create itenGetting unit members to exceed traditional performance patterns, which
loads weakly onto the Collaborate quadrant, witackor loading of .40. This overlap can be
explained by looking at the item itself, which cents getting subordinates to performance
beyond the norm. This item is labelled by Lawrenicenk and Quinn (2009) as Create;
however, in practice it is viable that such acgivdélso could involve collaboration. The
subsequent section will consider the feasibilitydodpping such items from the scale. Two
Control items:Keeping projects under control and Foviding tight project management, both
load onto the Create dimension; this may relatéhéocreative manner in which Control is
achieved; however, given that these assumptionbased only on speculation and that the
other items load stronger onto the expected dimessithese outlying items will also be
considered for removal from the scale. It could dmnsidered that these items lack
appropriateness in the not-for-profit healthcaret@me where tight project control maybe
unsuitable leadership behaviour in this contexte&hocusing on competition items from the
Compete dimension will also be considered for remhoas to merge them with the other
Compete items would weaken the structural validitythe Compete quadrant. The Create
item, Encouraging direct reports to try new things, will also be considered for removal from
the Create dimension because of its weak factatinga Removing these proposed seven
items reduces the Competing Values Framework frogb-#em scale, to a 29-item scale.

The structural validity of the 29-item Competinglas Framework will now be explored.

The procedure described above was repeated f@ottem version of the Competing Values
Framework although on this occasion specifyingfacfor solution. This time the cumulative
percentage of variance explained by specifyingua factor criteria, representative of the four
quadrants of the Competing Values Framework, t@getixplain 56% of the variance (see
Table 6.a)
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Table 6.a: Total Variance Explained Competing Value Framework (29- items scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Component Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Total Variance % Total Variance %

1 8.497 29.300 29.300| 8.497 29.300 29.300
2 3.458 11.926 41.226| 3.458 11.926 41.226
3 2.596 8.952 50.177| 2.596 8.952 50.177
4 1.786 6.157 56.334| 1.786 6.157 56.334

While a 4 factor solution was specified, the sqoke (figure 6.2) also supports this theory-

based expectation of the Competing Values Framework

Figure 6.2: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Competing Values Framework (29- item scale)
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The results from the pattern matrix (table 6.3)igate the expected four factors from the
Competing Values Framework. Therefore, this is teesion of the Competing Values

Framework to be used from here on.
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Table 6.3: Principle axis factor analysis of Compéng Values Framework data (29-items); pattern matrx,

oblique rotation (Four Factors)

Collaborate

Create

Control

Compete

Encouraging career development (Collaborate).

.75

Recognizing feelings (Collaborate).

.73

Encouraging people to have work/life balance (Calfate).

.69

Coaching people on career issues (Collaborate).

.69

Being aware of when people are burning out (Collatm)r

.66

Making it legitimate to contribute opinions (Coltzate).

.66

Maintaining an open climate for discussion (Collatte).

.57

Seeing that everyone has a development plan (Cofito

.56

Employing participative decision making (Collabojate

.54

Starting ambitious programs (Create).

.86

Launching important new efforts (Create).

.82

Initiating bold projects (Create).

a7

.Inspiring direct reports to be creative (Create).

71

Anticipating what the service user will want ne®réate).

.66

Identifying the changing needs of the service (Seeate).

.61

Meeting with service users to discuss their ne€dsdte).

.52

Emphasizing accuracy in work efforts (Control).

a7

Emphasizing the need for accuracy in work effo@tsritrol).

.73

Making sure formal guidelines are clear to peo@entrol).

.68

Expecting people to get the details of their wagkt (Control).

.67

Closely managing projects (Control).

.62

Insuring that company policies are known (Control).

.57

Seeing that corporate procedures are understoodr{@on

A8

Producing faster unit outcomes (Compete).

.78

Getting work done quicker in the unit (Compete).

77

Modelling an intense work effort (Compete).

77

Demonstrating full exertion on the job (Compete).

.76

Showing an appetite for hard work (Compete).

.58

Providing fast responses to emerging issues (Compete

42

To provide support for the conceptualisation of @@mpeting Values Framework as four

dimensions, as opposed to one global factor, CFA w@nducted on both the 36-item

(original) and 29-item (refined) Competing Valuesarfework, using AMOS 7.0 SEM

program (Arbuckle, 1997). Given that in CFA muléphodels may fit the same dataset, it is

best practice to not only test the single postdlat@del, but also a number of plausible rival

models (Thompson, 2000).

Therefore, the hypothesised four factor model @egnting the four sub-dimensions of the
Competing Values Framework) was tested against efactor model for both the 36
(original) item and 29-item (refined) Competing Weé Framework. Table 6.4 details the

results from the CFA.
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Table 6.4: Fit indices of confirmatory factor analysis — Competing Values Framework (36 item original
and 29-item refined scale)

y2 | Df | x2/df | NFI | CFI |TLI |PCFI | RMR |RMSEA
Onefactor | 147133 504 2.48 | 37| 480 .44 .45 .08 12
(36-item scale)
onefactor 1 163931| 377 276 | 40| 50| .46 .46 .08 13
(29-item scale)
rourFactor | 105609\ 588 1.79| .54 | 72| .70, .68 .07 09
(36-item scale)
rourFactor | 61433 | 371 1.72| 65| .82| .80 .75 .06| .08
(29-item scale)

Several indices were used to explore model fitdifi@ally reported fit statistics used to
report CFA are th@2 significance test and th@ difference test. Regarding table 6.4, the four
factor model for the 29 item scale yieldeglaof 614.33, with 371 degrees of freedom, giving
ay?2 /df ratio of below 2.0«2/df=1.72) indicating a reasonable fit (Buss and P&r@9?2) very

similar to the 36-item version.

Relative fit indices were also computed to provédmore robust evaluation of the model fit
(Byrne, 1989). These included the normed fit indi¥l; Bentler and Bonnett, 1980), the
comparative fit index (CFIl; Bentler, 1990) and thecker Lewis index (TLI; Tucker and

Lewis, 1973). For these indices, closer coeffi@dntunity indicate good fit, with acceptable
levels of fit being above 0.9 (Marsh, Balla and Mc2ald, 1988). Although, the relative fit
indices fell slightly below the recommended valaethe four factor (refined) 29-item scale,
these values were an improvement on the one-faator four-factor (original) 36-item

alternatives.

Good fitting models have small root mean squargluess (RMR), values of less than .08 are
desired (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Another commonrfgasure which is based on the non-
central chi-square distribution is the root-meanasg error of approximation (RMSEA;
Steiger and Lind, 1980). With RMSEA, smaller valaes preferred with values around 0.08
representing reasonable fit, (Bryne, 2001). Bamedhe RMR and RMSEA fit indices, the
four-factor (29-item) model demonstrates the maseptable level of fit with the data over
the alternatives.

Having established the preferred structure of tades, the internal consistency of the revised
scales was also explored. The term reliability nef® the consistency of a set of results
(Foster, 1998). By comparing participants’ sconesoy individual item with their total score

across all items, one can ensure that all itema s€ale are tapping into the same overall
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latent variable. The reliabilities of each quadfaoin the original 36-item, Competing Values

Framework, were compared against the reliabildfesach quadrant derived from the reduced
29-item scale, drawn from the above EFA. The tesufl this analysis are presented in table
6.5. The reliability of the items was assessedgu§inonbach’s alpha. Howitt and Cramer

(2002) recommend an alpha coefficient of above th7demonstrate a satisfactory fit of

internal consistency, which was the case for @litbms.

Table 6.5: Cronbach’s alphas for each quadrant oftte Competing Values Framework, for both the 36 and
29 item scales

36- item scale 29-item scale
(Original) (Refined)
1 Factor .92 91
4-Factor
Control .86 .83
Compete .83 .83
Collaborate .85 .85
Create .86 .87

Table 6.6 illustrates the final list of items thegnt forward to the analyses that contribute to
the studies in the proceeding chapters of theghesi

Table 6.6: The Competing Value Framework — 29 iterscale

Collaborate Create
1. Encouraging participation 4. Anticipating customer needs
1a. Making it legitimate to contribute opinions. 4a. Meeting with customers to discuss their needs.
1b. Employing participative decision making. 4b. Identifying the changing needs of the customer.
1c. Maintaining an open climate for discussion. 4c. Anticipating what the customer will want next.
2. Developing people 5. Initiating significant change (.83, .79)
2a. Encouraging career development. 5a. Initiating bold projects.
2b. Seeing that everyone has a development plan. 5b. Starting ambitious programs.
2c. Coaching people on career issues. 5¢. Launching important new efforts.
3. Acknowledging personal needs 6. Inspiring people to exceed expectations (.78, .76)
3a. Being aware of when people are burning out. 6a. Inspiring direct reports to be creative.

3b. Encouraging people to have work/life balance.
3¢ Recognizing feelings.

Control Compete
7. Clarifying policies 11. Showing a hard work ethic
7a. Seeing that corporate procedures are understood. 11a. Showing an appetite for hard work.
7b. Insuring that company policies are known. 11b. Modeling an intense work effort.
7¢. Making sure formal guidelines are clear to people. 11c. Demonstrating full exertion on the job.
8. Expecting accurate work 12. Emphasizing speed
8a. Emphasizing the need for accuracy in work efforts. 12a. Getting work done quicker in the unit.
8b. Expecting people to get the details of their work right. 12b. Producing faster unit outcomes.
8c. Emphasizing accuracy in work efforts. 12c. Providing fast responses to emerging issues.
9. Controlling projects

9c. Closely managing projects.

Source: Adapted fromLawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009: p. 101)
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6.4. EXAMINATION OF THE PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE
LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009) Leadership EfNectess Measure, consists of 8-items,
comprised of two dimensions: Overall Performancédms) and Ability to Lead Change (3-
items) which accompany the Competing Values Framlesee Chapter Five for details of

the survey items).

The psychometric properties of these items weresasesl for suitable inclusion in the study,
by means of the same analysis techniques usetorexhe Competing Values Framework:

EFA, CFA and reliability analysis, as shall nowdiscussed.

Data from 118 healthcare leaders was examined Uuskdy to test the adequacy of the
Leadership Effectiveness scale, using principas &éctoring with an oblique rotation (direct
oblimin). For the purpose of exploration, mineigeralysis, was run to see how many factors
would be extracted from the data rather than spegfa set number in advance of the

analysis.

The results in Table 6.7 suggests the 8-item LshdeEffectiveness measure naturally loads
onto one factor, rather than the expected two faswmlution that represents Overall
Performance and Ability to Lead Change. The cutiudgpercentage of variance explained

by the extracted components explains 57% of thxvee.

Table 6.7 Total Variance Explained Leadership Effeiveness Measure (8-item scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component| Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 4561 57.012 57.012 4561 57.012 57.012
2 918 11.469 68.481 918 11.469 68.481

Scree plot representation (see figure 6.3) alsangly indicates a unitary solution. Clearly
this poses a challenge to the initial formulatidritos measure and therefore to the integrity
of the research.
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Figure 6.3: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Leadership Effectiveness Measure (8- itemade)
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In the hope of shedding further light on the isamel in keeping with consistency of the
original scale formulation, the two factor solutismas explored (which had an eigenvalue of

.92). The results of which are presented in theepatnatrix in table 6.8.

Table 6.8: Principle axis factor analysis of Leadeship Effectiveness data (8-items); pattern matrix,
obligue rotation (Two factors)

Ability to Lead Change Overall Performance
Conceiving change efforts (Ability to Lead Change) .970
Overall effectiveness as a leader (Overall Perfocepn 766
Leading change (Ability to Lead Change) .751
Having impact (Ability to Lead Change) .738
Performance as a role model (Overall Performance) .829
Meeting of performance standards (Overall Perfocaan .811
Comparison to your professional peers (Overalld?arénce) 775
Overall professional success (Overall Performance) .570

NB: The items with a strikethrough load onto thepimect factor than expected.

Result from the pattern matrix displayed in tabl® 6ndicates that the Leadership
Effectiveness subscales of Overall Performance/tility to Lead Change loads onto two
factors, with the exception of the itef@verall effectiveness as a leader (Ineffective

|eader/Effective leader).
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In light of this unexpected result, the contentha items was examined further. The items on
the Overall Performance dimension appear to retatevo slightly separate constructs: (1)
Relative Performance — performance relative to rethend targets, and (2) Absolute
Performance — an indication of ones performanceelation to his/her self. Accordingly

therefore a three factor solution was explored¢talp).

Table 6.9: Principle axis factor analysis of Leadeship Effectiveness data (8-items); pattern matrix,
obligue rotation (Three factors)

Ability to
Lead Absolute Relative
Change | Performance | performance
Conceiving change efforté\ility to Lead
.985
Change)
Leading chang@Ability to Lead Change) 747
Overall effectiveness as a lead@&elétive
36
Performance)
Having impact Ability to Lead Change) 731
Overall professional success (Absolute
.888
Performance)
Performance as a role model (Absolute
.692
Performance)
Meeting of performance standards (Relativg
.937
Performance)
Comparison to your professional peers
. 458
(RelativePerformance)

NB: The items with a strikethrough load onto theoimect factor than expected.

Result from the pattern matrix displayed in tabl® 6ndicates that the Leadership
Effectiveness subscales of Ability to Lead ChanBelative Performance and Absolute
Performance loads onto three factors, with theeptton of again of the questio@yverall
effectiveness as a leader (Ineffective leader/Effective leader). Therefore one further analysis
was conducted omitting this item but seeking aeitthree factor Leadership Effectiveness

Measure.

The results in Table 6.10 suggests the 7-item éwesdnip Effectiveness measure again
naturally loads onto one factor, rather than theeeted three factor solution that represents
Relative Performance, Absolute Performance anditikib Lead Change. The cumulative
percentage of variance explained by the extractetpbonents explains 57% of the variance.
For information the eigenvalues for the secondtaird factors are reported.
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Table 6.10 Total Variance Explained Leadership Effetiveness Measure (7-item scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component| Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 4.035 57.637 57.637 4.035 57.637 57.637
2 .869 12.419 70.056 .869 12.419 70.056
3 674 9.628 79.684 674 9.628 79.684

Scree plot representation (see figure 6.4) alsangly indicates a unitary solution. Clearly

this poses a challenge to the initial formulatidritos measure and therefore to the integrity

of the research.

Figure 6.4: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Leadership Effectiveness Measure (7- itemade)
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The results from the pattern matrix (table 6.1hdicate the Leadership Effectiveness
Measure subscales of Relative Performance, Absdhetdormance and Ability to Lead
Change load onto three separate factors when @ taceor solution is specified. Accordingly

this was the verson used in subsequent analysis.
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Table 6.11: Principle axis factor analysis of Leadship Effectiveness data (7-items); pattern matrix,
oblique rotation (Three factors specified)

Absolute Ability to Relative
Performance| Lead Change | performance

Overall professional success (Absolute

Performance) 924

Performance as a role modAbéolute

Performance) AL

Conceiving change efforté\ility to Lead
992
Change)

Leading chang@Ability to Lead Change) .763

Having impact Ability to Lead Change) 710

Meeting of performance standards (Relati

Performance) 948

Comparison to your professional peers

(RelativePerformance) .480

i:inally, CFA was conducted on both the 8-item (od) and 7-item (refined) scale.
Therefore, the hypothesised three-factor modelréssmting the three sub-dimensions of the
Leadership Effectiveness Measure) was tested dgaimse-factor model for both the 8-item
(original) and 7-item (refined) Leadership Effeetiness Measure. Table 6.12 details the
results from the CFA.

Table 6.12: Fit indices of confirmatory factor anaysis

2 | Df | y2/df | NFI | CFI |TLI |PCFI | RMR |RMSEA
Onedfactor | 5502 | 20| 250 85| .99 .86 .64 .04 14
(8-item scale)

Onefactor | 3798 | 14| 271| 86| .99 .86 .60 .04 15
(7-item scale)
Two-Factor | 3499 | 10| 1.84 90| .93 .92 .48 .03 10
(8-item scale)
Two-Factor | 1597 | 13| 100 95| 100 1.0 62 .02 00
(7-item scale)
Three-Factor | y560 | 17| 156 .92 97 .95 59 .02 08
(8-item scale)
Three-Factor | 1547 | 11| 092 96/ 100 1.00 52 .02 o
(7-item scale)

Again a range of indices were used to explore tloglehfit, with the three-factor (7-item
scale) model offering the best level of fit ovee thiternatives, giving g2 /df ratio of below
2.0 ((2/df=0.92); NFI (.96), CFI (1.00) TLI (1.00) all above thecommended level of 0.9;
RMR (.02) and RMSEA (.00) below the recommendeelley .08.

The internal consistency of this scale was alsdoe®g. The reliabilities of each dimension
from the original 8-item, Lawrence, Lenk and Quibheadership Effectiveness Measure, was

compared against the reliabilities of each dimanslerived from the reduced 7-item scale,
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drawn from the above EFA. The results of this asialgre presented in Table 6.13; in general
the internal consistency of the scale improved whign removal of the absolute performance
question, Overall effectiveness as a leader (Ineffective |leader/Effective leader). The

unsuitability of this item could reflect the healtine context where performance is not
identifiable in clear cut ineffective/effective bes as might be the case in more profit driven

organisations.

Table 6.13: Cronbach’s alphas for the Leadership Eéctiveness Measure (8 and 7 item scale)

8- item scale 7 -item scale
(Original) (Refined)
1-Factor .86 .88
3-Factor
Relative Performance .70 .70
Absolute Performance .70 71
Ability to Lead Change .86 .86

Table 6.14 illustrates the final list of items thant forward to the analyses that contribute to

the studies in the proceeding chapters of theghesi

Table 6.14: Leadership Effectiveness Measure —7 itescale

Effectiveness Measures (Scale of 1 to 5; phrases in parentheses below are anchors for the ends of each scale)
Relative Performance

1. Meeting of performance standards (Above most standards/below most standards, reverse coded).
2. Comparison to the person's professional peers (Worse than peers/Better than peers).

Absolute Performance
1. Performance as a role model (Poor role model/Excellent role model).
2. Overall professional success (A professional success/A professional failure, reverse coded).

Ability to Lead Change

1. Conceiving change efforts (Pursues small, incremental changes/Pursues large, quantum changes).
2. Leading change (Leads in bold, new directions/Pursues the status quo, reverse coded).
3. Having impact (Is responsible for profound changes/Has little impact, reverse coded).

Source: Adapted fromLawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009: p. 101)

In view of the refined scale structure where theadssship Effectiveness outcome Overall
Performance is split in two to represent Relativerfétmance and Actual Performance,
Hypothesis 1 (see Chapter Four) is refined:

Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete,
Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in determining leadership effectiveness in

terms of overall performance

and is replaced with two new hypotheses, Hypothesiand 1b:
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Hypothesis 1a: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éaslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in determining leadership

effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.

Hypothesis 1b: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in determining leadership

effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performance.

Both Hypothesis 1a and 1b are based on the sanoeetioal assumptions that informed

Hypothesis 1.

6.5 EXAMINATION OF THE PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF T HE
LEADERSHIP INFLUENCE MEASURE

Personnel and Human Resource Innovations (P.Hrbu@s Leadership Influence Measure
(Dickinson, 2001) consists of 9-items (see Chapiee for a details of the survey items).

The psychometric properties of these items weresaesl for suitable inclusion in the study.

The same series of analyses as reported above appleed to the data relating to the
Leadership influence measure. Again data fromHei8thcare leaders were explored

The results in table 6.15 suggest the 9-item Lesdgerinfluence Measure naturally loads
onto two factors, rather than the expected onefalution. The cumulative percentage of

variance explained by the two extracted compon@ggsther explains 57% of the variance.

Table 6.15: Total Variance Explained Leadership Infuence Measure (9-item scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component| Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 3.803 42.259 42.259 3.803 42.259 42.259
2 1.305 14.502 56.760 1.305 14.502 56.760

Scree plot representation (figure 6.5) suggestdaetors underlie the data.
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Figure 6.5: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Leadership Influence Measure (9- item scale)
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A break in the scree plot between the first anadsédactor (eigenvalues of 3.80 and 1.31,
respectively), indicated a one-factor solution. Tinst factor accounted for 42.26% of the

total variance, with the subsequent factor exphayrii4.50%.

The two factor solution emerging from the mineiggocedure (table 6.16) suggests that the
split into two factors may arise from the focustioé questions. Items loading on the first
component relate to the capacity of an individual groduce effects on the actions,
behaviours, options, etc of others while items logan the second component relate more to
judgement; the political awareness of the leaderetmgnise the situational factors that
contribute to influence. Moreover alpha coeffie¢geralculated for the two factor solution

suggested the second factor was not reliable (apbQ).
Given that the two factor solution therefore appdarbe somewhat artificial, the subsequent

analysis focuses on the proposed unitary solutidme alpha coefficient for the unitary 9 item

scale was .81.

88



Table 6.16: Principle axis factor analysis of Infl@ence data (9-items); pattern matrix, oblique rotatbn

Influence Judgement
Has a good network of contacts (Influence) .82
Effective at influencing upper management (Influsinc .81
Effectively represents the teams interests to upper 78
management (Influence) '
Negotiates persuasively (Influence) 72
Good at selling an idea (Influence) .60
Involves the right people in decisions (Influence) .57
Has an astute sense of organisational politicsu@nte) .54
Recognises some battles are not worth fightinggidueht) .89
Good at judging the reactions of others (Judgment) 71

One final test of the structural properties of thesle was carried out. CFA was conducted
comparing the solutions obtained from the origthal 9-item scale, the 7 item scale, omitting
the two judgement-related items and finally a taotér solution, retaining the judgment

factor in the model. Table 6.17 details the redutisn the CFA.

Table 6.17: Fit indices of confirmatory factor anaysis

%2 Df | y2/df | NFI | CFlI | TLI |PCFI RMR | RMSEA

O_ne-factor 79.31 27| 2.94 70 77 70 58 .05 16
(9-item scale)

O_ne-factor 43.27 14 | 3.09 .80 85 77 44 .04 16
(7-item scale)

Tv_vo-Factor 62.85 26 | 2.42 76 84 78 61 .04 13
(9-item scale)

Overall the two-factor, 9-item interpretation, imding Influence and Judgment components,

offers the best fit of the data amongst the alteres tested.

Table 6.18 illustrates the final list of items thagnt forward to the analyses which contribute

to the studies in the proceeding chapters of tbsish
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Table 6.18: Leadership Influence Measure —9 item ate

Influence

Effectively represents the teams interests to upparagement
Involves the right people in decisions

Has a good network of contacts

Has an astute sense of organisational politics

Recognizes some battles are not worth fighting

Good at judging the reactions of others

Effective at influencing upper management

NookwNE

Judgement

1. Good at selling an idea
2. Negotiates persuasively

In view of the refined scale structure where Lesaldigx Influence is split in two to represent
Influence and Judgement, Hypothesis 3 (see Chepte) is refined:

Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete,
Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in determining leadership effectiveness in
terms of Influence.

And is replaced with two new hypotheses: Hypoth8aiand 3b:

Hypothesis 3a: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éaslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypdrtant in determining leadership
effectiveness in terms of Influence.

Hypothesis 3b: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in determining leadership

effectiveness in terms of Judgment.

Both Hypothesis 3a and 3b are based on the sanoeetioal assumptions that informed
Hypothesis 3.
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6.6 DEVELOPMENT AND PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE
ORGANISATIONAL COMPLEXITY MEASURE

Given that the study is seeking to explore thectifeness of Behavioural Complexity on
leader effectiveness in complex environments, seweduation for the complexity of the
environment is needed. To this end a new measur®rghnisational Complexity was
developed. This section describes both the pradfessale development and the properties of

the emergent measure.

The generation of items is a critical step in teeedlopment of a reliable and valid measure.
As theory is a great aid to clarity, it is essdntieat a scale is grounded in a number of
substantive theories which underpin the phenomehanterest (DeVellis, 2003). Following

the guidelines of Hinkin (1998) and Cronbach anceM&1955), the first step involved in the
development of the Organisational Complexity Measumvolved establishing content

validity. Content validity is of primary concern miig the item generation phase and is
concerned with whether a scale samples all of@leyant or important domains of a concept,
without containing any extraneous content. As swamntent validity is considered as the
minimum psychometric requirement in determining tadequacy of a measure, and

constitutes the initial step of complete constuatidation (Schriesheim, 1993).

In a review on scale development practices HinkBB6) discusses item generation, in terms
of the deductive approach following a thorough eewviof the literature, after which a
comprehensive definition of the construct undern@ration is derived, which is grounded
firmly in theory. According to Schwab (1980), thisfinition provides a conceptual guide for

the subsequent development of an item pool.

The Organisational Complexity Measure consistseeofitems, derived from a meta-analysis
of the Organisational Complexity literature, contgaic by Damanpour (1996), where four
main themes were extracted (Structural Complex@yganisational Size, Environmental

Uncertainty and Innovation) and converted into gefsee table 6.19). Damanpour’s meta-
analysis provided the themes for the Organisati@uahplexity scale, which were converted
into items as part of the thesis using the samie staicture used for the Competing Values
Framework and measures of leadership effectiversggssifically, a low to high five point

Likert scale.
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Table 6.19: Organisational Complexity Measure — 1@ems

The Organisational Complexity questions are adrteresl on a 1 (low) to 5 (high) likert sca

that anchor each item.

Structural Complexity

1. The total number of units below the Chief Executesel in the organisation is?

2. The total number of occupational specialities i dinganisation is?

Organisational Size

3. The physical capacity of the organisation is?

4. The average work input of the organisation is?

5. The average work output of the organisation is?

Environmental Uncertainty

6. The degree of turbulence in the organisation is?

7. The degree of competition in the organisation is?

8. The degree of variability in the organisation is?

Innovation

9. The degree of initiated innovations in the orgatiogais (note: initiated refers to
innovations that are proposed but not implement)?

10. The degree of implemented innovations in the ogI@n is?

e

The psychometric properties of these items weresassl for suitable inclusion in this study
using EFA, CFA and reliabilities analysis.

Data from 118 healthcare leaders was examined UskFd to test the adequacy of the
Organisational Complexity scale, using principaisafactoring with an oblique rotation

(direct oblimin). It was expected that the sub-ssataptured above would load onto four
separate factors, therefore providing initial suppr the four sub-dimensions which

characterise the Organisational Complexity literatuFor the purpose of exploration,
mineigen analysis was run to see how many factagldvbe extracted from the data rather
than specifying a set number in advance of theyarsal

The results in table 6.20 suggest the 10-item Qsgéional Complexity measure naturally
loads onto three factors, rather than the expdotadfactor solution that represents Structural
Complexity, Organisational Size, Environmental Unteiaty and Innovation. The cumulative
percentage of variance explained by the three @rtlacomponents together explains 66% of

the variance.

92



Table 6.20:Total Variance Explained OrganisationalComplexity Measure (10-item scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component| Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 3.852 38.517 38.517 3.852 38.517 38.517
2 1.552 15.520 54.037 1.552 15.520 54.037
3 1.210 12.100 66.137 1.210 12.100 66.137

Scree plot representation (Figure 6.6) suggestadhinee factors underlie the data.

Figure 6.6: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Organisational Complexity Measure (10- item

scale)

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
T

1 I
3 4

T T
5 G

T T
7 g

Component Number

In an attempt to shed light on this issue the tlfmetor solution was explored. The results of

which are presented in the pattern matrix in t&b?d.
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Table 6.21: Principle axis factor analysis of Orgaisational Complexity Measure (10-items)
3 Factors; pattern matrix, oblique rotation

Structural
Complexity /
Organisational Environmental Innovation
Complexity Uncertainty
The total number of occupational specialities i th
e X .80
organisation is (Structural Complexity)
The average work input of the organisation is (Qiggtional 78
Size) )
The physical capacity of the organisation is (Orggiional 74
Size) )
The average work output of the organisation is
s~ o8 ) 74
(Organisational Size)
The total number of units below the Chief Executaxel in 65

the organisation is (Structural Complexity)

The degree of competition in the organisation is

(Environmental Uncertainty) 17
The degree of turbulence in the organisation is

: : .76
(Environmental Uncertainty)
The degree of variability in the organisation is 71

(Environmental Uncertainty)

The degree of implemented innovations in the osgitn is

(Innovation) 89

The degree of initiated innovations in the orgatisais

(Innovation) 84

Results from the pattern matrix displayed in Tabl21 indicate that the Organisational
Complexity subscale: Structural Complexity, Orgational Complexity, Environmental

Uncertainty and Innovation, appear to load ontoeg¢hdimensions because Structural
Complexity and Organisational Size merge onto Hreescomponent. Piecewise EFA, was
then used to explore the cross loading betweerethes factors, the results of which are
displayed in Table 6.22.

Table 6.22: Piecewise Principle axis factor analysiof Structural Complexity and Organisational Sizescale
(10-items); pattern matrix, oblique rotation

Structural Complexity | Organisational Complexity

The total number of units below the Chief Executexeel in the
organisation is... .87
(Structural Complexity)

The total number of occupational specialities im ¢ihganisation
is... .69
(Structural Complexity)

The physical capacity of the organisation is...

(Organisational Size) 68

The average work output of the organisation is... 90
(Organisational Size) )
The average work input of the organisation is... @igational 86

Size)

NB: The items with a strikethrough load onto theoimect factor than expected.
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The results of the analysis indicated the Orgaioisat Size question The physical capacity of
the organisation is.,loaded with the Structural Complexity questionsjolihcould account
for the linkage between these two dimensions. Atiogly, this item was dropped and the
EFA re-ran.

The cumulative percentage of variance explainedspgcifying a four factor criteria
representative of the four dimensions of Orgarosati Complexity, together explains 77% of

the variance (see Table 6.23)

Table 6.23: Total Variance Explained OrganisationalComplexity Measure (9-item scale)

Extraction Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues Loadings
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative
Component| Total Variance % Total Variance %
1 3.518 39.091 39.091 2.203 24.477 24.477
2 1.541 17.127 56.219 1.643 18.257 42.734
3 1.128 12.531 68.750 1.640 18.226 60.960
4 761 8.459 77.210 1.462 16.249 77.210

Consistent with the theory-based expectation of @rganisational Complexity measure
consisting of four dimensions, scree plot (figur@.p representation suggested that four

factors underlie the data when the number of itsmneduced from 10 to 9.
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Figure 6.7: Scree plot from exploratory factor anaysis — Organisational Complexity Measure (9- item
scale)
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Scree plot representation (figure 6.7) indicategoar-factor solution. This finding is
supported by the result of the pattern matrix @alfl.24) which indicates that the
Organisational Complexity subscales of: Structu@dmplexity, Organisational Size,
Environmental Uncertainty and Innovation load ofoiar separate factors.

Table 6.24: Principle axis factor analysis of Orgaisational Complexity data (9-items); pattern matrix
oblique rotation

Organisational Structural Innovation Environmental
Size Complexity Uncertainty
The average work output of the organisation is.
oo ) .83
(Organisational Size)
The average work input of the organisation is... 79

(Organisational Size)

The total number of units below the Chief
Executive level in the organisation is... .83
(Structural Complexity)

The total number of occupational specialities i

organisation is...(Structural Complexity) 78

The degree of implemented innovations in the

organisation is... (Innovation) 88

The degree of initiated innovations in the

organisation is...(Innovation) 87

The degree of competition in the organisation

is...(Environmental Uncertainty) 89
The degree of variability in the organisation

. ! ; .55
is...(Environmental Uncertainty)

The degree of turbulence in the organisation 52

is...(Environmental Uncertainty)
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Using CFA the hypothesised four-factor model (repreing the four sub-dimensions of the
Organisational Complexity measure) was tested aganone-factor model. Table 6.25

details the results from the CFA.

Table 6.25: Fit indices of confirmatory factor anaysis — Organisational Complexity Measure

X2 Df | y2/df | NFI | CFI | TLI |PCFI RMR | RMSEA

One-factor

: 96.57 | 27| 3.58 .69 .75 .66 .56 .09 .16
(9-item scale)

Four Factor

T O
(9-item scale) 5 .08 .06

2851 | 21| 1.36] .91 971 .95

U

A range of indices were used to explore the matieivith the four-factor model offering the
best level of fit, yielding2 /df ratio of below 2.042/df=1.36); NFI (.91), CFI (.97), TLI (.95)
all above the recommended level of 0.9; RMR (.0Bd eRMSEA (.06) below the
recommended level of .08.

The internal consistency of this scale was alsdoeggd, by testing the reliabilities using
Cronbach’s alpha. Again, the four factor solutiomswcompared against the one factor
solution (see table 6.26) where the 9-item foutdiasolution offered a satisfactory level of
fit.

Table 6.26: Cronbach’s alphas for the OrganisationeComplexity Measure (9 item scale)

9 -item scale
1-Factor .79
4-Factor
Structural Complexity .67
Organisational Size .86
Environmental Uncertainty .65
Innovation .76

Table 6.27 illustrates the final list of items thant forward to the analyses that contribute to

the studies in the proceeding chapters of theghesi

97



Table 6.27: Organisational Complexity Measure —9 @&m scale

Organisational Complexity Measure
The Organisational Complexity questions are adrtergsl on a 1 (low) to 5 (high) likert sca
that anchor each item.

e

Structural Complexity

1. The total number of units below the Chief Executesel in the organisation is?

2. The total number of occupational specialities i ¢inganisation is?

Organisational Size

1. The average work input of the organisation is?

2. The average work output of the organisation is?

Environmental Uncertainty

1. The degree of turbulence in the organisation is?

2. The degree of competition in the organisation is?

3. The degree of variability in the organisation is?

Innovation

1. The degree of initiated innovations in the orgamniseis (note: initiated refers to
innovations that are proposed but not implement)?

2. The degree of implemented innovations in the oggion is?

6.7 CONCLUSION

This chapter has explored the psychometric prageeind validity of four scales: (1) The
Competing Values Framework, (2) Effectiveness Meas(B) Influence Measure and (4)
Organisational Complexity Measure. Investigatioto ithe structural validity of these scales
(as opposed to reporting the alpha coefficientshef existing measures) was conducted to
refine the scales from their original formulatiom &s to create a more precise measure of the
factors that effect leadership and organisationsealthcare. The structural validity of these
scales was tested using EFA and CFA that resultextale refinement based upon optimal
model fit to the data. The 36-item Competing Valimmework was reduced to 29-items,
the Effectiveness Measure split into 3 factors, #redinfluence Measure halved to reflect the
Influence versus Judgment focus of the questionsew Organisational Complexity scale
was created out of a meta-analysis; this scale istsn®f four dimensions: Structural
Complexity, Organisational Size, Environmental Uteiaty and Innovation. Each dimension
was subject to the same factor analysis technigsed to explore the three established scales;
and a 9-item measure produced. The following chiagést hypotheses presented in Chapter

Four using the newly refined scales validated is thapter.
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Chapter 7: Exploring Behavioural and Organisational Complexity as an enabler of

Leadership Effectiveness

7.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The objective of the chapter is to explore Beharabomplexity (through the Competing
Values Framework) as an enabler of Leadership &ffmwess, in terms of: Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability to Lé&zthnge, Influence and Judgment. This
addresses research aim one, to establish the dwtavitich Behavioural Complexity is an
enabler of leadership effectiveness, captured Ipotimgses: la, 1b, 2, 3a and 3b). The
chapter also explores whether Behavioural Compleigt altered by the presence of
Organisational Complexity, defined in terms of foownstructs: Structural Complexity,
Organisational Size, Environmental Uncertainty émubvation. This relates to research aim
two, to establish the extent to which OrganisatioBamplexity moderates Behavioural
Complexity and leadership effectiveness, denotetiypptheses: 4, 5, 6 and 7. The methods
used in this study are described and results pregen

The results in general partially support hypothesés 3b. However, the hypotheses cannot
be fully accepted because proficiency in all quatiraf the Competing Values Framework
does not enable all of the outcomes of leadersigcteveness as originally expected.
Instead, different quadrants of the Competing Valkgamework contribute to different
outcomes of leadership effectiveness, with someedsions, such as Collaborate and Create,
being more favourable than others. Similarly, higgses 4 to 7 are also partially accepted
because the relationship between Behavioural Codqtpland leadership effectiveness is
moderated by only certain aspects of Organisati@w@hplexity, instead of all aspects as
initially hypothesised. The relationship betweeahBvioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness is moderated predominately by cerapects of Organisational Complexity,

specifically: Innovation, Environmental Uncertairaigd Structurual Complexity.
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7.2 METHODS

A detailed description of tools adopting in thee@sh is given in Chapter Five. This section
provides a brief overview describing, participamtssign, materials and procedure that relate

specifically to this study.

7.2.1. Participants

The Healthcare organisation (Acute Hospital) tisathie focus of this research is structured
into thirteen directorates, subcategorised intastbms. At the time of data collection, the

organisation employed four hundred and thirty eilglaiders who ranged in seniority from

junior to senior level. All types of leader, frothe thirteen directorates were invited to
participate, regardless of their level or functiohackground. A response rate of 26% was
achieved, based upon the responses of one hundrddeighteen participants. The

demographic characteristics of the leaders whoiggaated in this study are presented in
Table 7.1.
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Table 7.1 Demographic details of the sample

%

Gender
Female 86%
Male 11%
Not specified 3%
Age
Under 30 12%
30 to 40 29%
41 to 50 26%
51 to 65 15%
Not specified 18%
Functional Background
Clinical 66%
Non-Clinical 12%
Not specified 22%
Level of Leader
Senior 12%
Middle 24%
Junior 32%
Not specified 32%
Highest Educational Qualification
University 73%
College 8%
Not specified 19%
Duration in current leadership role
Less than one year 23%
One to two years 17%
Three to five years 19%
Six to ten years 12%
Eleven to fifteen years 4%
Fifteen years plus 3%
Not specified 22%
Duration in a Leadership capacity
Less that one year 13%
One to two years 17%
Three to five years 13%
Six to ten years 18%
Eleven to fifteen years 6%
Fifteen years plus 13%
Not specified 20%
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7.2.2. Design

The overall aim of this study is to explore leatiggan Healthcare from the perspective of
Behavioural Complexity and focus on the behavidueg enable Leadership Effectiveness
(Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2, 3a and 3b) in addition faogg how Organisational Complexity

moderates the relationship (Hypotheses 4 to 7).

Behavioural Complexity is captured using the adaptersion of Lawrence, Lenk and
Quinn’s, Competing Values Framework. The Competfadues Framework measures four
dimensions of Behavioural Complexity: (1) Contrd) Compete (3) Collaborate (4) Create.
This study investigates whether Behavioural Comiptexs an enabler of leadership
effectiveness, defined as a leader's capacity fBelative Performance, Absolute
Performance, Ability to Lead Change, Influence dadgment. Organisational Complexity is
measured using a new scale, developed in this dihady a meta-analysis conducted by
Damanpour (1996), by which four factors of Orgatisaal Complexity were identified: (1)
Structural Complexity, (2) Organisational Size, @hvironmental Uncertainty and (4)
Innovation. Details of the development and stmad properties of these measures are

provided in Chapter Six.
7.2.3. Materials

Data collection brought together Lawrence, Lenk @uihn’s (2009) measure of Behavioural
Complexity (The Competing Values Framework) and dezship Effectiveness (Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance and Ability tad.€hange); alongside, P.H.l. Group’s
(Dickinson, 2001) measure of Influence and Judgeémemd a measure of Organisational
Complexity developed in this study based upon a araetlysis conducted by
Damanpour(1996). Each scale is measured on a $dp@rt scale, from low to high.

7.2.4. Procedure

The Directorate of Governance, with the supportH®&f provided the investigator with the
details of all leaders working in the organisati®his included email or departmental postal
addresses depending on staff access to ICT. Mixadkensurvey administration sought both
to boost the response rate and also to ensuraltharticipants were given equal opportunity
to complete the survey. In February 2009 an inaitatvas sent to all leaders working for the
organisation. The invitation included details oé tstudy and the opportunity to participate

there and then, by either: (a) clicking on an URK ko a secure online survey (for those who
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received email notification of the study) or (b) complete a paper-based version of the
survey that was sent along with the postal invatgtihis contained a cover-letter (which was
identical to the email invitation that accompanikd online version) asking participations to
return the survey to Aston University in the prepanvelope provided.

The leaders were informed that participation wasgetely voluntary and that participants
could withdraw from the research at anytime. As thias a cross sectional-study, data was

collected from each participant once.

T-test analysis indicated no significant differenbetween the online and paper-based survey

administration on all main variables of interedt Tavalues were non- significant).

Respondents were given six weeks to either comphetesurvey on-line or return it to the
investigator in the pre-paid envelope. Remindersevgent out (to all leaders because the
survey was anonymous and there was no way to tedl mad participated.) two weeks after
the survey was launched and a final reminder was@é on the last week of data collection.
These efforts were aimed at increasing the suresypanse rate. The contact email and
telephone number of the investigator were also igeml/to the participants in case they had
any queries about the survey or project during dadlection. A cover sheet which
accompanied the survey outlined: the aim of thealysticonfidentiality; anonymity; and
possible dissemination of results; estimated timeoimpete the survey; and details on how to

answer the questions.

Before commencing the statistical analysis, tha dat was checked for missing data and data
normality, since both factors can pose a problenaita analysis. With regards to outliers, the
data was visually examined and histograms expldeeddentify any outlying scores.
Variables were also assessed on the basis of atgvatatistics prior to analysis. Following
data preparation, hypothesis testing began, degawghich follow in the proceeding results

section.
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7.3 RESULTS: STUDY ONE — EXPLORING BEHAVIOURAL COMP LEXITY AS A
ENABLER OF LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS

This section presents the results of analyses ekptore the link between Behavioural
Complexity and Leadership Effectiveness, in viewtlod research aim: To establish the

extent to which Behavioural Complexity is an enabler of Leadership Effectiveness.

The section begins by testing the direct effectsanitrol variables on outcomes of Leadership
Effectiveness. The direct effects of the quadrémis form the Competing Values Framework
are also explored. Hypotheses are then testedg usinderation regression analysis, to
explore the dyadic relationships between the quesiraf the Competing Values Framework
and outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, speltifica

Hypothesis 1.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éalurramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.

Hypothesis 1.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éalu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performance.

Hypothesis 2: Behaviours in the Create quadrant of the CompeWalues Framework are
needed for change. Accordingly, Create will hatrergest magnitude of the quadrants in
relation to Ability to Lead Change.

Hypothesis 3.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éalurramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Influence.
Hypothesis 3.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éalu-ramework (Control,

Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypdrtant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Judgment.
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7.3.1 Main effects between the control variables a&n outcomes of Leadership

Effectiveness

Table 7.2 presents the main effects of the coMaolables (Gender, Age, Level, Functional
Background, Leadership Tenure, Current Leaderskipuiie and Qualifications) on each of
the outcomes of leadership effectiveness (RelaBegformance, Absolute Performance,
Ability to Lead Change, Influence and Judgmentptep One of the regression. The control
variables had no significant impact on the outcomiekeadership effectiveness relating to:
Relative Performance, Influence and Judgment. LikewAbsolute Performance and Ability
to Lead Change were neither affected by the con@abbles apart from a few exceptions,

namely:

Analysis of the direct effects between the contaliables and Absolute Performance
indicate a statistically significant effect for Fational Background and Qualifications.
Clinical leaders score (mean = 4.20) higher than-cimical leaders (mean = 3.81); and
University educated leaders score (mean = 4.18)ehithan college educated leaders (mean =

3.72). None of the other control variables hadgaificant impact on Absolute Performance.

The impact of the control variables on Ability teedad Change indicates a statistically
significant effect for Leadership Level (seniorjty)eadership Tenure and Qualifications.
Ability to Lead Change increases with seniority atghure; and varies in terms of
Qualifications, university educated leaders scarean = 3.72) higher than college educated
leaders (mean = 3.26). None of the other controlabbles had a significant impact on

Absolute Performance.

The main effects of the control variables on them@eting Values Framework (an

operationalised measure of Behavioural Complexsitgll now be explored.
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Table 7.2 Testing the main effects of the controlariables on outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness

Control Relative Absolute Ability To Influence Judgement
Variables Performance Performance Lead Change
B SE t p B | SE t p B SE t p B SE t p B SE t

Gender -23 | 19| -119| .24 .14 .18 79 43 -.26 .20 -1{290 . .00 21 -00| 1.00 .29 21 140 17
Age 20 | .70 .30 g7 .08 .06 .138 .17 Al .08 151 .14| 07 .06 1.13 .26 .04 .07 .56 .58
Level 14 1 .10 1.40 6| .15 .09 180 .08 .28 40 2184 *01% .23 .08 2.75 .07 0.06/ .10 .63 .53
Functional -23| .18 | -131| .19, -39 .1% -261 .01*F -21 A8 .14 | .25 .09 .15 .60 .55 -.14 Ay -82 41
Background
Leadership .06 | .04 1.37 18| .07 .08 194 .06 AB .04 3,04 *003 .04 .04 1.01 31 -.00 .04  -04 9F
Tenure
Current .03 | .05 .65 52| .06 .04 156 .12 .0B .05 50 .62 024 .04 -42 .68 .01 .05 16 .87
Leadership
Tenure
Qualifications -23| 23| -101| .32 -4 .19 -2.44 .02* -.4|6 43 991 .05* .26 19 1.36 .18 -.16 2 71 44

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



7.3.2 Main effects between the control variables anthe Competing Values Framework

guadrants

Table 7.3 presents the main effects of the comanlables (Gender, Age, Level, Functional
Background, Leadership Tenure, Current Leaderskipuiie and Qualifications) on each of
the quadrants of the Competing Values Frameworkni{f©@h Compete, Collaborate and

Create).In general the control variables had littipact on the quadrants of the Competing

Values Framework, with a few exceptions, specifycal

Analysis of the direct effects between the contvariables and the Control quadrant
behaviours indicate statistically significant effedor, Leadership Level (Seniority) and
Functional Background. Control quadrant behavidocsease with seniority (junior Level

leader mean = 3.71, middle Level leader mean = drid7senior Level leader mean = 4.17).
And non-clinical leaders score higher (mean = 4tBdh clinical leaders (mean = 4.05) on the

Control quadrant behaviours.

Analysis of the direct effects between the conttaliables and Create quadrant behaviours
indicate a statistically significant effect onlyrfQualifications, with University educated
leaders scoring higher than College educated Isa@eeans 3.63 and 2.87 respectively) on
Create quadrant behaviours.

Analysis of the direct effects between the contiariables and Compete quadrant behaviours
indicate a number of statistically significant etfe for Age, Leadership Level (Seniority)
and Leadership Tenure. Compete quadrant behadecsease with Age (under 30 years old
=4.12, 30-40 years old = 3.87, 41-50 years old55,3and 50-65 years old = 3.63), decrease
with seniority (senior level leader mean = 3.24¢die Level leader mean = 3.66 and junior
level leader mean = 3.89) and decrease with tgduyear = 3.89, 1-2 years = 4.00, 3-5 years
= 3.82, 6-10 years = 3.73, 11-15 years = 3.50 aywhés = 3.43).

This demographically diverse distribution reducée nheed to include such variables as

controls in sequent analyses, thus optimising degoé freedom in the statistical analysis.



Table 7.3 Testing the main effects of the controlariable on the quadrants of the Competing Values Frmework

Control Variables Collaborate Control Create Compete

B SE t p B SE t p B SE t p B SE t p
Gender A1 .14 .76 .45 .00 14 .01 .99 -.36 .19 -1.88 .06 .13 17 72 AT
Age .04 .05 .90 .37 -.09 .05 -1.74 .09 .04 .07 0p .55 -.18 .06 -2.88 | .01**
Level .06 .07 .81 A2 .16 .08 2.06 .04* .16 .10 -1.29 .20 .30 .09 3.24 .002**
Functional 17 .13 1.40 17 .32 .14 2.37 .02* -.07 Ay -44 7 .6 14 17 .81 42
Background
Leadership Tenure .04 .03 1.53 .13 -.05 .03 -1.66 .10 .07 04 1641 .1 -11 .04 -2.95 .004**
Current Leadership .06 .03 1.72 .09 -.01 .04 -.23 .82 .06 .0b 1.31 .20 -.06 .05 -1.38 17
Tenure
Qualifications -0.00 | .16 .03 .98 .01 .17 .04 .97 -7% .2p -3.42 01*¢ .27 21 1.25 | .22

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




7.3.3. Main effects between the Competing Values &mework quadrants and outcomes

of Leadership Effectiveness

Table 7.4 presents the main effect of the Compeé#alye Framework quadrants (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) on each of theoods of Leadership Effectiveness
(Relative Performance, Absolute Performance, Abilid Lead Change, Influence and

Judgment) at Step One of the Regression, AllowamdHe following hypotheses to be tested:

Hypothesis 1.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éasluFramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.

Hypothesis 1.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éaslu-ramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performance.

Hypothesis 2: Behaviours in the Create quadrant of the Compe¥alues Framework are
needed for change. Accordingly, Create will hatrergest magnitude of the quadrants in

relation to Ability to Lead Change.

Hypothesis 3.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éasluFramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Influence.

Hypothesis 3.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing \éasluFramework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Judgment.



No controls where put into the regression at thagies, since analyses presented in Table 7.2
and 7.3 already provide an indication of the eHeaftthe control variables on the Competing
Values Framework quadrants and outcomes of LeageEdfectiveness. For the purpose of
this analysis the researcher wanted to exploralieet effects of the Competing Values on
the outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, befookihg at the combined effects of the
controls and Competing Values as enablers of LeageiEffectiveness (which instead will
be investigated and discussed in Section 7.3.5).

Table 7.4 illustrates that measures of Competingudéa contribute to the five predicted
outcomes. The results of Table 7.4 will now be assed in view of hypotheses presented at
the start of the chapter and will be further exptbin later sections of this chapter.

Hypothesis 1.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.

All four quadrants of the Competing Values Framdware important in enabling the
leadership effectiveness outcome, Relative Perfooma Control, Compete and Create have
the strongest influence, although the effects ofllaborate are similarly statistically

significant, leading to suggestions that Hypothé&sas can be accepted.

Hypothesis 1.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performance.

Two of the four quadrants of the Competing Valuemntework, Collaborate and Create, are
important in enabling the Leadership Effectivenesstcome, Absolute Performance.
Accordingly, as only two of the four hypothesisasgadrants enable Absolute Performance

Hypothesis 1.b. is only partially accepted.

Hypothesis 2: Behaviours in the Create quadrant of the Competing Values Framework are
needed for change. Accordingly, Create will have strongest magnitude of the quadrants in
relation to Ability to Lead Change.

Create has a strong influence on Ability to Leada@je but equally Collaborate has a
similarly strong statistically significant effedControl also enables Ability to Lead Change
although the influence is not as strong as Collat@oand Create. Hypothesis 2 is therefore

partially accepted.

110



Hypothesis 3.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Influence

Two of the four quadrants of the Competing Valuemntework, Collaborate and Create, are
important in enabling the Leadership Effectivenestcome, Influence. Hypothesis 3.a. is

partially accepted.

Hypothesis 3.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Judgment

Two of the four quadrants of the Competing Valuemntework, Collaborate and Create, are
important in enabling the Leadership Effectivenesscome, Judgement. Hypothesis 3.b. is

partially accepted.
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Table 7.4 Testing the main effects of the quadrantsf the Competing Values Framework on the outcomesf Leadership Effectiveness

Control Relative Absolute Ability To Influence Judgement
Variables Performance Performance Lead Change
B SE t p B | SE t p SE t p B SE t p B SE t
Collaborate .34 12 2.79 .01** 42| 11 3.67, .000** .54 1B 8.4 .000*** .34 12 2.86| .01* .32 .13 244 .02
Control 37 A2 2.98 .004* 13| .17 1.12 .26 .30 A3 2.09D3*. 12 12 1.00 .32 .18 12 140 .16
Create .28 .09 2.99 .003** .27 .09 296 .004** 57 .09  &.4 .000*** .18 .09 2.02 .05* A1 .09 1.18 .24
Compete .30 .10 2.94 .004* .17 .1( 1.73 .09 21 A1 1.897 . 17 .10 1.81 .07 .23 10 231 .0p*

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



The objective of the section was to explore BehanabComplexity (through the Competing
Values Framework) as an enabler of Leadership &ffmwess, in terms of: Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability to Lé&zthnge, Influence and Judgment. This
section addressed research aim one, to estabéskxtent to which Behavioural Complexity
is an enabler of leadership effectiveness, captbyedypotheses: 1a, 1b, 2, 3a and 3b. The
results fully support hypothesis 1la and in genpeaatially support hypotheses 1b, 2, 3a and
3b. The majority of these hypotheses can only beiglg accepted because the results
indicate that proficiency in four the quadrantstioé Competing Values Framework relate
only to specific outcomes of leadership effectiveneaather than all outcomes of leadership
effectiveness as was initially thought.

Instead, different quadrants of the Competing Valkeamework contribute to different
outcomes of leadership effectiveness. Control dasscontribute directly to the leadership
effectiveness outcomes Absolute Performance, Infleeand Judgement. Control also
appears to be the least favourable of the quadiantsrms of Leadership Effectiveness,
alongside Compete which only contributes to Retaferformance and Judgment. Create
does not contribute to Judgement but contributdsstantially to the other outcomes of
Leadership Effectiveness. Collaborate has the gastnmagnitude (of the quadrants) across
all five outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, gmadly: Relative Performance, Absolute
Performance, Ability to Lead Change, Influence dndgment.

In view of the imbalances across the quadrants,revivertain Competing Values more
favourably enable specific outcomes of leadersfigrBveness, the next set of analysis seeks
to explore the effects of the quadrants in combiitg@ds’. For example, this section has
demonstrated that Collaborate and Create both erdidolute Performance, the next step is
to explore if Collaborate and Create as a combidgadd even better enable Absolute
Performance. Put simply, if a single behaviour esmable leadership effectiveness can
combined behaviours even better enable leaderstaptigeness? Such a question ties into
the underlying idea of the importance of a largéndweoural repertoire in promoting
leadership effectiveness. This shall now be explargng hierarchical regression analysis to
investigate the interaction effects between the @xing Values as combined enablers of

leadership effectiveness.



7.3.4. Interactions between the Competing Values ambined enablers of leadership

effectiveness

Hypothesis 1.a. states proficiency in any quadrant of the Competifalues Framework
(Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create) wileleally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.is Ttypothesis was accepted. In view of
this finding it was decided to explore whether anyeractions existed between these
behaviours in promoting relative performance. Tfoeee a series of moderation regressions
were performed, entering pairs of quadrants at Stegnd the product of each pair of
Competing Values Framework quadrants at Step umnsary of the findings are presented
in Table 7.5

Table 7.5 Summary of the Competing Values Frameworlquadrants in dyads as enablers of Relative
Performance

Dyads Relative Performance
Compete and Control N/S
Collaborate and Control N/S
Collaborate and Compete N/S
Create and Control Yess.05 (See Table 7.6)
Create and Compete Yes,05 (See Table 7.7)
Create and Collaborate NS

N/S = Not Significant.

As Table 7.5 indicates not all of the dyads sigaifitly predict Relative Performance.
However, two of the dyads did appear to interagirgdicting Relative Performance, namely:
Create and Control; and Create and Compete, dhdts of these tests are given in tables
7.6 and 7.7, and illustrated in figures 7.1 and 7.2
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Table 7.6: Hierarchical regression in the predictio of Control and Create on Relative Performance

Relative Performance
R? ?gj DAR? 0oOoop
Step 1 .05 .-05 .05
Gender -.07
Age -.01
Level
-.08
Functional Background
-.04
ualifications
Q -.05
Leadership Tenure
-.01
Current Leadership Tenure 06
Step 2 .18 .06 A2
Control 16t
Create 151
Step 3 24 12 .06
Interaction between Control and Create 2%

N=118 tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression eaquddue to rounding off
RZmay differ .01 from the sum ¢€change.
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Figure 7.1 Interaction between Control and Create o Relative Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.1) illustrates leesdbigh on the Create quadrant score higher
on Relative Performance than those who score lowherCreate quadrant. When combined
with the Control quadrant leaders who score higlbatth Control and Create score higher on
Relative Performance than leaders who score lowath Control and Create. In conclusion,

the Create quadrant boosts the relationship bet@eeatrol and Relative Performance
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Table 7.7: Hierarchical regression in the predictio of Compete and Create on Relative Performance

Relative Performance
R? ‘E‘? DAR? 00000B
Step .05 .-05 .05
1
Gender -.06
Age .01
Level
-.08
Functional Background
-.05
ualifications
Q .05
Leadership Tenure
-.03
Current Leadership Tenure 05
Step .19 .08. 14
2
Compete A7
Create A5%
Step 23 11 .05
3
Interaction between Compete and Create .10*

N=118 tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression aquddue to rounding off
R®may differ .01 from the sum &¥change.
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Figure 7.2 Interaction between Compete and CreatenoRelative Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.2) illustrates leesdbigh on the Create quadrant score higher
on the Leadership Effectiveness outcome Relativéoffeance than leaders who score low
on the Create quadrant. When combined with the g&tenquadrant leaders who score high
on both Compete and Create score higher on theekstaig Effectiveness outcome Relative
Performance than leaders who score low on both @tnand Create. In conclusion, the
Create quadrant boosts the relationship between Gbmpete quadrant and Relative

Performance.
The same analytical procedure was conducted tooexphe combined effects of the

Competing Values (in dyads) as enablers of: AbsoRérformance, Ability to Lead Change,

Influence and Judgment — as shall now be outlined.
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Hypothesis 1.b. states proficiency in any quadrant of the Competifalues Framework
(Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create) wilelgeally important in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performanceis Tigpothesis was partially accepted since
only two out of the four hypothesised quadrants)laborate and Create, enabled this
outcome of leadership effectiveness. In view aof finding it was decided to explore whether
Collaborate and Create interact to promote AbsoRgeformance. Moderated regression
analysis was performed, where Collaborate and €mgate entered at Step 2 and the product
if the pair entered at Step 3.

The results of this analysis are presented in tél8eand illustrate in figure 7.3 - indicating

the Create-Collaborate dyad enables Absolute Redoace.

Table 7.8: Hierarchical regression in the predictio of Collaborate and Create on Absolute Performance

Absolute Performance
R? ?gj DAR? 00000B
Step* .01 .-00 .01
1
Gender .05
Age .01
. .04
Current Leadership Tenure
Step 2 13 .10 A2
Collaborate 2%
Create 2%
Step 3 A7 13 .04
Interaction between Collaborate and Creal‘e .09*

N=118 tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 *+* p<.001

Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression equddue to rounding off
R®may differ .01 from the sum é¢¥change.

* Control variables: Level, Functional Background @ffieations and Leadership Tenure were not loaded Step 1 of the
regression because direct effect analysis indi¢hsghese four control variables significantlfluence Absolute
Performance.
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Figure 7.3 Interaction between Collaborate and Cref&e on Absolute Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.3) illustrates leedbhigh on Create quadrant score higher on
Absolute Performance than those who score Low enCireate quadrant. When combined
with the Collaborate quadrant leaders who scoré big both Collaborate and Create score
higher on Absolute Performance than leaders whoedowv on both Collaborate and Create.

In conclusion, the Create quadrant boosts theioakttip between Collaborate and Absolute

Performance.
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Hypothesis 2 states behaviours in the Create quadrant of thep@bny Values Framework

are needed for change. Accordingly, Create wiehstrongest magnitude of the quadrants in
relation to Ability to Lead Change. This hypothesisas partially accepted because
Collaborate and Control were also demonstrated nable this outcome of leadership
effectiveness. In view of this finding it was demidto explore whether any interactions
existed between these behaviours in promoting #btb Lead Change using moderated

regression analysis.

A summary of the findings are presented in Tal®e 7.

Table 7.9 Summary of the Competing Values Frameworkuadrants (Collaborate, Control and Create) in

dyads as enablers of Ability to Lead Change

Dyads Ability to Lead Change
Collaborate and Control N/S
Create and Control N/S
Create and Collaborate Yes,01 (See Table 7.10)

N/S = Not Significant.
The only dyad that was demonstrated to enable ki Lead Change was the Create and
Collaborate dyad (see table 7.10 and figure 7.4).
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Table 7.10: Hierarchical regression in the predictoin of Collaborate and Create on Ability to Lead Chage

Ability to Lead Change
R? ‘E‘? DAR? 00000B
Step* .01 .00 .01
1
Gender -.08
Age .05
Functional Background
-.07
Current Leadership Tenure 02
Step 2 .33 31 31
Collaborate A1t
Create \32%**
Step 3 .38 .35 .05
Interaction between Collaborate and Create 12%*

N=118 p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression eaquddue to rounding off
R®may differ .01 from the sum &¥change.

* Control variables: Level, Leadership Tenure an@lfications were not loaded into Step 1 of theresgion because direct
effect analysis indicates that these three continhbles significantly influence Ability to Lead &hge.
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Figure 7.4 Interaction between Collaborate and Crete on Ability to Lead Change
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.4) illustrates leesdbigh on the Create quadrant score higher
on Ability to Lead Change than leaders who scone i the Create quadrant. When
combined with the Collaborate quadrant leaders wtare high on both Collaborate and
Create score higher on Ability to Lead Change theaders who score low on both
Collaborate and Create. In conclusion, the Creasi@nt boosts the relationship between

Collaborate and Ability to Lead Change
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Hypothesis 3.a and 3b states proficiency in any quadrant of the CompetMalues
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cjeaiiebe equally important in enabling
Leadership Effectiveness in terms of Influenceaf@ Judgement (b). While three of the four
quadrants of the Competing Values Framework (Colale, Create and Compete) are
important in enabling the Leadership Effectivenesgcome, Influence, and Collaborate and
Create have the strongest effect on Judgement, nbriee pairs of Competing Values

indicated any interactive effect with either ofseeperformance outcomes.

The purpose of this section was to explore possioleantages of imbalances across the
guadrants, when certain Competing Values enables nferourably specific outcomes of
leadership effectiveness. Analyses using hieraathmegression analysis explored the effects
of the quadrants in combined ‘dyads’ based on tlggsition if a single behaviour can
enable leadership effectiveness can combined bmiraveven better enable leadership
effectiveness? Such a question ties into the uyidgrlidea of the importance of a large

behavioural repertoire in promoting leadership feness.

The findings indicate not all of the dyads sigrafitly predict outcomes of leadership
effectiveness but there are a couple which do ntetrest, particularly as the Competing
Value Create was shown to most frequently act asrtbderator in such relationships, to be
exact: High scores on Create and Control enhanetatiiR Performance; likewise, combined
high scores on Create and Compete also enhancedutdome of leadership effectiveness;
combined high scores on Create and Collaborate dyaflle Absolute Performance and in

addition to Ability to lead Change.

Having explored the extent to which Behavioural @texity is an enabler of Leadership
Effectiveness, the next section will infer the entéo which Behavioural Complexity is
moderated by Organisational Complexity and ultifyateee how this contextual factor

influences Leadership Effectiveness.
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7.4. RESULTS: STUDY TWO — EXPLORING ORGANISATIONAL COMPLEXITY
AS A MODERATOR OF BEHAVIOURAL COMPLEXITY AND LEADER SHIP
EFFECTIVENESS

Having explored the extent to which the Competingluds impact on leadership
effectiveness. In line with the next stage of tlumaeptual model, it is important now to
explore the impact of organisational context ors trelationship. This section therefore
addresses the second aim of this research namely:

To establish the extent to which Organisational Complexity moderators Behavioural
Complexity and Leader ship Effectiveness

Once again the four Competing Values Framework dsioms of Behavioural Complexity
are related to leadership effectiveness, but tme with the addition of the Organisational
Complexity measures (Structural Complexity, Orgatiisal Size, Environmental
Uncertainty and Innovation) as potential moderatofrgshese relationships. The specific

hypotheses addressed here are:

Hypothesis 4. High Structural Complexity decreases Leaderslifpdiveness, the effects of
Structural Complexity can be reduced by proficiemeyany quadrant of the Competing
Values Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate @neate), that in turn contributes to

improved Leadership Effectiveness.

Hypothesis 5. High Organisational Size decreases leadershigctfeness, the effects of
Organisational Size can be reduced by proficiencgny quadrant of the Competing Values
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cje#tat in turn contributes to improved

Leadership Effectiveness.

Hypothesis 6: High Environmental Uncertainty decreases Leadprdffectiveness, the
effects of Environmental Uncertainty can be redubgdoroficiency in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, (@aoltate and Create), that in turn

contributes to improved Leadership Effectiveness.

Hypothesis 7: High Innovation decreases Leadership Effectiventge effects of Innovation

can be reduced by proficiency in any quadrant efGompeting Values Framework (Control,
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Compete, Collaborate and Create), that in turn rdmrtes to improved Leadership

Effectiveness.

7.4.1. Organisational Complexity as moderators of hie Behavioural Complexity

Leadership Effectiveness relationships

Hypothesis 4 states high Structural Complexity decreases LeshierEffectiveness. The
effects of Structural Complexity can be reduced dogficiency in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, Gaoliate and Create) that in turn
contributes to improved leadership effectiveneds. view of this hypothesis, Structural
Complexity was analysed using a series of modenagession analyses where each of the
Competing Values quadrants were entered sepanatdlyStructural Complexity at Step 2
and the product of each pairing at Step 3. Thega®avas repeated with each Leadership

Effectiveness outcomes replaced as a separatedkagerariable.

A summary of this analysis is presented in Tabldl.7.As only one moderator relationship
(Structural Complexity and Collaboration as an égrabf Absolute Performance) turned out
to be statistically significant Hypothesis 4 is tdly accepted. However, this relationship

merits consideration.
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Table 7.11 Summary of the Competing Value Frameworkuadrants and Structural Complexity as enablers of eadership Effectiveness

Moderations Relative Absolute Ability To Influence Judgement
Performance Lead Change
Performance
Structural Complexity and Control N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Structural Complexity and Compete N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Structural Complexity and Collaborate N/S Yes,p<.10 (Table 7.12) N/S N/S N/S
Structural Complexity and Create N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S

N/S = Not Significant.




Entering an interaction term of Collaborate X Stuwal Complexity at the second step
increased the proportion of variance in absolutdopmance by 2%, which is a borderline
significant increase. The results of this testgaven in table 7.12 and illustrated in figure 7.5.

Table 7.12: Hierarchical regression in the predictin of Collaborate and Structural Complexity on
Absolute Performance

Absolute Performance
Rz adj JAR? 00000B
R2
Step 14 .13 14
1
Collaborate DOrH*
Structural Complexity -.11*
;tep 16 14 .02
Interaction between Collaborate and Structural .08t
Complexity

N=118 1p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression egquddue to rounding off
RZmay differ .01 from the sum déchange.

Figure 7.5 Interaction between Collaborate and Stratural Complexity on Absolute
Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.5) illustrates leed® contexts of low Structural Complexity

score higher on Absolute Performance than leadgesating in contexts of high Structural



Complexity. However, the negative effects of Stumwal Complexity on Absolute

Performance can be reduced when leaders adopCaligborate behaviours.

Hypothesis 5 states Organisational Size decreases leaderstaptieéness. The effects of
Organisational Size can be reduced by proficiencgny quadrant of the Competing Values
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cje#tat in turn contributes to improved
Leadership Effectiveness. However, repeating theyéical strategy described above for
Structural Complexity indicated no statisticallgrificant interaction. Therefore Hypothesis
5 was rejected. This result could be attributedltgparticipants being surveyed from the

same organisation, hence the lack of variabilit®nganisational Size.

Hypothesis 6 states high Environmental Uncertainty decreasesi¢rship Effectiveness, the
effects of Environmental Uncertainty can be redubgdoroficiency in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, Goltate and Create) that in turn
contributes to improved Leadership Effectiveness. with Structural Complexity, only one
interaction effect was found to be significant (dable 7.13), that being Environmental

Uncertainty and Collaboration as an enabler of Alied®erformance.
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Table 7.13 Summary of the Competing Value Frameworkuadrants Environmental Uncertainty as enablers ot eadership Effectiveness

Moderations Relative Absolute Ability To Influence Judgement
Performance Performance Lead Change
Environmental Uncertainty and Control N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Environmental Uncertainty and Compete N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Environmental Uncertainty and Collaborate N/S Yes,p<.01 (Table 7.14) N/S N/S N/S
Environmental Uncertainty and Create N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S

N/S = Not Significant.




As can be seen in Table 7.14, the interaction tercneased the proportion of variance
accounted for in Absolute Performance by 5% (sgeré 7.6). The interaction plot suggests
that Environmental Uncertainty boosts the relatmsoetween Collaborate and Absolute
Performance.

Table 7.14: Hierarchical regression in the predicton of Collaborate and Environmental Uncertainty on
Absolute Performance

Absolute Performance
R? ?Q%J DAR? OO0O00B
Step 14 12 14
1
Collaborate 23%F*
Environmental Uncertainty -.10t
Step 19 17 .05
3
Interaction between Collaborate and Environmenptal 13%%
Uncertainty '

N=118 tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001.Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iiseefficients at each stage of
the regression equation. Due to roundingR5ffnay differ .01 from the sum é&€change.

Figure 7.6 Interaction between Collaborate and Envbnmental Uncertainty on Absolute Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.6) illustrates leaden context of low Environmental
Uncertainty score higher on Absolute performanem tleaders operating in contexts of high
Environmental Uncertainty. However, the negatiffeas of Environmental Uncertainty on

Absolute Performance can be reduced when leadep hajh Collaborate behaviours.

Hypothesis 7 states high Innovation decreases Leadership Bffswtiss, the effects of
Innovation can be reduced by proficiency in any dyjaat of the Competing Values
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cje#tat in turn contributes to improved

Leadership Effectiveness.

Once again this hypothesis was not strongly supdobly the data (see table 7.15). Only
Innovation and Create in combination improved thedpction of as an enabler of Relative
Performance, adding 5% to the variance explainethéyariables separately (see table 7.16
and figure 7.7)
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Table 7.15 Summary of the Competing Value FrameworKQuadrants and Innovation as enablers of Leadershifffectiveness

Moderations Relative Absolute Ability To Influence Judgement
Performance Lead Change
Performance
Innovation and Control N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Innovation and Compete N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Innovation and Collaborate N/S N/S N/S N/S N/S
Innovation and Create Yes,p<.05 (Table 7.16) N/S N/S N/S N/S

N/S = Not Significant.




Table 7.16: Hierarchical regression in the predicbn of Create and Innovation Create on Relative
Performance

Relative Performance
R ??%J JAR? 00000B
Step .10 .08 .10
1
Create .16**
Innovation 2%
?tep 15 12 .05
Interaction between Create and Innovatioln .18*

N=118 tp<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression aquddue to rounding off
R®may differ .01 from the sum ¢¥change.

Figure 7.7 Interaction between Create and Innovatio on Relative Performance
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The interaction plot (Figure 7.7) illustrate thaadlers who score low in Create perform better
in environments of low Innovation that those opegatin contexts of high Innovation.
However, when high Innovation is combined with hiGneate behaviours the result is

enhanced Relative Performance.

The purpose of this study was to establish thengxtewhich Organisational Complexity (in
terms of Structural Complexity, Organisational S$iZénvironmental Uncertainty and
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Innovation) moderates Behavioural Complexity (inre of the Competing Values: Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) and enables Lsapdtffectiveness (in terms of Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability to Lé@ldange, Influence and Judgment). A
series of hypotheses were tested relating to Osgtianal Complexity; and how high
Organisational Complexity decreases outcomes ofiérship Effectiveness but how these
effects can be reduced by proficiency in any of tuadrants of the Competing Values
Framework that in turn improves leadership effemtiess. The results indicate the effects of
Organisational Complexity is a lot more exclusivatt originally hypothesized, with the
Organisational-Behavioural Complexity relationsbipgy being applicable to a select number

of leadership effectiveness outcomes that will m@xsummarised.

Leaders in contexts of low Structural Complexitgrechigher on Absolute Performance than
leaders operating in contexts of high Structurain@lexity. Accordingly, the negative effects
of Structural Complexity on Absolute Performance t& reduced when leaders adopt high
Collaborate behaviours in responses to this comédXactor. . Leaders in context of low
Environmental Uncertainty score higher on Absolpgéeformance than leaders operating in
context of high Environmental Uncertainty. Howewitie negative effects of Environmental
Uncertainty on Absolute Performance can be redwdeen leaders adopt high Collaborate
behaviours. Leaders who score low in Create perfoetter in environments of low
Innovation that those operating in contexts of higimovation. However, when high
Innovation is combined with high Create behaviotine result is enhanced Relative

Performance.

The findings of this study provide support for idea of behavioural differentiation, where
effective leaders apply an appropriate behaviouhédemands of the situation in order to
enable effectiveness. Such an idea is centrdiécstudy of leadership for the perceptive of
Complexity Theory in view of the underlying print@pthat organisations are dynamic and

complex; and so too should their leaders be.
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7.5 CONCLUSION

Study one explored Behavioural Complexity as arbkemaf Leadership Effectiveness. It was
hypothesised that no one quadrant of the Comp&tadges Framework is more important in

enabling Leadership Effectiveness; however, tiselte indicate that in general Collaborate
and Create impact with a stronger magnitude thaGaopete and Control - suggesting there
maybe something about the healthcare environmeat iakes these behaviours more

favourable.

Study two explores whether Behavioural Complexisy altered by the presence of
Organisational Complexity, defined in terms of $tanal Complexity, Organisational Size,
Environmental Uncertainty and Innovation. The resuh Study Two indicated Structural
Complexity decreases Absolute Performance but ffieete of Structural Complexity can be
reduced when leaders Collaborate; likewise, Emnrental Uncertainty also decreases
Absolute Performance but the effects of Environrakedhcertainty can also be reduced when
leaders Collaborate. High Innovation can reduckatire Performance when Leaders score
low on the Create quadrant, however, when leadsre shigh on the Create quadrant they

can better utilise the Innovation in the environtremd increase their Relative Performance.

These findings add empirical support for OsbornentHand Jauch’s (2002) conceptual
proposition that leadership is influenced by thaation in which it exists where leaders need
to be sensitive to changes in their environmentdacting with the right combination of

behavioural repertoire and behavioural differemdratn order to be effective.
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Chapter 8: Study Three - Exploring the impact of leadership training and Behavioural

Complexity on Leadership Effectiveness

8.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

Study One demonstrated that Behavioural Complexaperationalised through the four
guadrants of the Competing Values Framework (Con@ompete, Collaborate, and Create)
both combined and individually enable leadershifeativeness. In view of the benefits
identified in Study One linking Behavioural Complgxo leadership effectiveness, this study
explores if leadership training develops Behavib@amplexity. If so, it is anticipated this

would impact upon the Leadership Effectiveness@utes: Overall Performance and Ability

to Lead Change.

The study was designed to incorporate a trainiigriention oriented around leadership.
Measures of Behavioural Complexity were taken frdmose who attended the training
intervention at the start and end of the coursehe intervention was the participating
healthcare organisation’s own initiative, aimeddaveloping its junior leaders. Such an
initiative is important within the healthcare secidhere operating leaders typically enter the
profession as medical professionals, not as leaders are often put into a leadership role
because they demonstrate a high degree of competdtiun their chosen profession rather
than for the leadership qualities they possesss&qurently, mapping the progression of such

individuals from medical professional to leaderdraes a topic of interest.

The chapter begins with an overview to the methdidc(issed fully in Chapter Five), and
includes details of the training intervention. Hitpeses are then represented. The chapter
continues by presenting the results of the analysd finally the chapter concludes with a
discussion of the findings. Overall, the resuftdicate leaders exposed to training will show
greater increases on each of the Competing Vahes leaders not exposed to leadership

training and that these increases contribute toonga leadership effectiveness.
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8.2. METHOD

This section presents details relating to the stmd@yhod, including: sample characteristics,
research design overview and materials. The Inttolu to Leadership and Management

training intervention is discussed, followed by #tedy procedure.

8.2.1 Sample Characteristics

Primary data were collected from eighty-one juridational Health Service (NHS) Acute
Hospital leaders, from one of two groups. Grouwdk trained (experimental group) and a
matched group who did not undergo training wasuitket! as a control.

The principal inclusion criteria for the trainingogp (n=39) applied to all participants
undergoing the organisational provided traininggoamme, Introduction to Leadership and
Management. The training programme targeted fegell managers from clinical and non-
clinical disciplines, many of whom had receivedpnmr management or leadership training.
A staff list of all potential individuals who cameder the principle inclusion criteria was
supplied to the researcher by the Human Resourparitheent of the organisation. The
sample for the training group was a population dartipat reflects all possible members of
the group from which the sample was taken, explicil| staff attending the training.

The non-training group (n=42) was drawn from a pagpon sample, from an email
distributed to all first level managers workingthe hospital that had not yet been listed by
the organisation to attend the training but woubdsd the following year. Group allocation
was arranged by the organisation, since this studyg integrated into an organisational

training programme.

The demographic characteristics of the training ammh-training group showed little
significant variation: Both groups were female doated (training group 85%, non-training
group 88 %.); the modal age range of both groupsfreen 30 to 40 years old (training group
47%, non-training group 45%); the main functionathkground of both groups was clinical
(training group 78%, non-training group 82%) anc tmajority of participants were

university educated (training group 85%, non-tragngroup 89%.).
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8.2.2 Research Design Overview

The aim of this study was to establish the extenwhich leadership training supports
Behavioural Complexity in contributing to Leaderskffectiveness. It was intended that this
study provides evidence for organisations on whetbeengage in similar practices of
leadership development.

To this end the study was designed to incorporaéa@ership training intervention, targeted
at junior leaders. A longitudinal design was aeddptfor data collect. Measures of
Behavioural Complexity and Leadership Effectivenssse taken at two points in time. For
the training group this timeframe was marked by steet and end date of the eight month

leadership training intervention and for the nairting group by an eight month timeframe.

This research again builds upon Lawrence, Lenk @Qudhn’s (2009) work which linked
Behavioural Complexity to the Leadership Effectigss outcomes, Ability to Lead Change
and Overall Performance. Note that in this studei@V Performance has not been broken
down into the sub-dimensions of Relative Perforneagwed Absolute Performance, the reason
for this is keeping in consistency with Lawrenceaks original study which is taken a step
further in this study by exploring Behavioural Cdeyity from the perspective of leadership

training.

8.2.3 Materials

Behavioural Complexity and Leadership Effectivensas captured using the pre-publication
copy of Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009) Compeliadues Framework described earlier.
The framework measures the degree to which aniohdaV scores on the four quadrants of
Behavioural Complexity (1) Control (2) Compete 3pllaborate and (4) Create; and two
outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness (1) Overalffddmance and (2) Ability to Lead

Change (see Chapter Five for more specific debailsese scales).
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8.2.4 Introduction to Leadership and Management traning course

A sample of junior healthcare leaders (referredgdhe training group) was selected by the
organisation to take part in an in-house, leadprs$faining course, titled Introduction to

Leadership and Management. The course ran oweor8hs and was aimed at individuals
working in a leadership role but still consideredbie in the early part of their leadership
career. It sought to provide such leaders/manag@ispotential leaders/managers with an
understanding of the basic roles and skills invdlue first line management/leadership and

the management of NHS-related issues.

Introduction to Leadership and Management is uridegal by the NHS Leadership Qualities
Framework (LQF). The LQF sets the standard fometary leadership within the NHS.
There are fifteen qualities within the LQF, arrathga three clusters: Personal Qualities,
Setting Direction and Delivering the Service (SeguFe 8.1).

Figure 8.1 NHS Leadership Qualities Framework

Setting
Brosg  Direction
scanning Polltical
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fiaxlbility
Seiring PETS(:'I“EI Drive for
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Leading charga Drive for improvemnsait aborative
tirouh peapie personal integrity working
Hold
g e Effective
and srategic
Empowaring irtivancing
othors
DEliUEﬂﬂg the
Service

Source: NHS Leadership Centre (200B)S Leadership Qualities Framework (London: NHS
Leadership Centre)

By gaining an understanding of the basic roles ahkils involved in first line NHS
management and leadership, Introduction to Leagersid Management aimed to develop

these fifteen qualities amongst those who attericiedourse.
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Introduction to Leadership and Management was aiatetew or aspiring managers/leaders,
team/shift leaders, supervisors and those in antinGacup’ role, plus where
management/leadership knowledge and skills haven bielentified at the Personal

Development Review (PDR).

The course consisted of fifteen modules. Each neodals 3/3.5 hours; apart from module 5
which was 6 hours (1 day). Albeit each module da@tdndalone, participants were advised it
was more appropriate to sign up to the whole progna as it aids continuity. Leaders on the
course attended two modules each month over tie eignth period. To support busy staff,
one day per month was set aside for attendancars€attendance was identified as essential

or desirable, not statutory or compulsory

Facilitator-taught modules were supported by agtiagicipation from the course attendees.
Examples of this include involvement through préston, facilitation, practical exercises,
role play and scenarios. The aim of this structwees to encourage application of the

theoretical elements of course.
The fifteen modules that comprise the Introductmheadership and Management course are

outline and detailed in Table 8.2. Each module e@spleted in a single 9am to 5 pm day

and delivered on site at the organisation’s Edooaflentre.
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Table 8.2 Introduction to Leadership and Managementraining course modules

Module
Number

Module Title/Name

Topics included in the module

Module 1

Your role as manager

NHS Code of Condurctrfanagers/leaders
Managing for excellence in the NHS
Function and Responsibilities of
managers/leaders
Kaizen
Product v Process
Trust Ambition and Strategic themes
Authority/ Accountability/Responsibility
Managers/Leaders: differences

Module 2

Personal Development

Identify your prefdrearning style to
support your personal development
Analyse you SWOT and know how to produ
a SWOT analysis
Produce personal objectives for yourself
Identify how to produce personal objectives
others

Module 3

Communication Interperson
and influence

alransactional Analysis
Barriers, Breakdowns and Blockages
Handling Conflict
Influencing Styles [hard and Soft]

Module 4

Stress Management

What is stress?
Healthy/Unhealthy Stress
Triggers
Implications

for

Strategies for managing and Controlling stress

Emotional Intelligence/Emotional Quotient

Module 5

Managing and Developing

Managing Individuals

Managing teams

Healthy teams

Delegation and Empowerment

KSF and Manager Skills in the process
Learning, Training and Development
Motivation and Delegation

Monitoring and Recording

Setting Goals and Objectives

Health and Safety

Link up and learn — Public service shadowin
opportunity

Module 6

Managing your time and
priorities

Managing your time more effectively
Recognise time stealers

Prioritise your workload

Assertive communication

Say NO when you need to

Prioritisation tools

ABC method of prioritisation

Managing your diary

Planning ahead to become more effective

Module 7

Problem solving and decisic
making

priModels [CPA, brainstorming, mind mapping
force field analysis, SWOT
Influencing (Hard and Soft Styles)
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Action learning Sets (brief)
Focus Groups
PDSA

Module 8 Personal development and | Personal development and review
review

Module 9 Managing sickness absence Managing siskalesence

Module 10 | Discipline/Capability and | Discipline/Capability and Grievance

Grievance
Module 11 | Dignity at work Dignity at work
Module 12 | Recruitment Recruitment
Module 13 | Finance Finance

Module 14 | Governance Support training Governangg8u training

Module 15 | Governance Support training Governangg8u training

The course contained no formal assessment. Howpa#icipants were informally assessed
throughout the programme with a variety of questares and feedback. Introduction to
Leadership and Management was designed by the isggi@m’s training and development
team. The facilitators who delivered the trainingregmade up of in-house training team staff,
all of whom held a directorate or senior positiovithin the organisation. Modules 1 to 7
were delivered by the Directorate of Governance Bddcation; Modules 8 to 12 was
delivered by the Directorate of Human Resourcesgi® 13 delivered by the Directorate of

Finance and Modules 14 to 15 by the Directoratdedlth, Safety and Security.
8.2.5 Procedure

The Competing Values Framework was administeredoth the Control and Experimental
groups to collect measures of their Behavioural @lewity and associated outcomes of
Leadership Effectiveness before and after an emgirith timeframe. For the training group
the eight months were marked by the beginning aado¢ the leadership training course.
Mixed-mode survey administration was adopted. Aepdjased survey was administered to
the training group, as the researcher was abléteéachthe first and last day of the training
course to deliver and collect the surveys in perdoweb-based survey was administered to
the non-training group, since these participaneded to be approached separately as they
did not have the training course to bring them tiogein one location where the researcher
could deliver the survey in person. The same adimation method was used at each time
point. Both types of survey were accompanied bp\ecletter that outlined the aims of the
study, confidentiality, anonymity, and possiblesgisiination of results, estimated time to
complete the survey and details on how to answegttestions (Appendix A). Participants
were informed that participation was completelywaary and that they could withdraw from

the research at anytime. The contact email anghielee number of the researcher was also
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provided to the participants in case they had amrigs about the survey or project during

data collection. The survey took approximately liButes to complete.

8.3 HYPOTHESES

The purpose of the study to establish the extenwlich leadership training supports
Behavioural Complexity in contributing to leadegsheffectiveness in view of findings
presented earlier in the thesis linking Behaviow@amplexity to outcomes of Leadership
Effectiveness.

The following hypotheses were tested in the curséundy.

Hypothesis 8: Leadership training has a positive effect on éeadcapacity on each of the four

Competing Values

Hypothesis 9: Leaders exposed to training will show greaterreases on each of the

Competing Values than leaders not exposed to Ishgbetraining.

Hypothesis 10: Leadership training has a positive effect on deeelopment of leadership

effectiveness

Hypothesis 11: Leaders exposed to training will show greaterreases in leadership

effectiveness than leaders not exposed to leagetrstining.

Hypothesis 12: The Competing Values will mediate the relatiopsbetween training and

leadership effectiveness

The proceeding section presents results that atestdhese hypotheses.
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8.4. RESULTS

This section presents the results of analysesettigbre the link between leadership training
and Behavioural Complexity as enablers of Leadpriififectiveness. In view of hypotheses
that investigate the extent to which leadershipniing has a positive effect on leaders’
capacity on each of the four Competing Values thaturn contribute to outcomes of
leadership effectiveness. The Competing Valueshae considered as potential mediators in

the relationship between leadership training aadéeship effectiveness.

8.4.1 Leadership training and the development of Bevioural Complexity

The first stage of analysis was to establish allveestor comparison using multivariate
analysis of variance (illustrated in Table 8.3heTresults indicate there were no statistically
significant differences between the training and-training group on each of the Competing
Values at Time One (prior to the training intervenj.

Table 8.3 Between-subjects effects of the Competingalues for the training and non-training group at
Time One

Between subjects effects of the
training and non training group at
Time One

Variable Time T P
Control 1 0.225 .823
Compete 1 -0.079 937
Collaborate 1 0.356 723
Create 1 0.386 701

Since this study was concerned with exploring thedct of a leadership training intervention
on the development of Behavioural Complexity a sdcoomparison baseline against the
non-training Control group needed to be establishBdest analysis provided this by
investigating the within-subject effects within then-training group at Time One and Time
Two (before and after an eight month timeframe)e Tasults indicate that there were no
statistically significant differences within the mtraining group, on the four Competing

Values between Time One and Time Two (illustratedable 8.4).
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Table 8.4 Within-subjects effects of the Competiny/alues for the non-training group at Time One and
Time Two

Variable Time Mean Mean difference s.d T
Control 1 3.53 0.01 0.02 1.57
2 3.54
Compete 1 3.46 0.02 0.11 1.39
2 3.48
Collaborate 1 3.89 0.01 0.04 1.51
2 3.90
Create 1 3.19 0.01 0.02 1.13
2 3.20

Within-subjects t-test comparison of the trainimgup was established to assess the impact of
the training intervention on the Competing Valugstween Time One and Time Two (before
and after the training intervention). The resufdicate statistically significant differences
within the training group on each of the four Cotimug Values, between Time One and Time
Two (illustrated in Table 8.5).

Table 8.5 Within-subjects effects of the Competinyalues for the training group at Time One and Time
Two

Variable Time Mean Mean s.d t
difference
Control 1 3.55
2 3.72 0.17 0.34 3.08**
Compete 1 3.45
2 3.62 0.17 0.48 2.21*
Collaborate 1 3.93
2 4.19 0.26 0.37 4.36**
Create 1 3.25
2 3.49 0.24 0.56 2.64**

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

Multivariate analysis of variance investigated thetween subject effects of the Competing
Values for the training and non-training group anhd& Two. The results indicate statistically
significant difference between the training groungl @on-training group for three of the four
Competing Values: Control, Collaborate and Cre@tastrated in Table 8.6), which indicates
that the training group showed a statistically Bigant improvement on three of the four

Competing Values compared with the non-trainingugrbetween Time One and Time Two.
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Table 8.6 Between-subjects effects of the Competingalues for the training and non-training group at
Time Two

Between subjects effects of the
training and non training group at
Time Two

Variable Time t P
Control 2 2.562 .012**
Compete 2 1.326 .189
Collaborate 2 3.152 .002**
Create 2 2.143 .035*

Multivariate analysis of variance investigated thean differences between the training and
non-training group, for the Competing Values, betw&ime One and Time Two. The results
indicate statistically significant difference beewethe training group and non-training group
for each of the four Competing Values differencerss (illustrated in Table 8.7). This result

supports:

Hypothesis 8: Leadership training has a positive effect on égadcapacity on each of the four

Competing Values; and

Hypothesis 9: Leaders exposed to training will show greaterreases on each of the
Competing Values than leaders not exposed to Ishigetraining. Figures 8.2 to 8.5 visually

illustrate these results.

Table 8.7 Between-subjects effects of mean scoréerences in the Competing Values for the trainingand
non-training group at Time One and Time Two

Between subjects effects of the mean differencein
scores between the training and non-training
group

Variable t P
Control diff 3.278 .002**
Compete diff 1.951 .055*
Collaborate diff 451 .000***
Create diff 2.667 .009**

T p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Figure 8.2 Comparison of the Competing Values Contd scores for the training and non-training group &
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Figure 8.4 Comparison of the Competing Values Collzorate scores for the training and non-training
group at Time One and Time Two
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Figure 8.5 Comparison of the Competing Values Creatscores for the training and non-training group at
Time One and Time Two
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8.4.2 Leadership training and the development of Ladership Effectiveness

Having established that the training had positiffects on Behavioural Complexity the next
phase of the analysis was to investigate the affecthis on Leadership Effectiveness. The
first stage of analysis was to establish a baséineomparison between training and non-
training group at Time One using multivariate asayof variance (illustrated in Table 8.8).
The results indicate there were no statisticaliyicant differences between the training and
non-training group, on either of the Leadership eEiiveness outcomes of Overall
Performance and Ability to Lead Change at Time (mi®r to the training intervention).

Table 8.8 Between-subjects effects of LeadershipfE€tiveness for the training and non-training groupat
Time One

Between subjects effects of the
training and non training group at
Time One
Variable Time T P
Overall Performance 1 0.205 .838
Ability to Lead Change 1 -0.013 .990

Since this study was concerned with exploring thpact of a leadership training intervention
on the development of Leadership Effectivenesscargk comparison baseline against the
non-training Control group needed to be establisRaired samples t-test analysis provided
this by investigating the within-subject effects tbeé non-training group at Time One and
Time Two (before and after the eight month timefeanThe results indicate that there were
no statistically significant differences within thmn-training group for either Leadership

Effectiveness outcome between Time One and Time (Tustrated in Table 8.9).

Table 8.9 Within-subjects effects of Leadership Eéfctiveness for the non-training group at Time One rd
Time Two

Variable Time Mean Mean dff s.d T
Overall Performance 1 3.62
2 3.65 0.03 0.14 1.35
Ability to Lead Change 1 3.19
2 3.23 0.04 0.17 1.50

1 p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

Within-subjects paired samples t-test comparisorthef training group was established to
assess the impact of the training intervention eadership Effectiveness, between Time One
and Time Two (before and after the training intati@). The results illustrated in Table
8.10 signify there are statistically significantffeiences within the training group for
Leadership Effectiveness, between Time One and Time, indicating the training group
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showed a statistically significant improvement ove€all Performance and Ability to Lead

Change following the training intervention.

Table 8.10 Within-subjects effects of Leadership Eéctiveness for the training group at Time One and
Time Two

Variable Time Mean Mean dff s.d T
Overall Performance 1 3.64
2 3.93 0.29 0.54 3.21**
Ability to Lead Change 1 3.19
2 3.57 0.38 0.67 3.52**
1 p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

Multivariate analysis of variance investigated thetween subject effects of Leadership
Effectiveness, for the training and non-trainingpgy at Time Two. The results indicate
statistically significant difference between thaining group and non-training group in
Leadership Effectiveness (illustrated in Table $.11

Table 8.11 Between-subjects effects of Leadershigféctiveness for the training and non training groyp at
Time Two

Between subjects effects of the
training and non training group at
Time Two
Variable Time T P
Overall Performance 2 2.891 .005**
Ability to Lead Change 2 2.626 .010**

T p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 ** p<.001

Multivariate analysis of variance investigated thean differences between the training and
non-training group for Leadership Effectivenesswaetn Time One and Time Two. The
results indicate statistically significant diffecenbetween the training group and non-training

group for Leadership Effectiveness (illustrated able 8.12). This result adds supports to:

Hypothesis 10: Leadership training has a positive effect on deeelopment of leadership
effectiveness; an#llypothesis 11: Leaders exposed to training will show greatereases in

leadership effectiveness than leaders not expaskegdership training.

Figures 8.6 and 8.7 visually illustrate these rssul

Table 8.12 Between-subjects effects of mean scaliferences in Leadership Effectiveness for the tiaing
and non-training group at Time One and Time Two

Between subjects effects of the mean differencein
scores between the training and no training group

Variable t P
Overall Performance diff 3.123 .003**
Ability to Lead Change diff 3.319 001 ***
1 p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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Figure 8.6 Comparison of Overall Performance scorefr the training and non-training group at Time
One and Time Two
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Figure 8.7 Comparison of Ability to Lead Change sa®s for the training and non-training group at Time
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8.4.3 Combined effects of leadership training and @&havioural Complexity on

Leadership Effectiveness.

The proceeding section presents the results ofysemlthat explore the effect of leadership
training on Behavioural Complexity and Leadershife&iveness. This final section looks to

integrate these three variables into a single muadigst the Hypothesis that:

Hypothesis 12: Increases in the Competing Values will mediate thlationship between
training and improved leadership effectiveness.

The next set of analyses, using three-step mediainalysis, explore the effects of the mean
differences (between Time One and Time Two) in eaicthe Competing Values and the
impact these differences have upon the mean diftee in the outcomes of Leadership

Effectiveness (also between Time One and Time Two).

It is proposed that leadership training will cobtiie to greater mean differences in the
Competing Values and outcomes of leadership effeéss (between Time One and Time
Two ; Step 1); that training will contribute to gter mean differences (between Time One
and Time Two) in the Competing Values (Step 2); #rat increased mean differences on
each of the Competing Values (between Time One Bnie Two) will contribute to
increased mean differences (between Time One amé Two) in Leadership Effectiveness

(Step 3). This proposition is illustrated in FigL8.8.)
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Figure 8.8 The Competing Values as a mediator betwa training and Leadership Effectiveness

Improvernents in the Competing
Walues (ndicated by increased
mean differences between Time
One and Time Tuva) will
cantribute 10 an improverment in
Leadership Effectivenass

Competing Values
(Behavioural Complexity)

Leaders exposed to training will
shiow an improverment in the
Competing Yalues {indicated by
a greater mean differance in the
Competing Walues between
Tirme One and Tirme Twa).

Leaders exposed to training wil
shiow an improvement in
Leadership Effectiveness

(indicated by a greater mean

difference in Leadership
Effectiveness betweaen Time
Cne and Time Twa).

Train _ Leadership
raining Step One > Effectiveness

Leadership Effectiveness refers to Overall Perforeeaand Ability to Lead Change. With
this description in mine Hypothesis 12 is splibiparts a and b to reflect the two constructs

that underlie Leadership Effectiveness, specially:

Hypothesis 12a: Increases in the Competing Values will mediate thlationship between

training and improved Overall Performance.

Hypothesis 12b: Increases in the Competing Values will mediate thlationship between

training and improved Ability to Lead Change.

154



8.4.3.1 Competing Values and training as a predict@f Overall Performance

Regression analysis (see Table 8.13) indicatesitigacontributes to increases in participants’
scores on the Cometign Value Control and Competethis improvmemtn carries over to
improved Overall Performance.

This relationship was further explored using medraainalysis, as shall now be discussed.

Table 8.13: Regression Analysis — The Competing &ds and training as a predictor of Overall
Performance

Overall Performance
R? ";‘;31 DAR? OO000B
.06 .04 .32

Group (training / non-training) mean difference A7t (p=.063
Collaborate mean difference .09 (p=.629)
Create mean difference 16 (p=.233)
Control mean difference .61**(p=.004)
Compete mean difference A40**
(p=.013)

T p<.10 *p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression equddue to rounding off
RZmay differ .01 from the sum d&change.
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Hypothesis 12a stated that the increases in Congp&tlues would mediate the relationship
between training and Overall Performance. Therdanesteps to establish mediation that are
outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986), and Judd andnigg1981). The first step is to show
that the independent variable is correlated with diependent variable. That is, leadership
training in absolute predicts increased mean diffees Time 1 and Time 2 in Overall
Performance. Next, the independent variable, tngimn the current case, needs to correlate
with increased mean differences, between Time Qree BEme Two, in the Competing
Values.

The third step must show that increased mean diffars in the Competing Values, between
Time 1 and Time 2, contribute to increased meaterdihces in Overall Performance. In this
step both training and the Competing Values wilkcberelated against Overall Performance;
this rules out the possibility that the Competinglaés and Overall Performance are
correlated because they are both caused by traifimgrefore, training is controlled for in
this step. The last step is performed to estalthsh increases in the Competing Values
completely mediate the relationship between trgirand increases in Overall Performance.
Here, the effect of training on Overall Performanaden controlling for the Competing
Values should be zero. To test hypothesis 12ayiassef regression analyses (Cohen and
Cohen, 1983) were conducted in SPSS, with eacheffdur Competing Values (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) presented as toexdiblypothesis 12a is subdivided into

four sub-hypothesis to reflect the Competing Valagseparate mediators, namely:

Hypothesis 12.a.a An increase in the Competing Value Collaboratel wilediate the
relationship between training and improved Ovdpaliformance.

Hypothesis 12.a.b An increase in the Competing Value Create will raedthe relationship

between training and improved Overall Performance.

Hypothesis 12.a.c An increase in the Competing Value Control willdize the relationship

between training and improved Overall Performance.

Hypothesis 12.a.d An increase in the Competing Value Compete wilbrate the relationship

between training and improved Overall Performance.
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Hypothesis 12.a.a. stated that increases in thep€ting Value Collaborate would mediate
the relationship between training and improved @WePerformance. Training was
significantly related to improved Overall Performman@d= 0.17,p = 0.063) at Step 1;
Training was also significantly related to increage the Competing Value Collaborafe<
0.27,p = 0.000) at Step 2. However, increases in the Cangp¥&alue Collaborate was not
significantly related to improved Overall Perfornman@ = 0.09,p = 0.629). Therefore,

Hypothesis 12.a.a. was rejected.

Hypothesis 12.a.b stated that increases in the €bngpValue Create would mediate the
relationship between training and Overall PerforoeanHowever, the results were non-
significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 12.a.b. wasatejg. Training was significantly related
improved to Overall Performancd € 0.17,p = 0.063) at Step 1; Training was also
significantly related to increased CregBe=(0.24,p = 0.007) at Step 2. However, increased
Create was not significantly related to improvedeall Performancef}(= 0.155,p = 0.233).

Therefore, Hypothesis 12.a.b. was rejected.

Hypothesis 12.a.c. stated that increases in thep€bng Value Control would mediate the
relationship between training and improved OvePkalformance. Results indicated that the
relationship between training and improved OvePkadlformance was partially mediated by
increases in the Competing Value Control after stepps described by Baron and Kenny
(1986) were followed.

Figure 8.9 illustrates, Training was significantglated to increases in the Competing Value

Control @ = 0.18,p = 0.001), and increases in Control was significarglated to improved

Overall Performance3(= 0.61,p = 0.004), when Controlling for training.
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Figure 8.9 Training and Control as a predictor of Orerall Performance

Estimated coefficients for the mediated model

180 (p=.001) 610 (p=.004)

/ Control
Overall

Performance

Training

165 (p=.063)

N.B. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported.

A more rigorous test to assess the indirect efféchediation is the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982;
Preacher and Hayes, 2004). This tests whether aatoedcarries the influence of an
independent variable across to a dependent varitiaeis, it assesses the indirect effect of
training on Overall Performance, via Control. Theb8 test was found to be significant (t =
2.26,p = 0.02) indicating that increases in the Competintu¥&ontrol significantly carries
the influence of training to improved Overall Pen@ance. Hypothesis 12.a.c.could therefore

be accepted.

Hypothesis 12.a.d. stated that increases in thepébing Value Compete would mediate the
relationship between training and improved OvePalformance. Results indicated that the
relationship between training and improved OvePkadformance was partially mediated by
increases in the Competing Value Compete. As Fighd illustrates, Training was
significantly related to increases in the Competitadgue Compete{ = 0.16,p = 0.039), and
increases in Compete was significantly relatedrtprovements in Overall Performandge<

0.399,p = 0.013), when Controlling for training.

Figure 8.10 Training and Compete as a predictor oDverall Performance
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Estimated coefficients for the mediated model

d61 (p=.039) 399 (p=.013)

/ Compete

Training (_)\fe}‘illl
Performance

165 (p=.063)

N.B. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported.

The Sobel test was again found to be significast{t61,p = 0.1) indicating that increase in
the Competing Value Compete significantly carries tnfluence of training to improved
Overall Performance. Hypothesis 12.a.d.could tloeeche accepted.

In summary, this section has demonstrated thanhitigihas a direct effect on Overall
Performance and that training significantly impreveach of the four Competing Values:
Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create. Howeawergases in only two out of the four

hypothesised Competing Values, Control and Compatedict improvements in Overall

Performance above the effect of training
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8.4.3.2. Competing Values and training as a prediat of Ability to Lead Change
The procedure described above was then replicatethking Ability to Lead Change as the

dependent variable instead of Overall Performaftegression analysis (see Table 8.14)
indicates training and increases the Competing &&ationtrol and Compete predict improved
Ability to Lead Change.

Table 8.14: Regression Analysis — The Competing \(&ds and training as a predictor of Ability to Lead
Change

Ability to Lead Change
Rz adj TAR? 0oooop
R2
.06 .04 .36
Group (training or non-training) mean 32 (p= .003)
difference
Collaborate mean difference .03t (p=.148)
Create mean difference RYhad
(p=.021)
Control mean difference 42t (p=.097)
Compete mean difference .8gx**
(p=.000
T p<.10 *p<.05 *p<.01 **p<.001

Note: The values presented are the unstandar@iseefficients at each stage of the regression equddue to rounding off
R®may differ .01 from the sum ¢¥change.

Hypothesis 12b states increases in the Competing Values will atedihe relationship
between training and improved Ability to Lead ChanHypothesis 12.b. was tested using
the steps of mediation outlined by Baron and Ke(it§86), using a series of regression
analyses (Cohen and Cohen, 1983) conducted in SR&3¢e each of the four Competing
Values (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Createwresented as mediators. Hypothesis
12b is subdivided into four sub-hypothesis to iflthe Competing Values as separate

mediators, namely:

Hypothesis 12.b.a. Increases in the Competing Value Collaborate wilkdiate the

relationship between training and improved AbitiyLead Change.

Hypothesis 12.b.b. Increases in the Competing Value Create will medthe relationship
between training and improved Ability to Lead Chang
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Hypothesis 12.b.c. Increases in the Competing Value Control will nagelithe relationship
between training and improved Ability to Lead Chang

Hypothesis 12.b.d. Increases in the Competing Value Compete will rmedihe relationship
between training and improved Ability to Lead Chang

Hypothesis 12.b.a stated that increases in the €vingpValue Collaborate would mediate
the relationship between training and improved iybito Lead Change. Training was
significantly related to improved Ability to Leadh@nge B = 0.32,p = 0.003) at Step 1;
Training was also significantly related to improvedllaborate § = 0.27,p = 0.000) at Step
2. However, Collaborate was not significantly tethto Ability to Lead Changg = 0.148,p
=0.148). Therefore, hypothesis 12.b.a. was rejected

Hypothesis 12.b.b. stated that increases in thep@tng Value Create would mediate the
relationship between training and Ability to Leachabge. Results indicated that the
relationship between training and improved Abitiyl ead Change was partially mediated by

increases in Create after the steps described nBand Kenny (1986) were followed.

As Figure 8.11 illustrates, Training was signifitgmelated to increases in Creafe<0.24,
p = 0.007), and increases in Create was significamtigted to improvements in Ability to
Lead Changeff{= 0.37,p= 0.021), when Controlling for training.

Figure 8.11 Training and Create as a predictor of Aility to Lead Change

Estimated coefficients for the mediated model

236 (p=.007) 368 (p=.021)

/ Create
Ability to lead

change

Traming

324 (p=.003)

N.B. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported.
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The Sobel test was found to be significant (t 91 = 0.07) indicating that increases in
Create significantly carries the influence of traghnto improved Ability to Lead Change.
Hypothesis 12.b.b.could therefore be accepted.

Hypothesis 12.b.c. stated that increases in thep@éteing Value Control would mediate the
relationship between training and improved Abitibylead Change. Results indicated that the
relationship between training and improved Ability Lead Change was partially mediated
byincreases in Control, albeit weakly. As Figuré2Billustrates, Training was significantly
related to Control = 0.18,p = 0.001), and the increase in Control was signitiyarelated

to Ability to improved Lead Chang@ € 0.417,p= 0.097), when Controlling for training.

Figure 8.12 Training and Control as a predictor ofAbility to Lead Change

Estimated coefficients for the mediated model

180 (p=.001) 417 (p=.097)

/ Control
Ability to lead

change

Training

324 (p=.003)

N.B. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported.

The Sobel test was found to be significant (t =L1p= 0.13) indicating that increases in
Control significantly carries the influence of tiaig to improved Ability to Lead Change.

Hypothesis 12.b.c. could therefore be accepted.

Hypothesis 12.b.d. stated that increases in Competdd mediate the relationship between
training and improved Ability to Lead Change. Reésuhdicated that the relationship between
training and improved Ability to Lead Change wasdmted by increases in the Competing
Value Compete. As Figure 8.13 illustrates, Traimvas significantly related to increases in
Compete = 0.17,p = 0.039), and the increase in Compete was significaelated to

improved Ability to Lead Changg (= 0.88,p = 0.000), when Controlling for training.
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Figure 8.13 Training and Compete as a predictor ofbility to Lead Change

Estimated coefficients for the mediated model

161(p=.039) 877 (p=.000)

/ COlllpete \
b Ability to lead

change

Training

324 (p=.003)

N.B. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported.

The Sobel test was found to be significant (t =01® = 0.05) indicating that increases
Compete significantly carries the influence ofrirag to improved Ability to Lead Change.
Hypothesis 12.b.d could therefore be accepted.

In summary, this section has demonstrated thabitgihas a direct effect on improved
Ability to Lead Change and that training signifidlgnmproves each of the four Competing
Values: Control, Compete, Collaborate and Credlewever, increases in only three out of
the four hypothesised Competing Values, Create, tr6obnand Compete, predict

improvements in Ability to Lead Change.

This section has provided evidence to suggest tehgbetraining can contribute to improved
outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, in terms wér@l Performance and Ability to Lead
Change. Leadership training enhances each obtlrefompeting Values: Control, Compete,
Collaborate and Create. However, not all of thraases in the increases in the Competing
Values improved outcomes of Leadership Effectivenéscreased Collaborate for instance
does not predict improved Overall Performance oilito Lead Change; and Create does
not predict improved Overall Performance. In casir increases in both Control and
Compete contribute to the Leadership Effectivenestcomes Overall Performance and
Ability to Lead Change.
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8.5 CONCLUSION

This study demonstrated that each of the four Compé&/alues of Behavioural Complexity:
Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create; plusrthesociated outcomes of Leadership
Effectiveness, Overall Performance and Ability tead Change can improve in a relatively

short space of time with the support of leaderstgming.

The training intervention adopted in this pieceredearch required participants to attended
two modules each month over an eight month perteaich module was completed in a single

day and delivered on-site so that it could be mouad the participants’ working schedule.

Comparison of the mean differences in scores shamethcrease in the training group for
Control, Compete, Collaborate, Create, Overall dtarhnce and Ability to Lead Change. In
comparison the non-training group remained unchérme each of these six dimensions

between Time One and Time One.

The Compete variable did not show a statisticaliynificant improvement, between Time

One and Time Two, and between the training growpremm-training group.

Mediation analysis indicated increases in both @brdand Compete partially mediated the
relationship between training and improved OveRdrformance; and also training and
Ability to Lead Change. One could attribute thisdfng to the stage in career of the

participants.

Increases in the Competing Values Control, ComaeteCreate were demonstrated to enable
improvements in the Leadership Effectiveness ougohbility to Lead Change, although the
effect of the Competing Value Control was substdiytiveaker than Compete and Create.
Mediation analysis indicated increases in Conttaimpete and Create partially mediated the
relationship between training to improved Ability ktead Change. Increases in Collaborate
were not demonstrated to predict improvements inlithlto Lead Change. One could
attribute this finding to the stage in career & frarticipants, as relatively junior leaders the
participants may show a reluctance to Collaboratthay hold on to the behaviours that offer

jurisdiction.

Training was demonstrated to improvements in ptetigprovements in the Leadership
Effectiveness outcomes Overall Performance andtghd Lead Change. These relationships
are boosted when combined with increases in thepétng Values, Control and Compete

for enhanced Overall Performance; and with Cont@idmpete and Create for improved
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Ability to Lead Change. Such findings provide soewidence for organisations to invest in
leadership training because of the direct link leemv training and improved Leadership
Effectiveness, in terms of Overall Performance ahbility to Lead Change. This
recommendation is of particular interest to newaspiring leaders (who may not have
received prior leadership training, or had the oppoty to develop their own leadership
behavioural repertoire) as it provides a startilagh for such individuals to become effective
as leaders, which ultimately benefits their orgainis.

This study has taken an underlying behaviouralrieseapproach to the study of leadership.
Behavioural theory focuses on what leaders dormgef action. Behavioural theory is based
upon the belief that leaders can be made and des@lamot just born. With this is mind, this
study explored the possibility of whether Behavau€omplexity can be developed through
leadership training and provided evidence to sugipes leadership training can contribute to

Leadership Effectiveness.
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Chapter 9: Discussion and Conclusion

9.1 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter provides an overall discussion of fthdings drawn from the thesis. A brief
summary of the main aim of this research, alondn ilite major findings from across the
studies is firstly reported. Focused discussiofeting to each study are provided within the
respective sections throughout the thesis. Theseusisions should be kept in mind when
interpreting the overall findings presented herelldwing this, discussion centres on the
contribution to knowledge that the thesis providé&sis includes both theoretical and
methodological contributions to the literature eadership, as well as practical contributions
that can be used to inform leaders and organisatiOnerall limitations of the research are
considered before outlining some of the main afeadguture research. The chapter closes

with conclusions drawn from the thesis.

9.2 MAIN FINDINGS

Leadership from the perspective of Complexity Thyeisr a topic that has received much
theoretical and conceptual discussion. The idesingple and makes initiative sense; if
organisations are themselves dynamic then so rhastleaders be. However, this idea had
received limited empirical testing which the thesegks to remedy.

Leadership from the perspective of Complexity Tle@cognises leaders cannot control the
future because complex and unpredictable conteXaabrs will often determine future
organisational conditions. Such thinking moves awey “romance of leadership” (Meindl,
1985) where much that constitutes leadership isbated to the individual ‘in-charge’.
Leadership from the perspective of Complexity Tlyeamknowledges that leadership does not
exist in a vacuum and is instead is a product efitidividual and the context where the two

mutually affect one another.

Marion and Uhl Bien (2001) maintain that effectil@aders learn to capitalise on the
Complexity that exists in the environment by thelvese becoming complex. Hooijberg,

Hunt and Dodge (1997) provide a conceptual modeltadt it is to be complex, with respect
the Leaderplex model. The Leaderplex model integréhe cognitive and social aspects of
leadership that manifest in behaviour and undedimplex leadership, which helps explain

how leaders can be versatile and responsive tdehends and responsibilities of their role,
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the people they lead and the environment in wiiely bperate. The thesis empirically tested
the Leaderplex model and linked it to outcomes eddership effectiveness. The thesis
focused specifically on the behavioural aspectheflteaderplex — Behavioural Complexity,

since it is through behaviour that Cognitive andi&8lcComplexity manifest.

The aims of the thesis were threefold:

1. To establish the extent to which Behavioural Comipjeis an enabler of Leadership
Effectiveness

2. To establish the extent to which Organisational @lexity moderates Behavioural
Complexity and Leadership Effectiveness

3. To establish the extent to which leadership trgrénpports Behavioural Complexity

in contributing to Leadership Effectiveness.

These aims were achieved by exploring leadershdpoaganisations from the perspective of
Complexity Theory whilst contributing to the evalg process of moving the study of
Complexity from the arena of metaphor to somethigg) and operational. Hooijberg, Hunt
and Dodge’s (1997) conceptual propositions prowlue theoretical underpinning of these
aims, namely, organisations are dynamic and complbere leaders are required to respond
to the many demands that they encounter by beitgavieurally complex. Behavioural
Complexity is a combination of behavioural repeddrange of behaviours) and behavioural

differentiation (the capacity to apply appropriaghaviour as the situation dictates).

The behavioural repertoire aspect of Behaviouramflexity was operationalised using

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009) Competing Valeesmework which captures the extent
to which leaders demonstrate four behaviours (@gn€ompete, Collaborate and Create)
argued to be critical to all types of organisatideadership. Behavioural differentiation was
explored in terms Organisational Complexity (a maeasure developed in Chapter Six) and
the extent to which this contextual factor modesd@ehavioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness.

The results of these research aims will now beudised in more detail.

9.2.1. Aim One: To establish the extent to which Bevioural Complexity is an enabler

of leadership effectiveness
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Study One presented evidence linking Behaviouram@exity, operationalised through
Competing Values Framework, to measures of Leager8tifectiveness (specifically,
Relative Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability Lead Change, Influence and

Judgement).

Hypothesis 1 stated that proficiency in any quadainthe Competing Values Framework
(Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create) would dopially important in enabling
Leadership Effectiveness in terms of Overall Pentamce.

Overall Performance is a subsection of LawrencejkLand Quinn’s (2009) Leadership
Effectiveness measure. Factor Analysis (conducte@hapter Six) separated this measure

into two factors:

1. Relative Performance, defined as individual perfamoe relative to others and targets,
e.g. performance relative to meeting performan@ndsrds;, and performance in
comparison to one’s professional peers

2. Absolute Performance, defined as an indicationrefsoown individual performance,

e.g. performance as role model and professionakessc

In view of these two new factors Hypothesis 1 wafined and replaced with two new

hypotheses, Hypothesis 1.a. and 1.b. which state:

Hypothesis 1.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of @wnpeting Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Relative Performance.

Hypothesis 1.b.: Proficiency in any quadrant of @@mpeting Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership

Effectiveness in terms of Absolute Performance.

Both Hypothesis 1.a. and 1.b. are based on the #samoeetical assumptions that informed
Hypothesis 1. The findings relating to each okthbypotheses shall now be presented.

All four quadrants of the Competing Values Framdwaontribute to the Leadership
Effectiveness outcome Relative Performance (Hymi¢hka. can be accepted).

Despite being a statistically significant prediobdRelative Performance, Collaborate had the
least strong effect of the four quadrants on thiscame of Leadership Effectiveness. In

contrast, the Create quadrant has the strongesttedh Relative Performance. It could be
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assumed that this finding is due to the rivalroasure of Relative Performance, where
evaluations of performance are benchmarked agpeests and the achievement of targets,
where collaborative behaviours maybe least favdarabthe achievement of this outcome of
Leadership Effectiveness. In contrast, the findisgggest that the ability to behave creatively
maybe the most influential of the Competing Values terms of enabling Relative
Performance.

Nonetheless, proficiency in any quadrant of the @etng Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) acts as an enableradership Effectiveness in terms of
Relative Performance. The insight is that the icbpd the Competing Values is not equal;
some Competing Values have a stronger magnitud®etative Performance than do others.

In view of these imbalances across the quadramsesjuent analyses explored the effects of
the quadrants in combined ‘dyads’. Put simplya isingle behaviour can enable Relative
Performance can combined behaviours even bettdrleeriRelative Performance? Such a
question ties into the underlying idea of the int@oce of a large behavioural repertoire in
promoting leadership effectiveness. This questigplaged, using hierarchical regression
analysis, the interaction effects between the Cdimpevalues as combined enablers of
leadership effectiveness. As previously mentiortbd, Create quadrant had the strongest
effect of the Competing Values on Relative Perfaroga Create also acts as a moderator that
boosts Relative Performance when combined with Gtenand Control. In summary, whilst
all four Competing Values enable Relative Perforceaimbalances across the quadrants are

evident and also favourable.

Only two out of the four Competing Values: Colladter and Create contribute to the
Leadership Effectiveness outcome Absolute PerfoomarControl and Compete did not
predict Absolute Performance. Compared with RetaBerformance, Absolute Performance
is a less competitively driven Leadership Effeatiess outcome since the benchmark of
comparison is not evaluated against others or tardaestead, performance is monitored
against the individual’s evaluation of their owrmf@ssional success, which could account for
the less competitive/controlling focus of this arte of Leadership Effectiveness because
performance from this perspective is not dependartdthers. Since proficiency in two out of
the four hypothesised Competing Values act as erabf Absolute Performance, subsequent
analysis explored if Collaborate and Create combingeract to boost their relationship with
Absolute Performance. The findings supported thiggsition lending further support to the
suggestion that deliberate imbalances across tlargots maybe more common than

originally expected.
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Behaviours in the Create quadrant are needed lbigigdo ably lead change. Hypothesis 2
proposed this by stating “Behaviours in the Cregqtmdrant of the Competing Values
Framework are needed for change - Accordingly, €redl have the strongest magnitude of
the quadrants in relation to Ability to Lead CharigeWhilst this is true, Hypothesis 2 was
only partially accepted because Collaborate andtrGoalso contribute to this outcome of
Leadership Effectiveness, with Collaborate havimgegually strong effect as Create on
Ability to Lead Change. The combined effects ofl@worate and Create on Ability to Lead
Change were explored. The results indicate thedetltwo quadrants interact to boost their

relationship with Ability to Lead Change.

Hypothesis 3 stated that proficiency in any quadainthe Competing Values Framework
(Control, Compete, Collaborate and Create) would dogially important in enabling
Leadership Effectiveness in terms of Influence.

The measure of Influence was originally a singledascale developed by the P.H.l. Group
(Dickinson, 2001). Factor Analysis (conducted ina@ter Six) separated this measure into
two factors: (1) Influence defined as the capaoityn individual to produce effects on the
actions, behaviours, options, etc of others and J@jJgment, defined as the political
awareness of the leader to recognise the situatiaciars that contribute to influence.

In view of these two new factors Hypothesis 3 wafined and replaced with two new

hypotheses, Hypothesis 3a and 3b which state:

Hypothesis 3.a.: Proficiency in any quadrant of @wnmpeting Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypartant in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Influence.
Hypothesis 3b: Proficiency in any quadrant of th@mmpeting Values Framework (Control,
Compete, Collaborate and Create) will be equallypadrtant in enabling Leadership
Effectiveness in terms of Judgment.

Only two out of the four Competing Values: Colladi@r and Create, contribute to the
Leadership Effectiveness outcome Influence. Contmals demonstrated to not predict
Influence, suggesting controlling behaviours maybeffective in influencing others.

Engaging the support of others seems to be a nfi@etiee way of influencing, for example,

Collaborate had the strongest effect of the quadram Influence, suggesting what intuitively
makes sense that cooperative interaction with sth&rfundamental to this outcome of
Leadership Effectiveness. The combined effectshelke quadrants on Influence were

explored to see if combined proficiency in morentlbme quadrant is an even better enabler of
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Influence. However, no interaction effects betwdba Competing Values were evident
possibly signifying that leaders who effectiveljylience need to be consistent in the type of

behaviour they apply to a situation.

Only two out of the four Competing Values: Colladker and Compete, contribute to the
Leadership Effectiveness outcome Judgment. Suetdand could be attributed the nature of
these behaviours since Collaborate and Compete fegflire a level of interaction with
others, which complements the leadership effestge outcome Judgement, as this outcome
of leadership effectiveness about being attunedetmding the reactions of others. No
interaction effects were found between Collaboratel Compete when combined as an
enabler of Judgement, signifying that leaders wifectvely judge the situation need to be

consistent in the type of behaviour they adopt.

Study One aimed to establish the extent to whichaBmural Complexity is an enabler of
Leadership Effectiveness. As previously discus3elgavioural Complexity is a combination
of behavioural repertoire and behavioural diffeieian. The results of Study One indicated
behavioural repertoire (or breadth of behaviourymportant in contributing to Leadership
Effectiveness but not all of the behaviours capmturg the Competing Values are favourable
to all types of Leadership Effectiveness. Theresamae quadrants, for example Collaborate,
which are more favourable than others in enabliRglative Performance, Absolute
Performance, Ability to Lead Change, Influence ammigment. Likewise, there are some
outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, specificalRelative Performance, Absolute
Performance and Ability to Lead Change that arearold by combined proficiency in more
than one quadrant. In such instances the Comp¥hge Create most frequently acts as a
moderator to boost the relationship between thero@ompeting Values and Leadership
Effectiveness. In conclusion, imbalances acroeSdbmpeting Values are important. There
are leadership effectiveness outcomes where naif &llle Competing Values are useful but
this does not mean that these behaviours shoulteimeved completely from a leader’s
behavioural repertoire. Instead, such behavioursldhbe temporally ‘de-activated’ until they
are needed and then‘re-activated’ in the pursuitnofe suitable leadership effectiveness
outcomes. Such behaviour taps into the idea ohwebral differentiation - the capacity to

apply appropriate behaviour as the situation destat

The next section explores behavioural differerdrain terms Organisational Complexity and
the extent to which this contextual factor modesd@ehavioural Complexity and leadership

effectiveness.
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9.2.2. To establish the extent to which Organisati@l Complexity moderates
Behavioural Complexity and Leadership Effectiveness

Study Two investigated Organisational Complexityaasenabler of Behavioural Complexity
and leadership effectiveness. Organisational Caxitglevas explored through the developed
of a new and extended theoretical construct whatliccbe operationalised into a short, valid
and reliable scale of 0.7.

Damanpour (1996) conducted an extensive meta-asdheat explored the different facets of
Organisational Complexity. The themes derived fiibie meta-analysis became the items in
the Organisational Complexity scale. The needafoiOrganisational Complexity scale was
identified because no previous scale existed trdgqaately captured Organisational
Complexity other than measures of Perceived Enmental Uncertainty, many of which
were developed in the 1970’s and 1980’s when osgdioins were still typically defined by

the manufacturing industry and consequentially suelasures had become outdated.

The thesis therefore provided a new measure of iisgaonal Complexity, defined by four
dimensions: Structural Complexity, Organisationa&eS Environmental Uncertainty and
Innovation. Based upon theoretical deductions dred ihcorporation of recent conceptual
trends in Organisational Complexity research, thés# dimensions capture the key
characteristics that define Organisational Compyexn the literature. Following the
presentation of the theoretical model, a validatgindy was conducted to explore the
structure and properties of the Organisational derity scale. Analysis was based on a
sample of 118 healthcare leaders. In terms opsiyehometric soundness of this scale, initial
reliability results are encouraging; with the ageraoefficient alpha for the nine-item scale

exceeding 0.7. Each item was measured on a 1 ikebtIscale.
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Study Two established initial support for the potige validity of the Organisational
Complexity scale, through the testing of hypothdbes$ shall now be discussed in terms of
the four dimensions that underlie Organisationalm@lexity: Structural Complexity,

Organisational Size, Environmental Uncertainty amubvation.

Hypothesis 4 states that high Structural Compled#greases Leadership Effectiveness and
that the effects of Structural Complexity can bduaed by proficiency in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, (@aoltate and Create), that in turn
contributes to improved Leadership Effectiveness fgrms of Relative Performance,
Absolute Performance, Ability to Lead Change, lefiae and Judgement). Hypothesis 4 was
partially accepted because Structural Complexitg waly seen to moderate the relationship
between the Competing Value Collaborate and thedémship Effectiveness outcome
Absolute Performance, signifying that in complegamisational structures collaboration can
contribute to Leadership Effectiveness. This fngdis consistent with Study One which also
demonstrated that Collaborate contributes to AlisoRerformance. Again, this finding is
attributed to nature of Absolute Performance. Akess competitively driven benchmark
Absolute Performance is monitored against the iddai’s evaluation of their own
professional success. In contexts of high Strut@oanplexity (which refers to the number of
hierarchical levels and occupational specialisthiwithe organisation) leaders are better able
to evaluate themselves if they increase their anesm® of others around them by collaborating

and interacting.

Hypothesis 5 states high Organisational Size deessteadership effectiveness and that the
effects of Organisational Size can be reduced kofigieency in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework (Control, Compete, @aoltate and Create), that in turn
contributes to improved Leadership Effectiveness.

In view of this hypothesis Organisational Size veamlysed with each of the Competing
Values as combined enablers of the Leadership tféeess outcomes: Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability to L&dthnge, Influence and Judgment - none
of which turned out to be related. Hypothesis S wgected. This result could be attributed
to all participants being surveyed from the sangaoisation, hence the lack of variability in
Organisational Size.

Hypothesis 6 states that high Environmental Ungsstadecreases leadership effectiveness
and that the effects of Environmental Uncertainiyn de reduced by proficiency in any

guadrant of the Competing Values Framework (Conttampete, Collaborate and Create),
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that in turn contributes to improved Leadership eEfiveness (in terms of Relative
Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability to L&lthnge, Influence and Judgement).
Hypothesis 6 was partially accepted because Enwiemtial Uncertainty was seen to only
moderate the relationship between the Competingqué/&ollaborate and the leadership
effectiveness outcome Absolute Performance. Tinigirfg is consistent with Study One
which also demonstrated that Collaborate contrbtweAbsolute Performance. Again, this
finding is attributed to nature of Absolute Perfamie. As a less competitively driven
benchmark Absolute Performance is monitored agdhestindividual's evaluation of their
own professional success. In contexts of high Emvirental Uncertainty a leader is better
able to evaluate his or her self if they reduceentainty by collaborating and interacting with
others.

Hypothesis 7 states that high Innovation decredsadership effectiveness and that the
effects of Innovation can be reduced by proficiemcgny quadrant of the Competing Values
Framework (Control, Compete, Collaborate and Cje#tat in turn contributes to improved
Leadership Effectiveness (in terms of Relative &enfince, Absolute Performance, Ability to

Lead Change, Influence and Judgement).

Hypothesis 7 was partially accepted because Inmmvawvas only seen to moderate the
relationship between the Competing Value Createthadeadership effectiveness outcome
Relative Performance. This finding is consistenmthvistudy One which also demonstrated
that Create contributes to Relative Performanchis finding is attributed to rivalrous nature
of Relative Performance where evaluations of perforce are benchmarked against peers
and the achievement of targets, where those whavieetreatively maybe more influential in

terms of enabling Relative Performance than thesg ¢reative.

Combined, Hypotheses 4 to 7 provide support foritlea of behavioural differentiation,
where effective leaders apply an appropriate belhavio the demands of the situation in
order to enable effectiveness. Such an idea israleto the study of leadership for the
perceptive of Complexity Theory in view of the urgg principle that organisations are

dynamic and complex; and so too should their lesader
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9.2.3. To establish the extent to which leadershipraining supports Behavioural

Complexity in contributing to Leadership Effectiveness

Study Three explored if leadership training coulgpmort Behavioural Complexity in
enabling the Leadership Effectiveness outcomesrallvEerformance and Ability to Lead
Change. To this end, the study was designed twpicate a leadership training intervention.
In view of the benefits, outlined in Study One, axsated with Behavioural Complexity
enabling Leadership Effectiveness; Study Three dstnated, amongst a sample of junior
leaders, that each of the four Competing Valuesit@f Compete, Collaborate and Create,
and associated outcomes of Leadership Effectiver@gsrall Performance and Ability to
Lead Change, could be developed with the suppottadership training. Such findings
provide some evidence for organisations to inveséadership training because of the direct
link between training and leadership effectivenesgserms of Overall Performance and
Ability to Lead Change. This is of particular irést to new or aspiring leaders (who may not
have received prior leadership training, or hadagortunity to develop their own leadership
behavioural repertoire) as it provides a startilugl for such individuals to become effective

as leaders, which ultimately benefits their orgaiis.

Measures of the participants’ Behavioural Complexitere taken pre and post training.
Comparison of scores showed an increase in thairigaigroup for each of the four

Competing Values: Control, Compete, Collaboratesa@ and two outcomes of Leadership
Effectiveness: Overall Performance and Ability tead Change, in comparison to the non-
training group who remained generally unchangedhiwia parallel eight-month timeframe.

Improvments in the Competing Values Control and @et®a were seen to contribute to
improvements in the Leadership Effectiveness ouao@verall Performance - defined as
performance in relation to oneself and others. twpments in the Competing Values
Collaborate and Create did not mediate the relahignbetween training and improvements in
Overall Performance. However, mediation analysdiceted both Control and Compete
significantly mediated the relationship betweeniniry and improvements in Overall

Performance. These findings could be attributethtostage in career of the participants.
Ambition could contribute to effectiveness througbmpetitiveness; and inexperience
promoting behaviours of Control as the junior leadiack the confidence or ability to

delegate.

Improvments in the Competing Values: Control, Cotepend Create were demonstrated to

predict improvements in the Leadership Effectiveneatcome, Ability to Lead Change -
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defined as conceiving and leading change that hgmadt. Mediation analysis indicated

improvements in Control, Compete and Create sicpnily mediated the relationship

between training and improvements in Ability to He@hange. Consistent with the finding

relating to Overall Performance, the increasesailaBorate post training did not carry over
to predict increases in Ability to Lead Change. afg one could attribute this finding to the

stage in career of the participants, as relatiyehyor leaders the participants may show a
reluctance to Collaborate as they hold on to theweurs that offer jurisdiction.

The findings of Study Three provide some intergstiontrasts with Study One. For instance,
on the leadership effectiveness outcome AbilityLéad Change, the leaders in Study One
adopt all four Competing Values as enablers of ifbib Lead Change; however, the leaders
in Study Three adopt only three out of the four @etmg Values, with the exclusion of

Collaborate.  This contrast is attributed to $le@iority of the participants. The leaders in
Study One were experienced leaders, more keen ltabOate and Create in the pursuit of
Leadership Effectiveness than their Study Thre@jurolleagues, who more frequently adopt
behaviours of Control and Compete in the accomplesft of Leadership Effectiveness. The
thesis has demonstrated that each of these fouavimehis are conducive to leadership
effectiveness, adding support to Lawrence, Lenk @uinn (2009) proposition that the

Competing Values are critical to all types of origational leadership. What is interesting is
that we see evidence that suggests leaders maityrigerceive a bias towards certain

behaviours at a given point in time in their career

This section has briefly discussed the main findifrgm across the three studies that form
the thesis, the contribution of the research tostively of leadership and organisations will

now be considered.
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9.3 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE THESIS TO THE STUDY OF LEA DERSHIP AND
ORGANISATIONS

9.3.1 Theoretical contributions

The thesis presents the following theoretical dbatrons:

Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn (2009) maintain that mieficy in any quadrant of the
Competing Values Framework are all equally impdrtarenabling Leadership Effectiveness
(in terms of Overall Performance), amongst a sarntipdé included middle to senior level
leader managers from an international informatiervises organisation and a sample of
executive MBAs. The thesis contributed to knowledge testing these assertions in a
healthcare context. Exploratory and Confirmatoagtbr analysis were conducted to refine
the scale structures that meant Lawrence, LenkQurdn’s Overall Performance scale was
divided into two subscales that represented (1atRel Performance, defined as performance
in relation to others and targets, e.g. performaetative to meeting performance standards
and performance in comparison to one’s professipeals; and (2) Absolute Performance,
defined as an indication of ones own individualfpenance, e.g. performance as a role
model and professional success. The findings etltlsis indicate that all four quadrants of
the Competing Values Framework contribute to theadeeship Effectiveness outcome
Relative Performance. Collaborate, although addiedilly significant predictor of Relative
Performance had the least strong effect of the duadrants on this outcome of Leadership
Effectiveness. As previously discussed, this figdoould be attributed to the competitive
nature of Relative Performance, particularly adehchmarks performance in relation to
others, which give this variable a competitive eatthan collaborative focus. The Create
guadrant has the strongest effect on Relative Bedioce and also acts as a moderator to
boost Relative Performance when it is combined @idmpete and Control.

Competing Values, Collaborate, Create and Compete Wemonstrated to predict Absolute
Performance. Compete though a statistically sigafi predictor of Absolute Performance
had the least strong effect of these three Compéatamlues on this outcome of Leadership
Effectiveness, presumably because reflection ofsoown performance depends less on
competition with others than is the case for RetafPerformance. Collaborate and Create
interact to boost the relationship with Absolutef®enance. Notably, the Create quadrant

acts as a moderator for both Relative and AbsdReédormance, suggesting there maybe

177



something about the Create behaviour that is fallarto Leadership Effectiveness a

healthcare context.

The link between Behavioural Complexity and bothefall Performance and Ability to Lead
change had been previously empirically tested bwrkace, Lenk and Quinn (2009).
However, the link between Behavioural Complexityd dnfluence, although conceptually
discussed (Boal and Hooijberg, 2001), had not leepirically tested. The thesis filled that
gap, the results indicating that Collaborate, Geatd Compete, contribute to the Leadership
Effectiveness outcome Influence but the Controldgaat had no effect on this outcome of
Leadership Effectiveness. Collaborate has the gésineffect suggesting what intuitively
makes sense that cooperative interaction with stherfundamental to the Leadership

Effectiveness outcome Influence.

Behavioural Complexity is a combination of behavauepertoire (range of behaviours) and
behavioural differentiation (the capacity to apgppropriate behaviour as the situation
dictates). Aspects of the thesis that explore lithie between the Competing Values and
Leadership Effectiveness tap into the behaviowgpértoire part of Behavioural Complexity.
However, Kenny and Zaccaro (1983) maintain not @higuld we concern ourselves with the
study of leader behavioural repertoire, but alsmughconsider how leaders achieve effective
functioning across a variety of situations. That perceiving the needs and goals of the
situation but also adjusting one’s personal apgrogx action accordingly. Behavioural
Complexity is not just about thinking in complex ysait is about acting and implementing
complex behaviours appropriate to the context (B&aWhitehead, 1992). Behavioural
Complexity requires an appropriate level of judgetmeo that an individual utilises their
behavioural repertoire and applies it to the appabe context through behavioural
differentiation (Hooijberg, 1996; Hooijberg, Huntnda Dodge 1997). The thesis
acknowledged the influence of contextual factorsekgloring Organisational Complexity in
terms of four dimensions: Structural Complexity, g@misational Size, Environmental
Uncertainty and Innovation; and their impact of Behavioural Complexity and leadership
effectiveness. The results indicate Innovation ematés the relationship between the
Competing Value Create and the leadership effantise outcome Relative Performance;
Structural Complexity moderates the relationshiwieen the Competing Value Collaborate
and the leadership effectiveness outcome Absolatéofnance; Environmental Uncertainty
moderates the relationship between the CompetingevV&ollaborate and the Leadership

Effectiveness outcome Absolute Performance. Irclesion, such findings present evidence
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supporting behavioural differentiation, where laadevho are effective apply the right

behaviour to the right context.

The thesis has taken an underlying behaviouralrigtempproach to the study of leadership.
Behavioural theory focuses on what leaders dormgef action. Behavioural theory is based
upon the belief that great leaders can be madeleveloped, not just born. With this is mind,
the thesis explored the possibility of whether &ratip training supports Behavioural
Complexity in contributing to leadership effectiess. A research question previously not
empirically tested. The results were positive,hwat sample of participant junior leaders all
showing improvements in Behavioural Complexity daddership effectiveness following
their attendance on an eight month leadershipitrgicourse, which provides some evidence

for organisations to invest in leadership training.

9.3.2 Methodological contributions

The primarily methodological contribution for thiwork is the development of the
Organisational Complexity Scale. No previous scatkequately captured this contextual
factor other than scales of Perceived Environmebhbatertainty, many of which were
outdated and did not adequately reflect today’skimgrworld. The availability of a short and
validated measure of Organisational Complexity éf@e has important implications for

future research.

The Organisational Complexity Scale offers reseansla valid measure which can inform
them about the Complexity of the organisations ttfeyose to study, and to what extent these
organisations are complex on four dimensions: 8irat Complexity, Organisational Size,
Environmental Uncertainty and Innovation. This $hone-item scale can be administered in
combination with other organisational scales. ThgaDisational Complexity Scale could
also be controlled for in a researcher’'s analysigrder to rule out any effects that it might
have in explaining the variance in the dependemiabke(s). Incorporating a measure of
Organisational Complexity could also help to furtlexplain the relationships found in a
dataset by treating it as a moderating or mediatargable in a larger theoretical model. For
example, the relationship between human resoureetipes and performance might be
moderated by Organisational Complexity. Researcheght also wish to create categorical
variables based on the Organisational Complexityes; and explore more closely dependent
variables which fall into the upper quartile foraexple. Alternatively, they may wish to omit

cases in the lowest quartile from the analysisnsuee that they are not drawing important
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conclusions in their research based on data framclomplexity organisations. Overall, the
availability of the Organisational Complexity scajgovides researchers with a new
methodological choice with regards to identifyingmples of complex organisations for
study, as well as accounting for the fundamentatatteristics of Organisational Complexity

in their analysis.

9.3.3 Practical contributions

Exploring leadership and organisations from thespective of Complexity has various
implications for informing work performance measusnt. Work performance measurement
Is the practice of collating information regarditing functioning of an organisation, group or
individual, through the study of processes and muts relating to the target of focus (Behn,
2003). Measurement of performance requires stzdisthodelling of work processes and/or
outcomes to determine results. Behn (2003) expltiats organisational performance in its
entirety is something that can never be obtainedumse the performance of certain elements
associated with an organisation cannot be direoiyasured but instead must be estimated
through indirect assessment of other organisatieleghents - a phenomenon which parallels

the study of complex systems within the complesdiences.

Behn (2003) offers eight reasons why organisatishsuld adopt work performance

measures:

1. To evaluate the performance of the agency; sucttipeaallows one to determine the
extent to which the target of interest is acconmplig what it is supposed to accomplish
by comparing actual performance data to expectadhmeark data.

2. To control. Performance measurement allows orgaorsato assess whether actions are
executed to the required standard, compliant wifieetations.

3. To budget. Efficiency can be determined by obseyyerformance. Efficiency indicators
include productivity per person and cost, which borad determines system viability.

4. To motivate. Goals can motivate and encourage pedoce. Goals focus thinking and
provide a sense of accomplishment when achieved.

5. To celebrate. Organisations need to acknowledge #teomplishments; such practice
motivates staff and provides a sense of achievethahtan boost performance.

6. To promote. Performance measures provide orgaomsatiwith an indicator of
achievement; which can provoke confidence in themmfothers.

7. To learn and identify what works. Performance messallow organisations to depict the

reasons behind good or bad performance.
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8. To improve. Performance measures can be linked tionprovement process that allows

organisations to identify areas within their cogtarn that are in need of improvement.

The diagnostic nature of the Competing Values Fraonke makes is an apt tool for
measuring work performance. Leaders in organisationuld learn a lot about their
behavioural strengths (and weaknesses) by comgléti@ Competing Values Framework.
Feedback from the Competing Values Framework candeel to identify leaders with the
potential to be effective, in terms of performanieading change and influence based upon
the findings of the thesis that have linked the @etimg Values to these outcomes of
Leadership Effectiveness. The thesis also provaldsenchmark that could be used for
recruitment and selection purposes that matchewmicebehaviours from the Competing
Values Framework as particular enablers of LeaderdBffectiveness, specifically,
organisations looking for leaders who perform welkelation to others could perhaps look
for individuals who score high on the Create quatlralternatively, organisations wanting to
recruit high achieving leaders, focused on AbsoRé&formance, could select individuals
who score high on the Compete quadrant; organisatiothe process of change or transition
may benefit from appointing leaders who score hmh the Create quadrant; and
organisations seeking a leader with the potentmalinfluence may possibly look for
individuals who score high on the Collaborate gaatlr

The thesis has demonstrated that Behavioural Codtypleean be improved through
leadership training, making the Competing Valuesnt@work a very useful tool for
developmental purposes. As the framework is medson a continuum if a leader perceives
that it is possible that they can progress on gaelrant of the framework then they are more
likely to put in some effort into improving that pext of their behavioural repertoire.
Organisations are recommended to invest in leagetsaining programmes as these can
assist in developing the behavioural repertoir¢heir leaders. Investment in such training
programmes can increase performance, in additiokbtity to Lead Change and Influence.
The impact of training on outcomes of Leadershife&iveness will consequentially be

advantageous to the individuals and the organisaticho invest in such initiatives.

The Organisational Complexity Scale can be usedrbgnisations to identify the contextual
factors that influence leader behaviour and leduiereffectiveness. The Organisational
Complexity scale could be used by organisationgaim an overall picture of the state of
Organisational Complexity across the organisationino particular a department, whilst

considering the consequences this contextual fdwerfor those who lead in its presence.

181



The thesis identified three contextual factors ofd@isational Complexity that interact with
the different facets of Behavioural Complexity toable Leadership Effectiveness, namely:
Innovation interacts with the Competing Value Ceedd boost Relative Performance:
Collaborate enhances Absolute Performance in thsepice of high Structural Complexity;
and in environments of high uncertainty the Commggetfalue Collaborate promotes Absolute
Performance. By understanding Organisational Coxitglerganisations can develop human-
resource management (HRM) practices which promeseldrship effectiveness when the

right behaviour is applied to the right context.

The scales adopted in the thesis have useful aactigal implications for organisational
development, particularly given their short andhigintforward design. The small item pool
allows for a convenient and unobtrusive data cbtecprocess, which would be highly
appealing to organisations who do not want theiff spending too much time completing a
questionnaire. Given the size and simplicity of sleales, it is likely that respondents would
be very willing to complete them on a multiple nwenlof occasions without becoming
fatigued, thus enabling researchers to gather yigtilable repeated measures of Behavioural
Complexity, Leadership Effectiveness and Orgarosaii Complexity in a longitudinal
design. Further, as more data is collected fromrger number of individuals in a variety of
organisational contexts, these scales will not drdytested further for their generalisability
and psychometric properties, but there will als@abarger set of norm data available, against

which participating individuals can be comparedtombasis of their scale scores.
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9.3.4 Contributions to complexity

At the heart of complexity theory is the idea ofezgence. Emergence is the way complex
systems and patterns arise out of a multiplicityred&tively simple interactions. Goldstein
(1999) defined emergence as the arising of novel ewvherent structures, patterns and
properties during the process of self-organisatiocomplex systems. Self-organization in its
purest form describes how order arises withoutdedite intervention or control. Yet, we as
researchers go to great lengths to discover hownvght explain such processes, when to
define them does not do them justice. Thesetsffae themselves a challenge because of
the multitude of factors that underlie these preess Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) use the
analogy of physics to explain this, with refererioethe trajectories of physical particles.
Physical particles are prohibitively impossiblettack. Even if one had the means for such a
task they would then have to combine the diffeteagectories into a coherent whole in order
to understand the behaviour of a system of pasticlbe same is true of organisational life
where a multitude of factors (people, resourcesypmiition, technology, relationships, power
dynamics, finances, demand, etc), coupled with aawareness of the initial starting

conditions, makes it impossible to predict withtagity how events will play out.

However, if we are to advance the study of orgaiuisal life we need to make compromises
in our research of complex systems so that we caltersense of them, rather than admitting
defeat that they are too complex to study. Tohi® we need look for patterns of behaviour
that repeat over time, in much the same way asar@tgists study the weather. So for
example, while we cannot predict the exact behavabthe weather on a given date, we can
anticipate the path of activity it may take becaab@rior patterns of conduct. Complexity

theorists explain such a phenomenon with referéacéhe Lorenz Attractor. The Lorenz

Attractor measures stable systems; stable becausepatterns never exactly repeat

themselves, whilst being restricted to two condsithat are not changed by perturbations.

The Lorenz Attractor is used to study physical exyst, whilst a useful comparison, how do
we apply this information to our study of sociak®ms? Social systems carry information
about their past, they can anticipate the futuid @an reproduce. They differ from physical
systems, such as the Lorenz attractor, becausectrey information about their past and
adjust accordingly. Social systems are subjechéoaffects of external activity that change
the course of events. This process is referresd Bifurcation, by which the slightest change
in circumstances can have a big affect on evenpghemomena referred to as the ‘butterfly
effect’. Kauffman (1995) upholds that stable paitseare not randomly generated but are
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instead drawn from within the system. Kauffmantgares to assert that whilst organised
behaviours emerge from localised rules, structe@®dmot be co-ordinated to exist; order is
for free, it just happens.

Kauffman’s assertion has major implications for auderstanding of organisational life.

Implications that would bring horror to the heaftroany a chief executive or managing
director (as | found in the early stages of designthis research) at the suggestion
organisational structure need not be co-ordinateexist; order is for free, it just happens.
Taken literally this perspective undermines theeraf organisational leadership and
management, in addition to much of the research #teempts to explain it. Could

organisational structure and order emerge withelibdrate co-ordination? | do not know and
| doubt there are many organisations that woulovathis hypothesis to be tested. However,
we do see subtle glimpses of emergent order instugty of organisations, specifically: the
manifestation of culture, the emergence of leadersind the utilisation of employee

autonomy. Yet, we question whether this emergeaérowould cease to exist had there not
been some deliberate pre co-ordination, e.g.: tirehase of the building, the furnishing of

the office, the contract of work, the recruitmehthe staff.

It is plausible that the answer may rest somewhmt®veen emergent and planned co-
ordination, where some initial starting conditiorssich as the physical resources in the
working environment need to exist before unplanmeltaviour can emerge. Certainly, such a
perspective would challenge traditional ‘command aantrol’ styles of leadership, in favour
of one that promotes interaction. Marion and UlrB(2001) endorse this, maintaining
leaders should focus their efforts on the behagidbat enable organisational effectiveness,
as opposed to determining or guiding effectiven€hss assertion makes Lawrence, Lenk and
Quinn’s (2009) Competing Value ‘Control’ potentiathbsolete, if the leader’s role is that of
an enabler (we shall return to this idea latethm gection). Marion and Uhl-Bien (2001) use
an oxymoron to explain the actual role of orgamset leaders — ‘to manage dynamic
systems and interconnectivity’ (p.389). To ‘managssumes a level of control, which

complexity theorists oppose.

Reflecting upon the results of this study it becenmspparent why behaviours in the
Collaborate quadrant, the opposing behaviour to Goatrol quadrant of the Competing
Values Framework (Lawrence, Lenk and Quinn, 2089hé most instrumental dimension in
promoting outcomes of leadership effectiveness.llaBoration promotes interaction and

engagement from those operating in the system hgowraging participation, developing
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people and acknowledging personal needs. Collébaoranoves away from centralised
control by one person, to instead encourage paaticon from all who are involved in the

system.

Earlier it was mentioned that ‘order for free’ makéhe Competing Value ‘Control’
potentially obsolete. Control is concerned withmeéhating error by optimisation and
increasing consistency and regularity through:ifgiaug policies, expecting accurate work
and controlling projects. Is Control a behaviouattls obsolete in complex systems such as
organisations? No. In complex systems we still plseonsistency and regularity but not

through deliberate co-ordination, it just happens.

Consistency and regularity create stability, whicfust a much a part of complex systems as
is chaos. Chaos is useful for generating transfoomand ingenuity but it is unhealthy for
systems to always to be in a state of chaos ortaenshange. We need only look to the
recent banking crisis for evidence of this, whesastant change sent the financial world into
turmoil. Healthy systems must experience permidstability to allow for recovery, whilst
making time for new ideas and initiatives to taketrand grow. However, what complexity
theorists question is the amount of influence adiividual ‘leader’ has in attempting to
control or direct the system, which opens the debatto the direction of the relationship -
does the leader influence the system or does #terayinfluence the leader? To contemplate
this question we must acknowledge that the leaddrsgstem are not separate entities. The
leader is a part of the system and can influendeanfluenced by it (Mowles, Van der Gaag
and Fox, 2010). What the leader is unable to @ompletely control the system.

Reflecting upon the results of this study we obsenteraction effects between environmental
innovation and the Competing Value Create. Herequestion whether environments that
support the initiation and implementation of innbea encourage those in a leadership role
to be creative, or whether leaders who behave igityaianticipating customer needs,

initiating significant change and inspiring people exceed expectations) help foster
environments that are innovative. Likewise, iniemvments of high uncertainty we observe
more collaborative behaviours amongst those presenive question whether uncertainty
makes people more likely to collaborate, as thdgngit to rationalise the situation, or

whether collaborative behaviours make the envirarinfeel more uncertainty as interacting

individuals questions one another’s beliefs orcani
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Collaboration in unpredictability mirrors the sysigtheory perspective of Coupling. In stable
environments, characterised by traditional buremngr organisational constraints;
consistency; limited choice and increased predilabthe units are referred to as loosely
coupled because the units are isolated from ondhande.g. interaction between the
individuals is limited). Accordingly, changes ineopart of the system tend to be contained,
which means loosely coupled systems have littlectflon one another (Weick, 1976).
Loosely coupled systems run the risk of extinctimtause nothing changes. They do not
respond to changes in their environment (e.g. ctitpe new technologies, customer

demand), they do not adapt.

Incongruent with the notion of stability is the cept of chaos, which Herman (1969)
identifies as a state of unpredictability. Frorsyatems theory perspective, such systems are
described as tightly coupled. Tightly coupled syseare chaotic because the units are so
tightly connected with one another that an actiome part of the system tends to cascade
throughout the whole system, which ultimately me&ghtly coupled systems are highly
sensitive one another’s activities (Pfeffer andaBak, 1978). Tight coupling between the
units could symbolise collaboration between indisl$ reacting to the uncertainty. We
observe this phenomenon through the results ofsthidy where collaboration in the presence

of uncertainty increases performance.

Systems theory activity could appear completelpaugted but remember we are dealing here
with social systems that carry information abowirtipast, they can anticipate the future and
can reproduce. Social systems learn from expeziehence why we observe fluctuations
from the expected norm or pattern. Divergent pai@re evident across the difference levels
of the organisational hierarchy and levels of leski@. In this study of experienced and
junior level leaders, we detect differences in iehaviours both groups utilise. Using the
Competing Values Framework (Lawrence, Lenk and QuiR009) as the measure of
behaviour, we observe experienced leaders frequest#t behaviours from the Collaborate
and Create quadrant to promote outcomes of leageesfectiveness, whereas junior level
leaders more often adopt behaviours from the Cbatrd Compete quadrants. Such activity

could be explained by a combination of one of teasons:

1. Obsorn and Marion (2009) maintain that leaddrsirots experiencing high uncertainty

need to work with subordinates to discover whabrmfation is important for improving the
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system and should connect with subordinates toterea broad variety of potential
information sources. However, this recommendatisnnot without apprehension, those
involved often raise concerns over the protectibnntellectual property. Such anxiety is
likely to be more apparent around junior level lad(as opposed to experienced leaders) as

they aim to establish their career and decipher thiby can trust.

2. Alternately, Osborn, Hunt and Jauch (2002) rénthat lower organisational levels are
more stable than those higher in the hierarchywdrdevels are typically overseen by junior
leaders who occupy managerial roles, rather thaitipos of actual leadership. The positions
of leadership are instead savoured by those iupiper echelons of the organisation, where
the conditions are less stable. The difference éetweaders and managers makes it plausible
that people who occupy such positions would addptingt behaviours. Yukl (2006)
describes this difference, explaining, the managesfe is generally defined as transactional
as they seek to produce predictability, value $tgporder and efficiency. In contrast, the
leadership role is transformational, concerned vpitbducing change and creating vision.
Leader’s value flexibility, innovation and adaptetj all the qualities needed to promote
healthy complex systems. Edwards and Gill (201Xeole, transformational leadership is
effective across all levels of the organisationardrchy but transactional leadership is not.
Transactional leadership is effective at lower argational levels but not at the uppermost
hierarchical levels. This research helps explaily Wwihaviours which promote stability (e.g.
control) are instrumental at lower organisatiomalels amongst junior (transactional) leaders

but not amongst experienced leaders operating ne sEnior roles.
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9.4 LIMITATIONS

The thesis has contributed to our understandinBeatfavioural Complexity in terms of its
association with leadership effectiveness, sudodipti to Organisational Complexity and
development through training. However, as withpadices of research, there are a number of
limitations that should be acknowledged.

The sample represents leaders from only one ormg@mms which may limit generalisability
and restrict the range of variability in the keynstiucts of interest. However, it is also
recognised that no study is completely generalesé@idook, 1983). As previously discussed,
one organisation was deliberately targeted to mitve way Complexity is studied within the
natural sciences, where scientists will often sampte pool or ecosystem to explore the
Complexity contained within (Holland, 1998). It wdwbe interesting to consider the extent to
which the findings of the thesis are applicable ather organisational contexts. The
organisation that forms the focus of the thesisa ilatively complex organisation, future
research would benefit from exploring whether tame findings apply within a simple/non-
complex organisation using the Organisational Cexipl Scale (which taps into some of the
contextual factors that influence the behaviourspéeld by leaders) as a key independent or

moderating variable.

Leadership research has been criticised for usialg wiominated samples that have resulted
in predominantly male biased attitudes, views arethwds contributing to the body of
knowledge in this area of research (Bell, 198&)advertently the sample that formed the
focus of this research was predominately femaldis Dbservation was not unique to the
sample but reflective of the overall demographi¢hef organisation. This provided a unique
opportunity to explore the extent to which Lawregntenk and Quinn’s (2009) research
applied to a female dominated sample, particulaty Lawrence et al acknowledge a
limitation in their own research as being male dwated. Statistical analysis of gender as a
control variable indicated there were no statidiiicsignificant effects of gender on the main
findings for this study, indicating a level of coatipility between the female dominated

sample of the thesis and Lawrence et al's male datad sample.

The results offered support in favour of collabmatas a behaviour that most commonly
enables leadership effectiveness. Collaboratioa igender role typically associated with
females. Opinions diverge whether observed diffegsnn behaviours between the genders
are due entirely or partly to: culture, socialisati biology or physiological differences. In

keeping with the behaviourist perspective, on whtble thesis is based, we take the
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perspective that behaviours are learned regardfagsnder but this is not to say that there are
not socially constructed expectations as to theswagles and females should behaviour that
create self-fulfilling prophecies as to the typédehaviour both genders develop. Socially
constructed traditions and stereotypes includeetkgectation that males form friendships
with other males based upon common interest, whelstales build friendships with other
females based upon mutual support. Context is mgmrtant in such exchanges. For
example, men are expected to compete in theirdsleips, evade communicating weaknesses
and vulnerability, whilst avoiding communicating rpenal and emotional concerns. In
contrast, females are considered more likely tornanicate weaknesses and vulnerability, at
the same time seeking out friendships that prosiggort in relation to such matters because
communication can enhance self-esteem and persgnoabth, in addition to offering
validation and comfort. Gender roles begin in aindlod. According to Maltz and Broker
(1982) research has showed that the games chifdegncontribute to socialising children
into masculine and feminine roles. For examplelsgplaying house promotes personal
relationships, and playing house does not necégsmve fixed rules or objectives. Boys,
however, tended to play more competitive team spaith different goals and strategies.
These differences as children contribute to gerstiereotypes about the expected rules of
behaviour for males and females. Meaning some cattitbute the strong influence of
collaborative behaviours presented in this resedocha predominantly female sample.

However, this is something we can only speculatsup

Lawrence et al acknowledge a limitation of thesaarch with the sample being solely US
drawn. The predominance of American models of destdp is a frequent criticism of
leadership research. Whilst this study has takeAraarican model of leadership and found a
strong level of comparison in a UK context, in theure it would interesting to explore the

generalisability of the findings within a non AngeAmerican context.

It is recognised that the sample size in eachefidtasets although reasonable enough for the
research restricts the statistical power for hypsés testing. Unfortunately low participant
recruitment is a common problem faced by most rebeas. This problem is further inflated
when the sample pool is restricted to one organisats was the case for this study. Study
One and Two represent 26% of the organisation@eiesa where out of a possible 438 leaders
who were invited to take part in the study, 118eadrto participate. The 80 (39 training and
41 non-training group) leaders who took part indgturhree represented the complete
population of potential participants either undengoor later to undergo the Introduction to
Leadership and Management training programme. @aagly, such a limitation could only
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be removed by sampling from more than one orgdoisébr Study Three; and increasing the

potential sample pool for Study One and Two.

With regards to establishing causality between Behmal Complexity and leader

effectiveness, data on the dependent variablesnglto leader performance were collected
from the leaders themselves, thus increasing tteatlof common method bias. Future study
could include more complex designs including aseess$ from peers, external performance
data, etc which would also enable other questioniset asked and other relationships to be

tested.

In view of these limitations that following futuresearch possibilities are presented in the

following section.

190



9.5 REFLECTION

Leadership research has been criticised for neglecting the complexities of the context and the
nature of the leadership role (Hunt, 1999). Prigogine (1997) asserts that this has led to a
trend in leadership research associated with problems of reductionism, where leadership is
studied in isolation of the context in which it occurs and determinism, the belief events are
caused by preceding events and by knowing enough about the preceding events on can predict
the future with certainty. To avoid the problems of reductionism and determinism Marion
and Uhl-Bien (2001) recommend exploring leadership from the perspective of Complexity
Theory.
(Chapter 1; Section 1.2)

Although the phenomenon of leadership has beenndrgince antiquity (Bass, 1990) the
systematic social scientific study of leadershigh ot begin until the early 1930s. The extract
from Chapter 1 above captures the concerns sonwasstave with the systematic study of
leadership. On reflection, it was perhaps naivenef as a first year doctorial student, to
assume that | could solve the problems associat#dtiae last seventy years of leadership
research with my doctorial thesis on the bases driovi and Uhl-Bien’s (2001)

recommendation advocating the exploration of lestuprfrom the perspective of Complexity
Theory as a solution to the problems of reductionisnd determinism associated with

existing leadership research.

To recap, Complexity Theory explains the behavaiutomplex systems. A complex system
Is one comprised of interconnected parts that whae exhibit one or more properties not
obvious from the properties of the individual patteadership is a phenomenon greater than
the individual who occupied the ‘official role’ ameeds to be explored in relation to all
elements that contribute to it, something thataege often fails to do in totality. This is why
leadership research has been criticised for bezdgationistic. However, | now appreciate
that eradicating reductionism is a near impossihiallenge due to the relentless number of
factors that contribute to leadership as a compystem and the reality that complex systems

are boundary-less.

The boundary-less nature of complex systems is comiged when such systems are studied
and a cut off point (boundary) is created whenabserver stops observing. It is at this point
that the observation becomes reductionisitc beciaesgtability there will be connected parts
of the system that get neglected. From this petsmewe cannot control for all the potential
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factors that could influence the system becausa boundary-less system the number of
connections between parts is potentially infintdot of leadership research rests at the polar
opposite of this perspective focused upon the leaslan individual in isolation of everything
else. As a middle ground between both perspectives)y debates within contemporary
leadership research call for a greater emphasithercontext in which leadership exists.
Osborne and Marion (2009) call for research theditt context as the prime consideration,
rather than an afterthought, accentuating the tldatleadership takes place within a context,

not a vacuum.

The thesis eventually steered toward this middbengd, which acknowledged that we cannot
control for all the contextual factors that infleenleadership but we can at least begin to
acknowledge some of them, rather than studyingelestb in a vacuum. Accordingly, the
Organisational Complexity scale was developed $b ttee moderating effects of context on
leader behaviour and leadership effectiveness; hewby attempting to explore this feature
(in albeit a small way) another feature of compkystems was sacrificed that of non-

linearity.

Complex systems are non-linear, meaning eventsmatbmplex systems do not follow direct
sequences. Complex systems are generally unprel@ict®dn the basis of this premise, my
early research design included no predictor vaemtbbdecause if complex systems were
unpredictable then predictor variables were redondat the time | was more interested in
exploring processes than outcomes, however twg@shtaused this to change: (1) conformity
with the subject field - in line with occupationpkychology’s interest in performance
measurement and (2) recruitment - the organisaggnested that performance benchmarks

be included as a condition of their involvementha study.

Whilst sacrificing one of the main features of cdexgy theory, | am now thankful that | was
swayed towards a linear model of research. Whil&t hot claim that this model predicts with
absolute certainty which leadership behaviours,eunghich conditions, will determine
leadership effectiveness. | instead make the stiggethat these findings be considered as a
patterns of activity as the types of behaviourd #r@ more likely to act as enablers of

leadership effectiveness under certain environnheotaditions.
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9.6 FUTURE RESEARCH
The thesis has advanced our understanding of Belmali Complexity. The finding that

leadership effectiveness is associated with higheres on the Competing Values Framework
reinforces the importance of a wide array of betwanal strengths. This suggests that the
cultivation of behavioural repertoire (i.e., deyalgg all four quadrants) may improve

Leadership Effectiveness by allowing leaders tovdoa a broad array of behaviours as the
situation dictates. However, we can also see thaple in different areas of responsibility or

with different challenges may need to emphasiztaresets of behaviours. For example, the
results show junior leaders have a greater emploaisisehaviours of Control and Compete
than established leaders who demonstrate behawb@sllaborate and Create in the pursuit
of Leadership Effectiveness. This could also bearation of the leadership roles they have,
given that junior leaders have more simple taskedd than experienced leaders, which is a

topic that warrants future research.

The results also show that that people with an esigton Create quadrant had higher scores
for Ability to Lead Change. This would suggest thatre research should consider to what
extent such deliberate imbalances are effectivegpsr by capturing these behavioural shifts
over time. Meaningful questions might include: Whatividual qualities, contextual
characteristics, or circumstances facilitate theetiment of behavioural repertoire? How
does behavioural repertoire vary at different Btages or different organisational levels?

How do leaders balance roles?

It is recognised that Behavioural Complexity resbamay be confounded by the effects of
work demands, such that leaders may perceive atdieerds certain behaviours at a given
point in time, even when that leader's repertoirerdhe span of a career has been broadly
developed. Future research could recognise thiadayng evaluative measures that would
capture the Behavioural Differentiation componeotsBehavioural Complexity, enabling
assessment of the fit between behaviour and tuaBehavioural Differentiation could be
captured by calculating difference scores with elpel set of measures worded to evaluate
the nature of the situation. For example, a sesmdf Competing Value items could begin
with something like “The following behaviours araportant for my current situation....” In

this way, researchers could compare behavioutsetgitcumstances.

The thesis has considered six outcomes of LeageEffectiveness — Overall Performance,
Relative Performance, Absolute Performance, Ability Lead Change, Influence and

Judgement. However, these three outcomes are motsim total of what constitutes
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leadership effectiveness. Future research coulthiexeahow different performance outcomes
are associated with each quadrant of the Compataiges Framework. Also, since this

research was based primarily on self-rated measfrésadership effectiveness as a future
direction it would be interesting to observe if theame assumptions held true with external

performance data.

Finally, given the quantitative focus of the resbamualitative work might be conducted to
explore the barriers and facilitators to Behavibmad Organisational Complexity, in an
effort to provide organisations with more practiagiidance of how to utilise such
phenomenon. After administering the Competing Valmeasure of Behavioural Complexity,
individuals at both the top and bottom end of tbetmuum could be approached for in-depth
interview and observational studies to explore tiiceer underlying reasons behind their
scores. In terms of the Organisational Complexiles once a larger sample of norm data is
accumulated leaders in organisations at each ettteafontinuum could also be interviewed
to gain an insight into the aspects of the orgdinisahat contribute to a presence or lack of
complexity. Overall, qualitative research into Bebaral and Organisational complexity
could offer fruitful avenues for developing our enstanding of how, when and why
individuals and organisations exhibit low/high llsvef Complexity.
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9.7 CONCLUSION

The thesis has presented evidence suggesting sagjanis who invest time and efforts to
increase their awareness of Behavioural Complewtly ultimately reap the benefits.
Behavioural Complexity is the capacity of an indival to enable Leadership Effectiveness
through the appropriate application or differemtiatof a versatile behavioural repertoire.
Behavioural Complexity is operationalised using tbempeting Values Framework. The
Competing Values Framework encompasses four bel@#oControl, Compete, Collaborate
and Create, argued to be contingent to all typesrgénisational leadership by allowing
leaders to successfully rise to the demands afithation.

The aims of the thesis were threefold:

Aim 1: To establish the extent to which BehaviouCaimplexity is an enabler of Leadership

Effectiveness

Study One aimed to establish the extent to whichaBmural Complexity is an enabler of
leadership effectiveness and in doing so identifirexdimportance of behavioural repertoire, or
breadth of leadership behaviour. Whilst not adldership behaviours contribute to all types
of leadership effectiveness, it is still importahat leaders possess a wide repertoire of
leadership behaviours, as such behaviours act @igngencies to the countless situations
leaders encounter. The thesis has demonstrateddbhall of the behaviours captures by the
Competing Values Framework are favourable to glesyof leadership effectiveness. For
example, all four quadrants of the Competing Val&eamework predict the Leadership
Effectiveness outcome Relative Performance; howetlere are some quadrants more
favourable than others at enabling some of theratht&comes of Leadership Effectiveness.
For instance, the Competing Values Collaborate @nehte contribute to the Leadership
Effectiveness outcome Absolute Performance butGwitrol and Compete. Likewise, the
Competing Values: Collaborate and Create, contibtd the leadership effectiveness
outcome Influence but as with Absolute Performa@antrol and Compete has no effect on

this outcome of leadership effectiveness.

The results of Study One also indicated that thame some quadrants, for example
Collaborate, that more favourable than others ablemgy the five outcomes of Leadership
Effectiveness (that were explored in this study)eldBve Performance, Absolute

Performance, Ability to Lead Change, Influence ammigment. Likewise, there are some
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outcomes of Leadership Effectiveness, specificalRelative Performance, Absolute
Performance and Ability to Lead Change that arearobd by combined proficiency in more
than one quadrant. In such instances the Comp¥gtahge Create most frequently acts as a
moderator to boost the relationship between the g&bimg Values and leadership

effectiveness.

Study Three explored Behavioural Complexity as edtor of leadership effectiveness
amongst a sample of junior leaders, in contragttmly One who were mainly experienced
leaders. Note, that in Study Three, in keeping vidwrence, Lenk and Quinn’s (2009)
original research, that Overall Performance wasdnotled into two dimensions representing
Absolute Performance and Relative Performance #sisase for Study One and Two. The
results of Study Three suggest improvements irCibmpeting Values Control and Compete
enable improvements in Overall Performance. Howe@nilaborate and Create did not
predict this outcome of Leadership Effectivenessomgst the junior leaders. Likewise,
improvements in the Competing Values Control, Cam@ad Create enabled improvements
in Ability to Lead Change. However, increases ifl&mwrate did not improve this outcome
of Leadership Effectiveness. These finding suggbst people in different areas of
responsibility and difference stages in their cam@@y need to emphasize certain sets of
behaviours. For example, the results show juniaddée on average have a greater emphasis
on behaviours of Control and Compete than estaddisleaders who demonstrate more

frequently behaviours of Collaborate and Creatdénpursuit of leadership effectiveness.

Imbalances across the Competing Values are evilahtimportant. There are Leadership
Effectiveness outcomes where not all of the CompgeYialues are useful but this does not
mean that these behaviours should be removed ctetypleom the leader’s Behavioural
Repertoire. Instead such behaviours should be teitpale-activated until they are needed
and then re-activated in the pursuit or more su#geadership effectiveness outcomes. Such a
notion taps into the idea of Behavioural Differatibn - the capacity to apply appropriate
behaviour as the situation dictates. Behaviourieintiation is explored in the subsequent
research aim in terms Organisational Complexity #rel extent to which this contextual

factor moderates Behavioural Complexity and Leddpr&ffectiveness.

Aim Two: To establish the extent to which Organmal Complexity moderators
Behavioural Complexity and Leadership Effectiveness
The thesis has demonstrated that Behavioural Cotipless moderated by Organisational

Complexity. Using the Organisational Complexitylsadeveloped in the thesis, this research
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provides a new definition for measuring OrganisaioComplexity, arguing Organisational
Complexity is defined by four key properties: Stural Complexity, Organisational Size,
Environmental Uncertainty and Innovation. Each prop is proposed to moderate the
relationship between Behavioural Complexity anddéahip effectiveness, as the results

indicate:

1. Innovation was demonstrated to moderate the relstip between the Competing
Value Create and the leadership effectiveness mdd®elative Performance.

2. Structural Complexity was seen to moderate theioglship between the Competing
Value Collaborate and the leadership effectivenessome Absolute Performance.

3. Environmental Uncertainty moderates the relatigndlgtween the Competing Value

Collaborate and the leadership effectiveness outcAbsolute Performance.

Study Two complements Study One in relation tofthdings, specifically, Create enables
Relative Performance which the strongest magnitablédhe Competing Values on this
outcome of Leadership Effectiveness. Likewise, &mirate enables Absolute Performance
with a stronger influence than the other CompeYafues. Study Two suggests that different
contextual factors influence Behavioural Complexitgnd ultimately Leadership
Effectiveness. Meaning the effects of Organisali@amplexity should not be ignored when
studying leadership from the perspective of Compfekheory. Leadership Effectiveness in
contexts of Organisational Complexity relies on debural differentiation. Organisational
Complexity could be considered a challenge for meeaders, hence applying the right
behaviour to the right context is a fundamentalisai strategy. To be able to apply to the
right behaviour to the right context relies on tkader being behaviourally complex. As
previously mentioned Behavioural Complexity is antination of behavioural repertoire and
behavioural differentiation. Given the benefits arsated with Behavioural Complexity,
research aim three explored the extent to whichaBelral Complexity and Leadership

Effectiveness could be developed alongside leagetstining.

Aim Three: To establish the extent to which lealdigrstraining supports Behavioural
Complexity in contributing to leadership effectiess

In view of associations linking Behavioural Comptgxand Leadership Effectiveness the
thesis presents evidence that suggests each duh€ompeting Values: Control, Compete,
Collaborate and Create, and associated outcomekeadlership Effectiveness: Overall
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Performance and Ability to Lead Change, could besttgped with the support of leadership

training. Building upon this:

1. Increases in the Competing Values Control and Coenpere demonstrated to predict
improvements in Overall Performance. In additiaggdership training was seen to
directly improve this outcome of Leadership Effeehess too. Mediation analysis
indicated both Control and Compete significantlydmeed the relationship between
training and improvements in Overall Performance.

2. Improvements in the Competing Values Control, Campand Create where
demonstrated to predict improvements in Abilitytead Change. Leadership training
was also seen to directly improve this outcomeeaddership Effectiveness. Mediation
analysis indicated improvements in Control, Compated Create significantly
mediated the relationship between training and awgments in Ability to Lead

Change.

Such findings provide some evidence for organigatito invest in leadership training
because of the direct link between training anddeeship Effectiveness that can benefit the

individual and ultimately their organisation.

To conclude, most definitions of leadership comemdo changing people’s behaviour. Such
definitions have contributed to a popularity ofdiedn leadership research intent on exploring
how to elicit change in others when maybe somenefpgopularity of attention should have
been on eliciting change in the leader themselfis hoped that this research will provoke
interest into the factors that cause behaviourahghk in leaders that in turn enable leadership
effectiveness and in doing so contribute to a bettederstanding of leadership in

organisations.
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Appendices

APPENDIX A

Aston Business School

Birmingham

Leadership Complexity Survey

Dear Participant

What is this survey and why are we asking you tomete it?

This is an independent survey of your experience of working in your organisation.

The overall aim is to assess the extent to which the leadership behavioural repertoire of an individual;
. Is applicable to different organisational contexts.

. Determines the people with whom one interacts in their organisation

. Determines organisational effectiveness

Please complete the survey for your current job, or the job you do most of the time. Please read each question carefully, but
give your immediate response by ticking the box which best matches your personal view.

There is no right or wrong answer, so please attempt to answer all of the questions

Who will see my answers?

The survey is being conducted by Imelda McCarthy, on behalf of Aston University as part of her doctoral research.

Your answers will be treated in confidence. No ouatside the research team - and certainly

no one in your organisation - will be able to idgnindividual responses.

®  The survey findings will be analysed by Imelda McCarthy at Aston University and the results will be presented in a
summary report (which may lead to publications and conference presentations) but in which no individual answers or
identity will be identifiable

® A summary report will be generated for xxxxxxxxx as an outcome of this study, aimed at evaluating the effectiveness of the
Leadership Development Training Programme.

®  Participation is purely voluntary, Participants are free to withdraw at anytime antiivait suffer any negative consequences as a
result of your non — participation or withdrawal

Please return this questionnaire within two weeks of receipt , in the envelope provided, to:
Imelda McCarthy

Work and Organisational Psychology Group
Aston Business School

Aston University

Aston Triangle

Birmingham

B47 7ET

For office use only

If you have any queries about this survey please contact Imelda McCarthy at Aston University on 0121 204 3375 or by email

mccarthi@aston.ac.uk
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Aston Business School

Birmingham

Consent Form

| here by agree to participate in the study coretlitty Miss Imelda McCarthy, as part of her
doctoral research at Aston University

| confirm that | have been informed and read tHegaards of participation (outlined below),

in which all efforts will be made to assure:

o

o

That participation is voluntary

Confidentiality of results, with regard to the datdlected and towards those who produce
it.

To ensure this the names of those participating mat be traceable to the data they
provide and also their identity will not be reveahla the report write up.

Privacy will also be ensured with participant datng accessible to no other persons
other than Miss Imelda McCarthy and her projecesugors at Aston University
Participants are informed of their right to accéesr own data at any time, as well as the
option to withdraw from the study if they wish.

Data will be stored in a secure location; it wibtrbe used for any other purpose other
than the study for which it was intended and itl Wi disposed of four years after the
project completion date.

Signature

Date

Participant ID

Number

| do/not request a summary copy of the findingsegated from this study

If yes please provide an email
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address

Aston Business School

Birmingham

Leadership Complexity Survey

We would like to know more about you so that we campare the experiences of different
types of manager.

About you

Gender: [ |Male [ ]Female
Age: [] Under 30 []30-40 []4150 []5165

Level in the management hierarchy:

[ ] Middle [] Junior

[ ] Executive Manager [] Senior Manager Manager Manager

Department

Reporting Structures:

Approximately how many people report to you?

Approximately how many people do you report to?

Management background

What is your functional background (Clinical/Clexd?

Highest Educational Qualification?

Have you ever received Leadership/managementrg#n(if
yes, please provide brief details)

How many years have you worked in a management capisy?

[ ] Less than 1 year [ ] 1-2 years [ ] 3-5 years

[ ] 6-10 years [ ] 11-15 years [ ] More than 15 years
How many years have you worked in your current mangement capacity?

[ ] Less than 1 year [ ] 1-2 years [ ] 3-5 years

[ ] 6-10 years [] 11-15 years [ ] 16 -20 years

[ ] 21-25 years [ ] 26-30 years [ ] More than 30 years
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Listed below are some statements that describepatéeadership skills. You should indicate hgupkcable
these behaviours are to your role as manager iartf@isation by ticking one of the five optionatthelate to
each question. Please note that there is noeigivtong answer, so please attempt to answer #fieofjuestions

I would describe myself as being skilled in the Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly

following ... disagree agree/disagret agree
Making it legitimate to contribute opinions.

[]
[]
[]
[]
[]

Encouraging career development.

Being aware of when people are burning out.
Meeting with service users to discuss their needs.
Initiating bold projects.

Inspiring direct reports to be creative.

Seeing that corporate procedures are understood.
Emphasizing the need for accuracy in work efforts
Providing tight project management.
Emphasizing the need to compete

Showing an appetite for hard work.

Getting work done quicker in the unit.

Employing participative decision making.

Seeing that everyone has a development plan.
Encouraging people to have work/life balance.
Identifying the changing needs of the service usel
Starting ambitious programs.

Encouraging direct reports to try new things.
Insuring that company policies are known.
Expecting people to get the details of their work
right.

Keeping projects under control.

Developing a competitive focus.

Modelling an intense work effort.

Producing faster unit outcomes.

Maintaining an open climate for discussion.
Coaching people on career issues.

Recognizing feelings.

Anticipating what the service user will want next.
Launching important new efforts.

Getting unit members to exceed traditional

performance patterns.
Making sure formal guidelines are clear to people.

N T I I o
N N N N A o
N T I I o
N T I I o
N T I I o
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Closely managing projects.
|| [ || || ||

Demonstrating full exertion on the job.
L L | L L L

Listed below are some statements that describeuresasffectiveness. Please rate your own job peeoce by
ticking one of the five options on the scale tledate to each question.
Please note that there is no right or wrong ansseeplease attempt to answer all of the questions

Comparison to your professional peers Worse than peers [ [1 Better than peers
Foremesessanensiel P 10 pRemioene
Overall professional success A professional failure [ [1 [ A professional success
sl e A
Conceiving change efforts Pursues small, incremhenta [ [1 Pursues large, quantum changes
changes)
e e e
Having impact Has little impact | [1 Is responsible for profound changgs

Listed below are some statements that relate tdeigece of influence you have in the organisatiéou should
indicate how applicable these statements are tonpbel by ticking one of the five options that itel&o each
question

Strongly Disagree Sometimes Agree Strongly
disagree agree/sometimes agree
disagree

Involves the right people in decisions L] L] L] L] L]
Has an astute sense of organisational politics L] [ ] L] [ ] L]

Good at judging the reactions of others L] [ ] L] [ ] L]
Good at selling an idea L] [ ] L] [ ] L]
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Listed below are some statements that describenmaional Complexity. You should indicate how bgable
these elements are to your organisation by tickimg of the five options on the scale that relateatch question.
Please note that there is no right or wrong ansseeplease attempt to answer all of the questions

1. Structural Complexity

a. The total number of units below the Chief Executaxel in the organisation is... Low i[ ] 2[] s[] 4[] s[] High

b. The total number of occupational specialities & dhganisation is. .. Lows[] .00 L] «[J s[] High

2. Organisational Size

a. The physical capacity of the organisation is... Low i[ ] 2[] s[] 4[] s[] High
b. The average work input of the organisation is... Low i[ ] 2[] 3[] 4[] s[] High
c. The average work output of the organisation is... Low i[ ] 2[] s[] 4[] s[] High

3. Environmental Uncertainty

a. The degree of turbulence in the organisation is... Low 1[ ] o[ ] 3] 4[] s[] High
b. The degree of competition in the organisation is... Low 1[ ] o[ ] 3] 4[] s[] High
c. The degree of variability in the organisation is... Low 1[ ] o[ ] 3] 4[] s[] High

4. Innovation

a. The degree of initiated innovations in the orgamiseis...
(note: initiated refers to innovations that arepgmsed but not implement) .

Low 1[] 2[] s[] 4[] s[] High

b. The degree of implemented innovations in the oiggiun is... Low :[ ] 2[] 3[] 4[] s[] High
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