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I. INTRODUCTION AND CONCEPTUAL ISSUES 

There is a general belief that good leadership is a major requirement for achieving organization success. 

Leadership can mar or make organization (Beugre and Offordile, 2001).  Reversibly, bad leadership in form of 

massive abuse of power, irrational behaviors in terms of self-based interest, diversion and 

misappropriation/misapplication of resources has a doomy effect on any organization and this has characterized 

the behavior of many Nigerian leaders at various organizations (Blunt, 1983). 

The definition of leadership may differ from one person, or situation, to the other. The word leadership has been 

used in various aspect of human endeavors such as politics, business, academics, religious or social works etc. 

attempt to demystify the concept of leadership show it as personal ability. Akpala (1991) Anne (2006) Bass (1990) 

Inyang (2002) argued that the degree to which the individual exhibits leadership traits depends not only on his 

characteristics and personnel dynamics but also on situation and environment in which he finds himself. 

For any organization to strive/survive, there must be in existence of an effective leadership to give direction to the 

efforts of all workers in accomplishing the goal of the organization. The absence of good leadership will make the 

link between individual and organizational goals difficult. This more often leads to sub-optimization in which 

individuals work to achieve their self-centered goals while the overall organization rational motive becomes 

ineffective and unachievable. The essence of leadership is reflected or succinctly captured in Davis  

statement thus: 

 

Without leadership, an organization is but a muddle of men and machines, Leadership is the ability to persuade 

others to seek defined objectives enthusiastically. It is the human factor which binds a group together and motivate 

it toward goals and transforms potentials into reality (Davis 1972: 10). 

 

Organization insolvency could be explained from lack of vision culminating into poor planning, which in turn, 

lead to misplaced priorities and waste of resources. The extent to which members of the organization contribute 

in harnessing the resources of the organization depends on how well the managers (leaders) of the organization 

adopt appropriate leadership roles. This efficiency and effectiveness in resources mobilization, allocation, 

utilization and enhancement of organizational performance depends, to a large extent, on leadership, Uleman 

(1991). Bad and inappropriate leadership could be one of the reasons, for high failure rate of many organization. 

The irrationality and self-concept based theory posits that leaders increase valence of personal efforts and 

commitment by manifesting certain behaviors which are not based on the rational interest of the organization. 

Besides, by their acting and symbolic behavior, undermined the goals and frustrate staff efforts in terms of those 

values and identities. Through such actions, leaders influence/manipulate the corporate shared values of the 

organization, to their own personal aggrandizement. The behaviors includes such acts as displaying high 

involvement in task, engaging in self-sacrifice to show commitment to the missions, demonstrating social and 

physical courage, and setting a personal example in overall lifestyle. By such demonstration of ulterior motive of 

self- determination, they hiddenly exhibit high level decline in moral and discipline, foster corruption, bad 

policies, eroded professional standards and ethics, weak platforms and poor leadership structures.  

 

Abstract: This paper addresses the vexed issue of organizational leadership with emphasized on the irrational 

model and the self-concept based theory. Adopting methodological triangulation, our data collection method 

included the questionnaire and interview. The result of analysis shows that leadership bedeviled with 

irrationality and self-aggrandizement is cancerous to organizational growth and development. The study 

therefore recommends that team work and clan culture of communication in tandem with organizational goals 

and values, should be the ultimate anchor point of organization leaders. 
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II. IRRATIONAL AND SELF CONCEPT MODEL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Researchers Conception 

 

However, good leadership has the ability of management to execute “collaborated effort” which enhanced 

leadership capability. Graen and Hui (2009), explain that the excellent leader do not only inspire subordinates 

potential to enhance efficiency but also meets their requirements in the process of achieving organizational goals. 

But leadership infected with self-centeredness and irrational motive demoralized the organization and frustrate 

goals. 

Ugwuegbu (2001: 65) states that the problems of leadership in African organization are responsible for the 

underdevelopment of organization in many African countries. Kiggundu (1988) has conceptualized decision-

making in the content of the management-worker relationship. A high power distance relationship is signified by 

status differences between management and ordinary workers. Often, workers have to render unconditional 

obedience to instruction and directive. This is comparable to the autocratic leadership style displayed by African 

managers that has been described by other scholars (Blunt and Jones 1997; Jones, Black & Portar 1991). Kiggundu 

(1988) concludes that managerial leadership in Africa is authoritarian and egocentric, focused in one or few 

individuals, and highly political. He notes that this approach is not conducive to management development through 

entrepreneurship creativity and opportunity.  

The self-concept in partly inclined to Nepotism, the importance of family loyalty or ethnic interest over individual 

needs is manifested in various ways. African managers are duty-bound to satisfy social and even economic needs 

of their relatives (Torkyi -Asindu 1993: Dia 1994). The distribution of scarce resources to clan and ethnic affiliates 

are natural responsibilities of African leaders (Blunt & Jones, 1997). This phenomenon offers a unique perspective 

on individualism and reflects a response to collective need of few individuals rather than overall organization 

performance.  

III. LEVELS OF ANALYSIS: A CLARIFICATION 

There is a growing interest in level of analysis issues in the field of leadership studies, as evidenced, for instance, 

by two 2014 Special Issues of the leadership quarterly (volume 6, number 2 and 3 of Yammarino, 2005). A growing 

number of leadership scholars recognize “the absolute necessity of having researchers state the level of analysis 

at which they believe their hypothesized phenomena hold and testing obtained data alignment with those 

expectations”. (Schrieshein, Cogliser and Neider 2009: 135) unfortunately, the dominant approach to this issue 

has been for authors to claim potential validity for their leadership theories at several level of analysis and to treat 

the appropriate level of analysis as an empirical question. 

Consequently, the main issue has become the best way to determine the level of analysis represented by the data 

in a given study. Not only has this approach characterized studies of leadership, but also as Klein, Dansereau and 

Hall (2010:196) noted “the vast majority of articles, chapters and books on level of analysis issues in organization 

leadership research focus primarily on statistical questions”. 

In contrast with current research practices and in agreement with Klein at al. (2010) Schrieshein et al. (1995) we 

take the position that the level of analysis issue is first and foremost a theoretical issue. Some constructs may be 

meaningful at more than one level. However, there is no justification for treating any construct as potentially 

useful at all levels and for letting statistical results alone decide the appropriate level of analysis. Thus, concepts 

like culture and leadership Ilgen, Major, Hollenback and Sego (2000), focuses on context situations, events, 

conditions and interactions that cannot be replicated to any extent. More so, the richness, individuality and 

subjective nature of a participant’s perspective and understanding are not amenable to the usual positive criteria. 

In this study, therefore, we conceptualized leader behavior at organization level construct (unit level) subordinate 

level and identification with a leader, level of motivation, willingness to sacrifice for a mission and for the 

organization rationality, self-efficacy and identification with an attachment to the organization are conceptualized 

here as individual response to a leader, that defied only quantitative method. We shall therefore triangulate for the 

purpose of this work. 

IV. METHODOLOGY 
We adopted methodological triangulation in the study, the nomothetic approach was the dominant method and 

provided the basics for analysis of objective accounts, and the ideographic approach enables us to incorporate the 

subjective account of situations. A survey design method which sought to determine leadership characteristics, 

irrationality and the self-concept based variables were used. The population of the study consist of top, middle 

Outputs Inputs 

Irrational & subjective 

decisions 

Leadership 
Self-centered, Prebendal & 

Clientel qladiators 
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and lower level managers, staff members who were present at the time of data collection and two random samples 

of organization/companies casual staff. 

In determining the sample size the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table (Sarantakos, 2005:173, Seharan, 2003:293-

294) was adopted. A sample size of one hundred and twenty three (123) using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) 

sample size determination method. Managers/staff members was drawn from the three levels of management and 

staff of five organizations including the University of Calabar, Nigeria, constituting a total population of 180. 

Proportionate stratified random sampling procedure was employed to the procedure of the respondents to ensure 

fair representation. 

We adopted the structured questionnaire approach in a 5 point Likert scale of strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Also, we checked the validity of leader’s characteristics and computed scale mean standard deviations and 

reliability coefficients for each construct and determined whether the measured variables varied across individual 

leaders. This was done through an analysis of variance (ANOVA) while Pearson Moment Correlation was 

employed to test the hypotheses postulated for the study preceded by this computation was pilot testing which 

was conducted to ensure clarity and understandability of the questionnaire. The reliability of instrument was 

determined through the cronbach alpha value of the scales which was above the threshold/benchmark of 0.7. As 

earlier stated, the nomothetic approach was the dominant method and provided the basis for analysis, the 

ideographic approach enabled us to incorporate the subjective account of leadership behavior. 

Operationalization of leadership Behavior Paradigm 
The leader behavior Description Questionnaire XII is employed to operationalize explicit leader behaviors. Its 

development began after World War II in the USA. There was a period of almost thirty years during which leaders 

were studied either by observing their behavior in laboratory settings or by asking individuals in field settings to 

describe the behavior of individuals in positions of authority, and relating these descriptions to various criteria of 

leader effectiveness. Three influential groups of investigators pursued the quest for explanations of leader 

effectiveness in this manner. These were Robert Bales and his associates at Harvard (Bales, 1954) members of 

the Ohio State leadership center (Stogdill & Coons, 1957), and members of the institute for Social Research at the 

University of Michigon (Kalu & Katz 1953, Likert 1961, Mann 1965). 

Research conducted within this paradigm became known as the behavioral school of leadership. One of the major 

empirical contributions from the behavioral school was the identification of two broad classes of leader behavior 

, task oriented and person oriented behaviors that were identified by repeated factor analysis conducted by the 

Ohio State group, interview by the Michican group and observation of emergent leaders in laboratories by the 

Harvard group also identified a third dimension, individual motive (the self-center) which was somehow ignored 

in subsequent leadership literature. This dimension may have been neglected because of the individual motive 

seeking ground in some universities at that time. 

The initial guiding assumption of the behavior paradigm was that there are some universally effective leader 

behaviors, and these could be discovered by either observing leaders in action, usually in a laboratory setting or 

by making subordinates say something about the behavior of their immediate superiors. Little thought was given 

to the specific role demands of leaders, the context in which they functioned, or differences in disposition of 

leaders or followers. Failure to consider these factors was subsequently thought to be reason for the researcher’s 

inability to identify leader behaviors that had universal or near universal effectiveness. 

Table 1. Leadership Behavior Dimension Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) XII 
Factor 1: Representation measure to what degree the manager speak as the representative of the group 

Factor 2:Demand reconciliation reflects how well the manager reconciles  conflicting demands and reduces 

disorder in the system 

Factor 3:Tolerance of uncertainty depicts to what extent  the manager is able to tolerate uncertainty and 
postponement without anxiety or getting upset 

Factor 4: Persuasiveness means to what extent the manager uses oral persuasion and argument effectiveness. 

Factor 5: Initiation of structure measures to what extent or degree the manager clearly defines own role and lets 

followers know what is expected. 

Factor 6: Tolerance of freedom reflects to what extent the manager allows followers scope for initiative, 
decision and action. 

Factor 7: Role assumption measures to what extent or degree the manager exercises actively the leadership role 

rather than surrendering leadership to others.   

Factor 8: Consideration depicts to what extent the manager regards the comfort, wellbeing, status and 
contribution of followers. 

Factor 9: Production emphasis measure to what degree the manager applies pressure for productive output. 

Factor 10: Predictive Accuracy measure to what extent the manager exhibit job insight and ability to predict 

outcomes accurately. 

Factor 11: Integration reflects to what degree the manager maintains a closely knit organization, resolves inter-

members conflicts. 

Factor 12: Superior orientation measures to what extent the manager maintains cordial relations with superiors 

has influence with them is striving for higher status. 
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LBDQXII dimension scores were predictive of leaders Behaviors. Also leaders Behaviors Description 

Questionnaire (LBDQ) has been used in several countries to study leadership behavior. However none of these 

can emphatically be used as ultimate reference point for behavior prediction. This is because of the organic nature 

of human beings (Dynamism) and which do not allow for rigid methodology in pursuit of empiricism. 

 

IV. RESULT 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s apha) associated with the 

measures employed in this study, in this study, all reliability coefficients were acceptable, and most of them were 

in the 0.8 to 0.9 region. Table 1 also presents the results of one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) showing that 

all measured variables differed significantly among the companies or organization studied.  To further validate 

the measurement of leader behavior variables in the organization, we examined the relationship between the leader 

behavior and co-staff, we examine leadership interest and staff of opinion/perception of their leader behaviour. 

HO1: There is no significant relationship between irrational behaviors and organizational leadership. 

HO2: There is no significant relationship between egocentric/self – centeredness and organizational leadership. 

HO3:  There is no significant relationship between subjective/ulterior motive and organizational leadership. 

Mean, standard deviations and reliabilities of the study variables 
 

Variables 

 

No. items 

 

Mean 

 

s.d 

 

A 

 

f 

 

medianfw∝ 

Leadership behavior 3 3.10 0.77 .71 8.57xxx .87 

Rationality 2 0.10 0.24 .81 2.04xx .04 

Irrationality 3 4.03 0.76 .92 7.66xxx .88 

Self-concept 2 3.35 0.86 .90 6.44xxx .79 

Egocentric 2 3.14 0.61 .81 8.22xxx .83 

Self-centre 2 3.10 0.71 .72 7.11xxx .80 

Subjective 2 4.02 0.66 .91 9.10xxx .63 

Ulterior motive 2 3.10 0.98 .81 7.14xx .86 

Coded from interview & observation 3 8.12 0.91 .71 9.11xxx  

x𝑋 < .01 

xxx<.001 

This techniques attempt to map out, or explain more fully the riches and complexity of human behavior viz–a-viz 

the leadership qualities by studying it from more than one stand points or using a variety of methods. 

 

V. DISCUSSION 
This study validated that bad leadership can have an effect on the entire organization negatively. While few 

employees were generally satisfied with the leadership provided by their supervisors and Head of Departments 

(HOD). Majority of several employees reported a significant level of dissatisfaction. For example, the total 

number of respondents who were either dissatisfied or strongly dissatisfied range from 25%-30% of participants. 

The highest level of dissatisfaction was expressed from 45 participants where 11 respondents where strongly 

dissatisfied and 34 were dissatisfied. We also recorded the highest dissatisfaction through observation and 

interview granted to more than 46 participants who clearly stated that most leaders influenced the organization 

corporate share values to their own personal advantage. 

It is important to note that, leadership and management are widely heralded as key priority for national and 

regional development, yet the process by which they are enhanced by diverse multifarious processes through 

commitment, responsibility, integrity, discipline etc. and how they impact upon performance remain poorly 

understood.   

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Our ultimate conclusion of this paper is to reduce the level of leadership bedeviled with irrationality and self-

aggrandizement. When we talk of about organization leadership, it must be understood purely in the context of its 

capacity to resolve problems and drive the organization to its goal attainment. A relevant leadership concerned 

with rationality as the Centre piece, will have to raise the value and quality of organization and its members. 

There is no gain saying the fact that the quest for leadership is an undeniable fact in human history, especially in 

matters relating to the management of both human and material resources. Therefore, it should be noted that the 

success of any organization depend on the leadership effectiveness and efficiency.  

 

VII. RECOMMENDATION 

 In the light of the conclusion, we make the following recommendations: 

 Team work is critical for the success of the organization. Organizational leaders can foster team work by 

inviting staff to comment on issues and join the decision making process. 

 It should be known that achievement of leadership goal is dependent on employee’s satisfaction. 
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 A major factor in the workplace is the perceived or real favoritism practiced by a supervisor toward a 

certain staff members. This would make others employees feel like second class citizens and destroys their 

good will and desire to do a good job at work. The leaders have the obligation to treat each employee 

fairly and with due respect without any special or preferential treatment for any staff or employee. 

 Leaders must communicate actively with group members. Open and honest communications is very 

beneficial to the staff and leaders alike. Leaders must be proactive and initiate dialogue with their team 

members to know everything that is going on within organizations. Leaders must create an organizational 

culture that is open and honest in all ramifications.  

 

REFERNCES   
Agle, B. R. & Sonnenfeld, J. A. (1994). “Charismatic Chief Executive Officers: are they More Effective? An Empirical Test of Charismatic 

Leadership Theory”. Paper presented at the 54h Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management, Dallas. 

Akpala, A. (1991). Principles of Management, A Nigeria Approach, Lagos: Fourth Dimension Publisher Ltd. 
Anne Breen (2006): Leadership: An Introduction to Fundamental Concepts and Styles. 

Armstrong, M. (2006). A Handbook of Human Resources Management Practice, (10th Ed.), Kongan Page Ltd. 

Ashforth, B. E & Mael, F. (1989). “Social Identity Theory and the Organization”. Academy of Management Review, 14:20-39. 
Asika, N. (1991). Research Methodology in the Behavioral Sciences. Lagos: Longman Plc. 

Bales, R. F. (1957), Interaction Process Analysis: A Method for the Study of Small Groups. New York: Addison-Wesley. 

Barclay, D., Higgins, C., & Thompson, R. (1995). “The Partial Least Squares (PLS) Approach to Causal Modeling: Personal Computer 
Adoption and use As an Illustration”. Technology Studies, 2. 285-309. 

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). “The Moderator Mediator Distinction in Social-Psychological Research”.  Journal of Personality and 

Social psychology, 50; 1173-1182. 
Bartone, P., Kirkland, F. R. (1991). “Optimal Leadership in Small Army Units”. In R. Gal & A. D Mangelsdroff (Eds.), Handbook of military 

psychology: 393-409, New York: Wiley. 

Bass, B. M (1990) Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership: Theory, Research and Managerial Applications, (3rd ed.) New York: Free Press. 
Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and Performance beyond Expectations.  Press. 

Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industrial, Military, and Educational Impact. Mahwah: Lawrence. 

Bass, B. M. 1985. Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: Free Press. 
Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass & Stongdill’s Handbook of Leadership (3rd ed.). New York: Free Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). Manual: The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). “Transformational Leadership: A Response to Critiques”. In M. M. Chemers & R. Ayman (Eds.) 

Leadership Theory and Research: Perspectives and Directions: 49-88. San Diego: Academic Press. 

Beugre, C & Offodile, O (2001). “Managing For Organizational Effectiveness In Sub-Saharan Africa: A Culture-Fit Model”. International 

Journal of Human Resource Management, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 535-550. 
Black, J. S. & Porter, L. W. (1991). “Managerial Behaviors and Job Performance: A Successful Manager in Los Angeles May Not Succeed 

in Hong Kong”. Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 22, No. 1, pp. 99-114. 

Blunt, P & Jones, M. L. (1997). “Exploring the Limits of Western Leadership Theory in East Asia and Africa”.  Personnel Review, Vol. 26, 

No. 1, pp. 6-23. 

Blunt, P. (1983)). “Organizational structures in East Africa; a Case for Participation”. Journal of Modern African Studies, Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 

433-499. 
Carmines, E., & Zeller, R. (1979) “Reliability and Validity Assessment”. Sage University Papers Series on Quantitative Applications in the 

Social Sciences, No. 07-017. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1989). “Towards a Behavioral Theory of Charismatic Leadership in Organizational Settings”. Academy of 
Management Review, 12: 637-647. 

Conger, J. A., & Kanungo, R. N. (1993). “A Behavioral Attribute Measure of Charismatic Leadership in Organizations”. Paper Presented At 

The Annual Meeting of The Academy of Management, San Francisco. 
Davis, RC (1972) Fundamentals of Top Management. New York: Harper. 

Dia, M. (1994). Indigenous Management Practices: Lessons for Africa, World Bank, Washington, DC, 165-91. 

Falk, R. F., & Miller, N. B. (1992). A Primer for Soft Modeling. Akron, OH: University of Akron Press. 
Fornell, C. & Lacker, D. (1981). “Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Measurement Error”.  Journal of 

Marketing Research, 18: 39-50. 
Fornell, C. (1982). “A Second Generation of Multivariate Analysis: An Overview”. In C. Fornell (Ed.), A Second Generation of Multivariate 

Analysis:  1-21. New York: Praeger. 

Fuller, J. B., Patterson, C. E. P., Hester, K., & Stringer, D. Y. (1996). “A Quantitative Review of Research on Charismatic Leadership”. 
Psychological Reports, 78: 271-287. 

Gal, R. (1986). A portrait of the Israeli Soldier. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 

George, J. M., & James, L. R. (1993). “Personality, Affect and Behavior in Groups Revisited: Common on Aggregation, Levels of Analysis, 
and a Recent Application of Within and Between Analysis”. Journal   of Applied Psychology, 78: 798-804. 

Graen, G & Hui, C. (1996). “Managing Changes in Globalizing Business: How to Manage Cross-Cultural Business Partners”. Journal of 

Organizational Change Management, Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 62-72. 
Guzzo, R. A., Yost, P. R., Campbell, R. J., & Shea, G. P. (1993). “Potency in Groups: Articulating a Construct”.  British Journal of Social 

Psychology, 32: 87-106. 

Hater, J. J., & Bass, B. M. (1988). “Supervisor’s Evaluations and Subordinates’ Perceptions of Transformational Leadership”.  Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 73: 695-702. 

 

House, R. J. (1977). “A 1976 Theory of Charismatic Leadership. In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson (Eds.), Leadership: The cutting edge:  189-269. 
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press. 

House, R. J. (1995). “Leadership in the Twenty-First Century: A Speculative Inquiry. In A. Howard (Ed.), The Changing Nature of Work; 

411-450. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
House, R. J., & Shamair, B. (1993). Toward the Integration of Charismatic, Visionary and Transformational Leadership Theories. In M. M. 

Chemers & R. Ayman (Eds.), Leadership Theory and Research: Perspectives and Directions: 81-107. San Diego: Academic 

Press. 



Chris U. Abeh Ukaidi, American International Journal of Research in Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences,  14(2), March-May, 2016, pp. 

183-189 

 

AIJRHASS 16-182; © 2016, AIJRHASS All Rights Reserved                                                                                                               Page 188 

House, R. J., Spangler, W. D., & Woycke, J. (1991). “Personality and Charisma in the U.S, Presidency: A Psychological Theory of Leadership 

Effectiveness”. Administrative Science Quarterly, 36: 374-396. 

Howell, J. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1993). “Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Locus of Control, and Support for Innovation: 
Key Predicts of Consolidated Business Unit Performance”. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78: 891-902. 

Howell, J. M., & Frost, P. J. (1993). “A laboratory Study of Charismatic Leadership”. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 43: 243-200. 
Howell, J. M., & Higgins, C. (1990). “Champions of Technological Innovation”.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 35: 317-341. 

Ilgen, D. R., Major,D. A. HollenbacK, J. R., & Segon, D. J. (1993). “Team Research in the 1990s”. In M. M. Chemers & R. Ayman (Eds.) 
Leadership Theory and Research: Perspective and Directions: 245-270. San Diego: Academic Press. 

Inyang B. J. (2002). Management Theory: Principles and Practices (2nd Ed.) Calabar: Merb Publishers.  

James, L. R., Demaree, R. J., & Wolf, G. (1984). “Estimating Within-Group Integrated Reliability with and Without Response Bias”.  Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 69: 85-98. 

Kahn, RL & Katz, D. (1953) “Leadership Practices In Relation To Productivity And Morale”, In D. Cartwright & A. Zander (Eds.),  Group 

Dynamics. New York: Harper & Row. 
Kiggundu, MN (1988), “Africa”, In Nath, R. (Ed.) Comparative Management: A Regional View. Cambridge: Ballinger, pp. 169-243. 

Kirkpatrick, S. A., & Locke, E. A. (1996). Direct and Indirect Effects of Three Core Charismatic Leadership Components on Performance 

and Attitudes.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 81: 36-51. 
Klein, K. J., & Dansereau, F., & Hall, R. J. (1994). “Levels Issues in Theory Development, Data Collection, and Analysis”. Academy of 

Management Review, 19: 195-229. 

Klein, K. J., & House, R. J. (1995). “On Fire: Charismatic Leadership and Levels of Analysis”.  Leadership Quarterly, 6: 183-198. 

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Hattrup, K. (1992). “A Disagreement about Within-Group Agreement: Disentangling Issues of Consistency versus 

Consensus”. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77: 161-167. 

Kunda, G. (1992). Engineering Culture: Control and Commitment in a High-Tech Corporation.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
Likert, R (1961). New Patterns of Management. New York: McGraw- Hill. 

Lohmoller, J. (1989).  Latent Variable Path Modeling with Partial Least Squares. Heidelberg, Germany: Physica-Verlag. 

Lowe, K. B., Kroeck, K. G., & Sivasubramanian, N. (1996). “Effectiveness Correlates of Transformational Leadership: A Me-analytic 
Review”. Leadership Quarterly, 7: 385-425. 

Mael, F., & Ashforth, B. E. (1992). “Alumni and their Alma Mater: A Partial Test of the Reformulated Model of Organizational Identification”.  

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13: 103-123. 
Mann, R. D. (1965), “Toward An Understanding Of The Leadership Role In Formal Organization”. In Dublin, R (ed.). Leadership and 

Productivity. San Francisco: Chandler, pp. 68-103. 

Manning, F. J., & Ingraham, L. H. (1987). “An Investigation into the Value of Cohesion in Peacetime”. In G. Belenky (Ed.), Contemporary 
studies in combat psychiatry: 435-470. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 

Marshall, S. L. A. (1967).  Battle in the Monsoon. New York: William Morrow. 

Meindl, J. R. (1990). “On Leadership: An Alternative to the Conventional Wisdom. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in 
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 12: 159-203. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Meznar, M. B., & Nigh, D. (1995). “Buffer or Bridge? Environmental and Organizational Determinants of Public Affairs Activities in 

American Firms”.  Academy of Management Journal, 38: 975-996. 
O’Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). “Organizational Commitment and Psychological Attachment: The Effects on Compliance, 

Identification and Internalization on Prosocial Behavior”.  Journal of Applied Psychology 71: 492-499. 

Rousseau, D. (1985). “Issues of Level in Organizational Research: Multilevel and Cross-Level Perspectives”. In L. L. Cummings & B. M. 
Staw (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 7: 1-37. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Sashkin, M. (1988). “The Visionary Leader. In J. A. Conger & R. A. Kanungo (Eds.), Charismatic Leadership: The Elusive Factor in 

Organizational Effectiveness. 12-160. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Schein, E. (1985).  Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco Jossey-Bass. 

Schriesheim, C. A., Cogliser, C. C., & Neider, L. L. (1995). “Is it “Trustworthy”? A Multiple-Levels-of-Analysis Re-examination of an Ohio 

State Leadership Study, with Implications for Future Research. Leadership Quarterly, 6:111-146. 
Shamir, B. (1990). “Calculations, Values and Identities: The Sources of Collectivistic Work Motivation”. Human Relations, 43: 313-332. 

Shamir, B., Arthur, M. B., & House, R. J. (1994). “The Rhetoric of Charismatic Leadership: A Theoretical Extension, a Case Study and 

mplications for Research”.  Leadership Quarterly¸5: 25-42. 
Shamir, B., House, R. J., & Arthur, M. B. (1993). “The Motivational Effects of Charismatic Leadership: A Self-Concept-Based Theory”.  

Organization Science, 4: 577-594. 

Shills, E. A., & Janowitz, M. (1984). Cohesion and Disintegration in the Wehrmacht in World War II”. Public Opinion Quarterly, 12: 280-
315. 

Soloomon, Z., Mikulinicer, M. & Hobfill, S. E. (1986). “Effects of Social Support and Battle Intensity on Loneliness and Breakdown during 

Combat. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51: 1269-1276. 
Sosik, J. J. Avolio, B. J., & Kahai, S. S. (1997). “Effects of Leadership Style and Anonymity on Group Potency and Effectiveness in a Group 

Decision Support System Environment”.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 82: 89-103. 

Stogdill, R. M. & Coons, A. E. (1957). Leader Behavior: Its Description and Measurement. Columbus: OH, USA, Ohio State University 

ureau of Business Research. 

Stogdill, R. M. (1959). Individual Behavior and Group Achievement. New York, NY, USA: Oxford University Press. 
Stogdill, R. M. (1963), Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII. Columbus: Ohio State University, Bureau of 

Business Research.  

Stogdill, Ralph, M. (1963), Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII, Ohio State University of Business Research: 
Columbus, Ohio. 

Stogdill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of Leadership: A Survey of Theory and Research. New York: The Free Press. 

Stouffer, S. A., Lumsdaine, A. A. Lumsdaine, M. H., Williams, R. M., Smith, M. B., Janis, I. L., Star, S. A., & Cottrell, L. S. (1949). The 
American Soldier Combat and its Aftermath.  Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Takyi-Asiedu, S. (1993). “Some Scio-Cultural Factors Retarding Entrepreneurial Activity In Sub- Saharan African”. Journal of Business 

Venturing’, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 91-98. 
Tsui, A. S. (1994). “Reputational Effectiveness: Toward a Mutual Responsiveness Framework. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Eds.), 

Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 16: 257-307. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Uguwegbu, D. C. E. (2001). The Psychology of Management in African Organizations. Westport, CT, USA: Quorum Books (Greenwood). 
Uleman, J. S. (1991). “Leadership Ratings: Towards Focusing More on Specific Behaviors”. Leadership Quarterly, 2: 175-187. 



Chris U. Abeh Ukaidi, American International Journal of Research in Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences,  14(2), March-May, 2016, pp. 

183-189 

 

AIJRHASS 16-182; © 2016, AIJRHASS All Rights Reserved                                                                                                               Page 189 

Waldman, D. A., & Ramirez, G. (1992). CEO leadership and organizational performance. Working paper no. 92-10, Concordia University, 

Montreal. 

Waldman, D. A., Bass, B. M., & Einstein, W. O. (1987). “Leadership and Outcomes of Performance Appraisal Processes”.  Journal of 
Occupational Psychology, 60: 177-186. 

Wold, H. (1985). “Systems Analysis by Partial Least Squares. In P. Nijkamp, H. Leitner, & N. Wrigley (Eds.), Measuring the Unmeasurable; 

221-251. Boston: Martinus Njihoff. 
Yammarino, F. J. (1995). Group Leadership: A Levels-of-Analysis Perspective. CLS Report 95-2, Binghamton University, Binghamton, NY. 

Yammarino, F. J., & Bass, B. M. (1990). “Transformational Leadership and Multiple Levels of Analysis”. Human Relations, 43:975-995. 
Yukl, G. A. (1994). Leadership in organizations (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

 


