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Relationship of Leaders’ Career Anchors with Transformational Leadership

and Organizational Citizenship.Behavior of Followers

Abstract

This study explores the relafiorishl;p of leaders’ career anchors with

transformational leadership (TL), and the organizational citizenship

behaviors (OCBs). of followers. Technical anchor SUpervisors are

considered transforxﬂational. Several leaders’ anchors sigﬁiﬁcantly relate

to the OCBs of followers. 342-respondents i.e. 114 groups of supervisAors,

subordinates, and peers pafticipated in this study.

Introduction

Leaders’ dispositional characteristics play an important role in building
transformational relationship (Bass, 1985). Career anchors are important dispositional
variables related to an individual’s career. Much research focuses on dispositioﬁal
variables as antecedents to TL (Ross & Offermann, 1997). Career anchors influence
employees’ career decisions and shape their orientation towards work. However,
re‘lationship» of career anchdrs with TL is missing in research literature. This paper
attempts to fill this lacuna by studying the relationship between career anchors of leaders

and transformational leadership.

An individual’s oﬁentation towa?ds work is likely "';) influence his/her -
: ’_pro'f‘essional béhaviof. Competitive advantage (;f organizations depénds iargely on the
_ performance of eﬁployees beyond théir specified duties i.e. OCBs (Organ & Moorinan,

1993). Studies have found that céreer anchors of individuals affect their OCBs



(Fernandes & Premarajan, 2001; Chompookum & Derr, 2002). However, no study has
explored how leaders’ anchors relate to followers” OCBs. The present study attempts to
unearth tht; same:

Importance of Ti rdnsformational Leadership

The term TL was first coined by Downtown; however it was only in Bums’
(1978) work that it emerged as an important approach to leadership. TL is operationalized
to include charisma, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (Bass,
1990). The present study uses the term ‘charismatic’ and ‘fransformational’
interchangeably.

According to Burns (1978: 4-5), a transforming leader looks for potential motives
in followers, seeks to satisfy their higher needs, and engages the full person of the
followers. Research studies on TL have repeatedly emphasized the tremendous impact
that TL has on followers and organizational performance. House, Spangler, and Woycke
(1991) found that an individual leader’s personality, characteristics and charismatic
relationship with the followers influenced both the leader’s and the organization’s
perfonnatnce. TL influences, both directly and indirectly the followers® performance
médiated through their trust anti value-congruence gJung & Avolio, 2000; Posner & -
Schmidt, 1992). Studieé bave found that TL positively influences subordinates"
satisfaction, motivation, and commitment to the organization (Byc:o Hackett, & Allen
',1995 Judge&Bono 2000; Waldman Bass & Emstem 1987 Hater&Bass 1988). .

Sosik (1997) found that groups working under Ieaders w1th h]gh—level TL
repoi'ted high level of perceived performance, extra-effort, and satisfaction with the

leader, as ¢ompared to groups working with leaders with low levels of TL'& Sosik, Avolio,
S . | N



and Kahai (1997) found that in a Group Decision Support System (GDSS) environment,
anonymity increased the positive influence of TL on group potency and | group
eﬂectivene;s. Considering the enormity of influence that TL has on the perfbrmaﬁcé of
individuals and groups in an organization, many studies focus on the factors iﬁﬂuencing
the emergence and effectiveness of TL. |
Factors Influencing Transformational Leader;ship

Bass (1985) discussed organizational and individual.personality variables as
ante.cedents to TL. Conger (1999) gave an overview of the evolution of charismatic
leadership and TL. He said that &)e following factors influenced TL: a) Leaders’
behaviors and the effect of such behaviors on the followers; b) Followers dispositions and
dependency dynamics; ¢) Cortextual factors; d) Institutionalization and succession force;
e) The liabilities of charismatic and transformational leaders. I categorize these factors
into three groups to discuss them briefly.

Contextual factors: According to House, Spangler, and‘ Woy;:ke (1991),
behavioral charisma emerges when leaders with the potential to be charismatic find
themselves 1n organizations or situations that favor its emergence. The value system
surrqunding the leader, thenlevel of crisis that the leader faces and the development of
mass media are sc;me situations that influence emergence of charismatic leadership. The
most c‘ommon position argues that periods of stress and turbulem;e, situations
: characte;ﬂzed by h1gh levels: of anxiety and uncertainty, int;ﬁ.sifying processes: of
atu'ibuiion, projeéti‘on and tlﬁnsférenée are 'most" COnducive‘ for 'the, émergence; of
chansmatlc ]eadershlp (Conger, 1999 Shamir & Howell 1999; Conger & Kanungo

1987 Popper & Zakkai, 1994).



Emotional intelligencé (EI): Palmer, Walls, Burgess, and Stoﬁgh (2001) found
that EI was an underlying competency of TL. Shivanath;m and Fekken (2002) found that
followers perceived their leaders who reported higher levels of El as high in TL and more
effective. Results of the study by Barling, S]atér, and Kelloway (2000) bhad similar
findings; three aspects of TL i.e. idealized influence, inspirational motivation, and
individualized consideration, differed according to the levels of EI, when controlled for
attribution style. According to Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002) leaders who have a
hlgh El, and are in control of their emotions, are more effective in projecting an
impression of being truly transformational, regardless of their intentions or motives.

Behavioral and personality characteristics of leaders: Followers attribute
transformational characteristics to somé distinguishable behavioral components of
]eﬁders. According to Ross and Offermann (1997), an enabling personality profile
characterized by pragmatism, encouragement, and acceptance was strongly predictive of
high TL ratings. TL ratings signiﬁcanﬁy related to the need for change, self-confidence,
and dominance. Javidan and Waldman (2003) found that the public sector characterized
charismatic leaders by factors such as showing energy and determination, vision, creaﬁng
emotional challenges, encouragement, and vvillingnesg to take risks. Crant and. Bateman
(2000) found that a proactive perSoﬁality is related positively. to the perception of
charisma and has an impact on it over and above the influence of the big five personality
factors, in-rqlé behavior, and social desirability. Judge and Bono (2000) found that

"ext.rovers;ion and agreeablneness» positi.vely predict TL. Spreitzer and Quinn (1 996) found
that people consider individuals with high levels of self-esteem, job eﬁ'ect, and social

support as being more transformational. "



Career anchors are an important dispositional variable based on an individual’s
self-concept about one’s talent, values, and motives. This helps an individual to
understand one’s career orientation. It also empowers a person to make career choices
and decisions consistent with what one truly values and how one sees oneself. Yet, this
dispositional variable has never been studied as a likely antecedent to TL. Before
exploring the relationship between career anchors and TL, I would like to elaborate a
little more on career anchors.

Career Anchors

A career is more than a job, or even a long-term sequenée of jobs. It is also more
than luck or happen-stance. It has a sense of direction that comes from the individual
careerist (Derr, 1986). Career anchors give some direction to an individual’s career. A
person's career anchor is his or her self-concept, consisting of: a) self-perceived talents
and abilities, b) basic values that govern one’s work related choices, and c) the evolved
sense of motives and needs pertaining to career (Schein, 1996). Anchors are se]f—concépts
and do not necessarily inclucie the individual’s actual needs, drives, or talents. One does
not really have a career anchor until one has worked for a number of years and has had
relevant feedba_ck.ﬁ'om thosé expeﬁences. (DeLong, 19823). However, once a career
anchor evolves,.it lives roughly to about teﬂ years after one has started work. It becomes
a stabilizing force in t.he total persona]itly that gnides and constrains future career choices
(Schein, ‘20(‘)3). Career anchors,‘which do not take into conside;éfion one’s talent, are
* merely an individual’s career o’rientétién. According to Delong (]9_82a)_, career anchor is

one thing that a person would not give up, if forced to make a choice.



Types of Career Anchors

Schein’s original research in the mid-1970s showed that most people's se]_f-r

concept revolved around five categories reflecting their basic values, motives, and needs.
These are: a) Technical or functional anchor; b) General managerial anchor; c) Au’tonorny
or independence anchor; d) Security or stability anchor; €) Entrepreneurial creati\}ity
anchor (Schein, 1996). Subsequently he identified three additional anchor categories in
1980s, which wefe: a) Service or dedication to cause anc'hm", b) Pure challenge anchor;
¢) Life-style anchor. Delong (1982a) Vident.iﬁed three further career anchors: Identity
anchor; Sense of service anchor; Variety anchor.

Derr (1986: 1-2) also identified five career success orientations, which are almost
an overlap to Schein’s career anchors. Premarajan (2001) found a new anchor called
‘duty’\in the Indian cultural coatext. Duty towards aﬁners is defined as respecting the
wishes of parents while making career and life choices and considering their expectations
as most important while making these decisions.

Importance of Career Anchors

Career anchors can be a gﬁiding tool for human resource planning, development
activity, and in the decision-making process. In an _individual’s ‘career, these anchors
function as the means of organizing experience, identifying one’s area of contribution in

the long run, generating critena for kind of work settings in which one wants to function,

and 1dent1fy1ng the pattems of arnbmon and criteria for success, which will help in the

' process of self assessment (Schein, 1978 127) According to Jlang, Klein, and Balloun

‘(1 995), career anchors are significant because they influence career choices, decisions to

move, and also shape career desires. Anchors determine an individualZs view of the



future and influence employee reactions to work. Barth (1993) found that Schein’s career
anchors theory provided a useful and relevant framework for understanding the array of
carcer motivators, and also explained why employees left their jobs.

Career anchors predicting employment duration in an organization: Agarwal
De, and Ferratt (2001) have argued that career anchors, life stage, and competencies of
the IT professionals jointly determine preferred employment duration. Employees whose
career orientations are compatible with their job setting report low intention of leaving
their organization (Igbaria, Greenhaus, & Parasuraman, 1991; Feldman & Bolino, 2000).
Aryee and Leong (1991) found that professional or scientific and managerial career
orientations have a significant negaﬁ\}e relationship with turnover intentions. Managerial
career orientation relates to organization-based performance. Professional or scientific
career orientation relates to scientific performance.

Impact of career anchors on individual’s goal: Career anchors influence the
goals that individuals hope to achieve from self-employment (Feldman & Bolino, 2000).
In Miner and Crane’s (1981) study, individuals with managerial competence continually
sought positions with greater managerial responsibility. Lee and Wong (2003) found that
strong security oriemation had a signiﬁczinﬂy negative impact on researgh scientists’ and
engineers’ (RSEs) intention to set up a business vénture. On the other hand, individuals
with strong autonomy and managerial anchors were in\.folved in R&D acti;ziﬁes and had
significantly greater intentions of setting ﬁp their own.l?usiness. inéividu‘a_ls with strong
- technical and éréativity anchors had significantly gléater intentioil of stértiﬁg business in
their own field of technical expertise. Those with stronger managerial anchors had greater

intentions of starting a business outside their field of technical expertise than those with



technical anchors. Puryear’s (1996) study also found that principals who were
considering a career change or were aspiring to a higher position had a lower acceptance
of technical competence than those who preferred to continue principal-ship, and that
career anchors influenced career decisions of the principals.

Miner and Crane (1981) found that expressed and articulated vocational choices
were good predictors of subsequent employment. Individuals, who were strongly
motivated to manage, manifested this motivation in their career planning by describing
their present and planned work as managerial in nature. They also planned for a greater
degree of future change in the direction of managerial work.

Career anchors predicting individual’s behavior: Chompookum and Derr
(2002) found that individuals with different career orientations showed different levels of
OCB:s. Indi’viduals w1th getting-secure orientation showed the Mghest levels of OCBs,
individuals with getting-high and getting—fr@ orientatiohs showed moderate levels of
OCBs. Getting-balance oriented individuals showed the lowest levels of OCBs.
Fernandes and Premarajan (2001) found a number of significant connections between -
career anchors and OCBs. Individual initiative relates significantly to getting-balanced,
getting-ahead, getting-free, getting-high,' ideology, ] and entrepreneurship. ‘Personz;l
industry, relates significantly to getting-balanced, getting-secure, getting-high, and
entrepreneurship. Loyal booster-ism relates to gettirig-balz;nced, getting-high, i&eology,
entrepreneurship, and g'f:tt.ing-ﬁ'ee' ancﬁor. Kuf_nar’ and: Prérhérajaﬁ (2003) _found that:
career anchors -moderated the relgtionship' bet\;veen. job' chm*acteriéﬁcs and OCBs.

Specifically, individuals with pure-challenge anchor working on high variety tasks

by



displayed high OCB. Entrepreneunial creativity, challenge, and service scores moderated
the ré]ation between job characteristics and OCBs to some extent.

Career anchors are one’s self-perceived needs, -values. and talents (DeLong,
1982a). They guide, constrain, stabilize, and integrate a person’s career. They have
significant consequences on an individual’s career decisions and performance of both in-
role and extra-role behavior. Bass (1985) has done an in-depth analysis of the extent of
inﬂuénce of a leader's personality on TL. Proactive personality, achievement orientation,
EQ, empathy, self-esteem, and social support are some of the personality and behavioral
dispos.itions‘ that influence perception of charisma (Crant & Bateman, 2000; Pillai,
Wi\lliams, Lowe, & Jung, 2003; Palmer, Walls, Burgess, & Stough, 2001). It is essential
to understand the influence of the leader’s anchors on TL, and also how TL behavior
relates to individual’s career anchors.

Leader’s Career Anchors and Transformational Leadership

Charismatic leadership may be sécialized or personalized. Socialized charismatic
. lwddsmp is based on egalitarian behavior. It serves collective interests; develops and
empowers others. Personalized transformational leaders are pseudo-transformational.
They may exhibi.t many transforming qualiti es, but in the long run they only cater to their
own self—interestg (Bass, 1998: 15). The goéls of smidized‘@sfomationd leadérs are |

follower driven; provide individualized consideration to the followers and are

~.,

developmental and individualistic oriented towards followers (Congér & Kanungo, 1988:
223). From an organizational point of view, socialized transformational leaders reﬁresent
a force for evolutiohary changes. that are aligned with the organization’s interests, raising

the léirel of consciousness and the ethical aspirations of both the leader and the led. A



study by Krishnan (2001) emphasizes that transformational leader’s value collective
welfare more than personal welfare. They consider “a world at peace” more important
than values like personal happiness, comfortable life, pleasure, social recognition, etc.
Similarly, service anchor individuals a]sb place high value on serving humanity,
improving certain aspects of society, helping one’s nation, etc. indicating that they are
more likely to be transformational. Like a truly transformational leader, individuals
oriented towards ‘service or dedication to a cause’ are also value driven. Their career
decisions are based on the desire to improve the world in some fashion. Values such as
working with people, serving humanity, and helping one’s nation can be powerful
anchors for these people (Schein, 1993: 45).

According to Conger and Kanungo (1987), charismatic leaders may take high
personal risk, incur high costs, and engage in self-sacrifice to achieve a shared vision.
vStudies prove that leaders who display self-sacrificial behavior and have shared
perspectives are considered charismatic. Choi and Mai-Dalton (1999) found that
followers attributed charisma to a self-sacrificing leader. Cremer and Knippenberg (2002)
found that a sacrificing leader was evaluated as being more charismatic than a benefiting
leader. Yorges,  Weiss, and Strickland (1999) foun'd' that sacrificing and benefiting
behavior, influenced charisma. Individuals oriented towards ‘Service or dedication to a
cause’, pursﬁe work that achieves something of value, even if it means that they have to
.change orgahizatior;s to do so. They even reﬁlse trahsfers aﬁd— proxﬁotioﬁs thaf wou}d ﬁké
t}.;em vout of work, whi(;,h. ﬁxlﬁlls their values (Schein, 1993: 78), pr;)ving that tﬁey are
ready to sacrifice other interests in ordér to pursue work that they value above anything

else.




According to Gardner and Cleavenger (1998), exemplification (characterized by
displays of pérsonal integrity, a willingness to take risks, making personal sacrifices for
the goo_d- of tﬁe 'organization or cause,vand a propensity to give oneself to help others)
correlated positively and significantly with every other transformational factor (idealized
inﬂuence,' intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, and inspirational
motivation). Individuals oriented towards ‘Service or dedication to a cause’ engaged in
work of values }nay exemplify by making personal sacrifices for the good of the
organization.

Popper (2002) found significant poéitive correlation between narcissism and
personalized charismatic leadership and significant negative correlation between
narcissism and socialized charismatic leadership. Even though Dasborough and
Ashkanasy (2002) contend that though Machiavellian persons may be perceived as being
true transformational leaders, they are only pseudo transformational leaders. This also
suggests that ‘service or dedication to a cause’ oriented individuals, un]ike
Machiavellians, have socialized goals and are motivated by the desire to serve others -
they do not give up their value driven work even if they have to sacrifice their promotion.
Such leaders are more likely t(é be considered as transfom_lational. ,

Moreover, ‘service or dedication to a cause’ oriented individuals are likely to earni
trust ‘and respect by helping others and improving some aspects of societ}". They are
Iikely to gain faith by refusing promotions or job changes and c;)niinuing to work for
their core valueg (Scheiﬁ: 1993: 45). Tﬁeir -consistem de_siré to .wdrk for su'ch‘v.aluesmay
also reflect their pésitive and true intention. Corresbonding]f, these‘individ‘uals ate more

likely to be considéred as transformational. Their sincere efforts to work for a common



good that would benefit the organization may reflect their transformational characteristics
(Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002). One can thus arrive at the following conclusion:

Hypothesis 1a: ‘Service or dedication to a cause’ anchor scores of leaders would
be positively related to TL.

Transformational leaders attempt to raise the needs of the followers and thereby
effecf positive changes for individuals, groups, and organizations (Bass & Avolio, 1994:
27-28). They induce followers to work towards certain goals that represent the values aﬁd
the_ moﬁvations, ‘the wants and needs, the aspirations and expectations of both leaders and
followers (Burns, 1978:19). T@sfomationd Ieaders formulate a set of future goals or
visions, which are extraordinary and are an embodiment of the dreams and perspectives
of the followers (Conger & Kanungo, 1998: 157-158). Through idealized influence and
inspifational motivation, transformational leaders spur others to do more than they
originally intended to and often even more than they themsel\"es had thought was
possible (Bass & Avolio, 1994), thus achieving sharéd goals of organization, sé]f, and
followers.

: Indiyiduals with a general managerial anchor are able to make decisions aﬁd
-manage the decision-making process. They are able to thmk crosé functionally and in an
integrative manner. These individuals are likely to posses the ability to influence,
supervise, handle, control and lead people at all levels in the orgamization towards
 organizational goal vachiever'nent (Schein, 1993: 31-38). Being able to think cro:ss.: .
, ﬁmQﬁoﬂally; influence other:% and achieve o%gahizaﬁénal ‘objecﬁves, the general

manége_:rial anchor individuals are likely to form a shared vision, which integrates various




perspectives and enables transformational leaders to inspire others towards goal
achievement.

As aﬁchors are formed on the basis of .real experience and the individual’s ability,
talent and skills, one can infer that the genéral manégeljial anchor individuals will have
the ability to identify, analyze, synthesizé, and solve problems even under conditions of
incomplete information and uncertainty (Schein, 1993: 31-38). Conditions of turbulence
~and crisis characteﬁzea by uncertainty and ankiety are postulated as a favorable
environment for the emergence and effectiveness of charismatic leaders by a number of
7 authors (Conger, 1999; Shamir & Howell, 1999; Conger & Kanungo, 1987; Popper &
Zakkai, 1994). According to Shamir, House, and Arthur (1993) emergence and
effectiveness of charismatic leaders are facilitated to the extent that the environment
provides situational cues, reinforcers and incentives to guide béhavior for specific
performance. Exceptional effort, behavior, and sacrifices are required of both the leader
and follower. Individuals with managerial career anchor are more likely to be considered
charismatic since they will be able to handle mnqertainﬁes.

The general managerial énchor individﬁal p;)ssesses the capacity to be stimulated
by emotional and intérpersoﬁal issues and crises rather than be exhausted or debi]itated
by them. Palmer et al. (2001) suggested that EI might be an underlying compétency of
transformational leaders. According to Hunt (1996:187), transformational leaders go
beyond basic emotions such_gs fear, jealousy, or greed and stn'\;for ideals and moral
.va_luesllikg justice and liberty. Mandell and Pherwani (2003) found that the EI scores of
individuals signiﬁcéntly predicted their TL style. Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002)

have suggested a relationship between components of TL and EI Several other studies



(Shivanathan & Fekken, 2002; Barling, Slater, & Kelloway, 2000; Gardner & Stough,
2002) have found that the components of EI correlate highly with the components of TL.
High EI ‘makes the leader effective in providing idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, and individualized consideration. They have found that those high on EI are
perceived as tr«msférmational. Through a clear purpose in life, personal efficacy,
interpersonal control, and sopial self-confidence, general managerial anchor individuals
are effective in achieving shared goals — both common and extraordinary. According to
Gardner and Avolio (1998), leaders who vigorqusly monitor themselves are more aware
of their influence on others. They are able to adjust their behaviors to the demands and
challenges of the envirpnmental context. Gardner and Stough (2002) found that .the\
components of understanding emotions (external) and managing emotional were the best
predictors of TL. These findings suggest that generél managerial anchor individuals,
being emotionally competent, are more likely to be transformational leaders. They will be
able to take djfﬁcult decisions and manage \interpersonal relationships, since these
individuals posses the emotional maturity to understand and control emotions.

General managerial anchor individuals want to be res'ponéible and accountable for
total resuits and they identify their own work ﬁm iye success of the organization for
which they work (Schein, 1993: 76). Krishnan (2001) f(;und that transformational leaders
value ‘responsibility’ vabove competency indices like intellect, ambition, cheerfulness and
~ imagination. |
| .Based on tile abéve arguments on‘;: can hypotﬁesize as .féllows:

Hypothesis I_b:‘Genéral managerial’ anchor scores of leaders wouild be positively

related to TL.




According to Derr (1986), secunty anchor individuals are those who bring in a
sense of security, not with their expertise or good ideas, but with their undiVided loyalty.
Psychologically they give comfort by guaranteeing total loyalty and dedicated Work—~]ots
of it—in exchange of lifelong employment and a secure career identity, predictable career
progression, relatively stable work circumstances, respect and recognition. Security or
stability anchor individuals do not want to challenge their status quo and bring about any
change; hence they do not have a vision of their own..Transformational leaders on the
other hand critically evaluate the existing status quo and then move from the présent state
to some future state (Coﬁgef; 1 999). They are considered as the agents of radical change
in mature organizations (Conger & Kanungo, 1998: p 8-9; Conger, 1989: 27). These
leaders possess a challenging vision and goals that are far ahead of the current realities
and thereby fostering change and development. |

To the security or stability anchor individuals, job enrichment and job challenge
do not matter as much as other intrinsic motivators like pay, working conditions, ahd
benefits (Schein, 1993: 41). These individuals willingly give their employers the
responsibility for managing their career. Once they obtain the security they are ;eeking,
‘ they are content to ;emajn at ‘the levels they have attained. They prefer predictable work
and are more concerned with the context of the work than the nature of the job itself

(Schein, 1993_'; 41). Security anchor individuals are unimaginative and un-ambitious

-
.,

(Derr, 1986: 81). Eisenbach, Watson, and Pillai (1999), argue tixat TL ]ite;ature is
primarily related to the ca'pabiiities required for enacting change' successfully. Most
studies postulate and have also found that stress and turbulence, situations characterized

by hxgh levels of anxiety and uncertainty, intensifying processes of attribution, pfojection



and transference are most conducive for the- emergence of charismatic leadership
(Conger, 1999; Shamir & Howell, 1999; Conger_r&_ Kanungo, 1987; Popper & Zakkai,
1994). According to Schein (1993: 84), fast breaking, rough and tumble situations that
need aggressive leadership and quick decisions handicap security-anchored individuals.
Since they prefer to work in a stable and predictable environment, they are likely to be
unimaginative and also unwilling to take risks and bring abou_t changes. Therefore, they
are less likely to be seen as transformational.

- Delong (1982b), while developing a scale to measure career anchors foi{nd that

security anchor had a strong inverse relationship with managerial and variety career

orientation. This indicates that security oriented individuals will not only be unwilling to

influence, supervise, lead, handle and control people but would also be reluctant to take

tough decisions involving risk or responsibility. Therefore, one can hypothesize the

following:

Hypothesis Ic: ‘Security’ anchor scores of leaders would be negatively related to

Individuals oriented towards technical or functional aspects, are committed to a
life of speéia]ization and devalue the concerns of a manager (Schein, 1993: 27). They
may not be willing or able to inﬂuencg others eﬁ’ectiv.ely or manége collective goals.
They tolerate administrative or managerial work as long as they believe that it is essential
: to get the job done. However, such work is viewed as painﬁﬂ and necessary father ihan as
enjoyable or desirable, because it takes_them out of the specialties W1th which they

identify (Schein, 1993, 28). This means that these individuals are not likely to get

LI




involved in individualized consideration, inspirational motivation or be willing to take up
shared objectives.

Delong (1982b) conducted a study using MBA alumni and tried to determine
Schein’s five career anchors. A strong conceptual typology emerged from Schein’s
longitudinal study. The factor analysis showed that managerial orientation displayed a
strong negative association with technical competence. This indicates that technical
oriented individuals would be unwilling or unskilled to perform managerial oriented jobé.
Due to their desire for aﬁtono‘my, these individuals would not enjoy or be willing to take
would not get involved in motivating people in a problem-solving process. They would
be uﬁwi]ling to communicate the goals to be achieved, facilitate decision-making process,
implement decisions, mohitor progress, or institute corrective actions. This gives fair
evidence to establish the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1d: ‘Technical or functional’ anchor scores of leaders would ‘be
negatively related to TL.

From the discussion above, it fo]lows that career anchors are important antecedent
variables fqr OCBs (Kumar & Pmmamjan, 2003; Feman_clés & Premarajan, 2001;
Chompookum & Defr, 2002). OCBs -play a significant role in organizational
effectiveness. I;eaders in tumn play a sigrﬁﬁcaﬁt role in enhancing OCBs of followers
(Podsakoff, Mackenzie, - Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). A leader’s _dispositional
chgracteﬁsﬁcs | play an important role in bmldmg tra.nsfor'mati'opal -reIaﬁthhip (Bass,
1985). However, the role of a leader’s career anchors in en_hancing the OCB:s. of followers |

is not explored. Here we discuss OCB in brief.



Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

OCBs denote those organizationally beneficial behavioxfs and gestures that -can‘
neither be enforced on the basis of formal role obligations, nor elicited by contractual
guarantee of recompense (Organ, 1990: 46). Organ later redefined OCB as “peffonnance
thai supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes
place.” According to Niehoff (2000), OCBs are clearly observab!e behaviors. Like other
behaviors, they emerge from a motive. They are purposeful rather than “random acts of
kindness.” Researchers maintain that OCBs stem from two motivational bases: a)
disposition or personality and, b) job attitudes (Ofgan & Ryari, 1995). OCBs reflect an
individual's pfedisposition to be helpful, coopeﬁtive, or conscientious (Bolino, 1999).
Employees engage in OCBs in order to reciprocate the actions of their organizations.
Types of Organizational Citizénship Behaviors

Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000), in a meta-analytic study
found that researchers have identified almost thirty different forms of citizenship
behaviors. However, there exists conceptual overlap between the constructs; therefore,
- they grouped these behaviors into seven dimensions: a) Helping tendf:ncy; b)
- Sportsmanship; -c).Organiiational loyalty; d) Organiz'atiqnal compliance; é) Individual
initiative; f) Civic virtue; g) Self-development. |

Organ (1988) 1dent1ﬁed five dimensions of OCBs namely, altruism, courtesy,
'sportsmanshxp, consc1ent10usness and civic virtue. Later Podsakoﬁ’ et al (1990)

developed a scale that showed ewdence for the ﬁve-factor model.




Importance of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

OCBs are discretionary employee behaviors that promote organizational
effectiveness (Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997). When aggregated over time and
people, these behaviors enhance organizational effectiveness (Podsakoff et. al, 2000).

According to Organ and Moorman (1993), OCBs may enhance co-workers’
productivity through helping behavior. It may enhance managerial productivity thfough
courteous behavior of employees or through civic virtue, as civic virtue positively
influences agency effectiveness (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994). OCBs free resources
for more productive purposes e.g. managerial time and productivity (Bolino, Turnley, &
Bloodgood, 2002). George and Bettenhausen (1990) found that extra-role performance
enhances work group attractiveness and cohesiveness and subsequently decreases
voluntary turnover. Helping behaviors ahd sportsmanship may intensify group morale,
cohesiveness and sense of belonging. Thése behaviors improve the organization’s
performance and ability to attract and retain the best people, making it a desirable p]éce
to Work. Employees, by bemg conscientious and sharing the load of those absent or with
heavy workloads, méy enhance stability of the'work-ur;it performance. OCBs may alsq
help m improving an organization’s ability to adapt to environmental changes (Podsakoff
et al., 2000). | | |

Empirical research studies have focuseci. on four major categories as the

antecedents to OCBs, which are, individual characteristics, task characteristics, -
organizatibnal characteristics, and leadership behaviors. Employee attitudes, dispositions, |

role pér'ceptiohs, and demographic variables are sub categories of individual



characteristics (Podsakoff et al., 2000). The present study focuses on personality
characteristics of leaders as the antecedent to followers’ OCBs.
Leadérship Behavior and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

According to Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000), leaders play a
key role in influencing OCBs. Supportive leader behavior is strongly related to OCBs.
Literature evidences the fact that TL behaviors had significant and consistent positive
relationships with altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue.
Pillai, Schriesheim, and Williams (1999) also found ﬂlat TL indirectly ip_ﬂuenced OCBs
through procedural justice and trust. Densten (2002) examined the relationships between
inspirational motivation and extra-effort. Image based inspirational motivation had
doubled the direct influence on the extra-effort than concept-based inspirational
motivation. Podsakoff et al. (1990) found that the followeré.; trust in their leaders
determined the relationship between TL and OCBs. They found that TL behaviors like
articulating vision and high performance expectations, etc. enhanced the followers’ trust
in the leader, which in turn had a positive effect on followers’ OCBs like
* conscientiousness. Yoon and Suh (2003) found that contract employees’ trust in the
manager was significantly related to OCBs. Deluga (1994) found that the quality of
leader-member relationship (LMX) determined the subo_r;iinates’ OCBs.

Research by DonaldSon, Ensher, and Grant-Vallo’né (2002) partially suppbrted ﬂ)e

hypothesis that protégés in high quélity'mehtoﬁng relatiohships: would display higher

levels of citizenship behavior at work than pfotégés’ in low and moderéte quality

mentoring relationships. Niehoff and Moorman (1993) examined the relationships among

three methods of leader monitoring (observation, informal discussion, and formal

s



meetings), employee perceptions of workplace justice, and employee citizenship

“behavior. The results indicated that the monitoring method of observation negatively
influenced citizenship but also had a positive impact through its influence on perceptions
of fairness. Zellars, Tepper, and Duffy (2002) found that the OCBs of subordinates was
definitely better and more regular when their supervisors were less abusive. The
relationship between abusive supervision and OCBs was stronger among employees who
defined OCBs as an ‘in-role’.

Leadership behavior influencing the OCBs of the followers is ¢vident; however,
no evidence exists to show if the personality disposition of these leaders has any
relationéhjp with the follower’s OCBs. Consideﬁng that persbnality disposition
determines individual’s behavior and leaders have sigriiﬁc‘ant influence on followers’
OCBs, career anchors of leaders may influence followers’ OCBs. Therefore, I explore the
research questidn:

1) Is there any relationship between the career anchors of leaders and fo]]owérs’
OCBs?

‘M‘ethodology

The present chapter describes the modus operandi of the research. For the current
study, data was collected through a survey conducted in a large scale ‘Telecom’
company.

N Respéndenb' and Tools Used
The present study measu-'red TL usmg 20 items from a 45-items multifactor -
Ie;adership questionnaire ‘(Bass_& Avolio, 1995). Several studies (Garg & Krishnan, 2003;

Shivanathan & Fekken, 2002) have revealed a high validity for MLQ - Multifactor



Leadership Questionnaire (1995). Focal subordinates rated their leaders on a five-point
Likert scale (1=not at all, 5=frequently).

Career anchors were measured by\ Premarajan’s (2001) scéle; Culture plays an
important role in determining the anchors of an individual. Premarajan (2001) augmented
an existing scale while culturally validating it for the Indian poﬁulaﬁon. The scale has

been found significantly reliable in several studies (Kumar & Premarajan, 2003;

Rallabandi & Premarajan, 2003). The supervisors self-rated their career anchors. .

OCBs were measured using the scale of Podsakoff et al. (1990). This scale -

considers the five dimensions of the construct given by Organ (1988), and is

comprehensive and complete. This study used the multi-source rating method for data

collection. Both peers and supervisors of the focal subordinates rated followers” OCBs.
Sample for the Study

I gave the survey questionnaires personally to supervisors and subordinates of
executive and managerial grades (138 groups = 414 respondents) of the organization.
Each supervisor had at least two subordinates reporting to him/ her. Out of 138 groups,
114 groups rg:sponded. The response rate was 82.60%. Responses of 102 groups (89% of
the total 'res;.x)nses received) were useable. A group’s’response was considered useable
when both the focal subordinate and the supervisor had x;linimum two years of total work
. eXperiei)ce, and the group should have worked together f(;r minimum five months. The

demographic details of the respondents are given in table No. 1.

* Table No. 1 here




Reliabilities of the Scales

Combined ratings of peers and supervisors (204 respondents) were used to
measure reliability of OCB scales. Reliability coefficient of OCB scales ranged from 0.59
to 0.85, for career anchor scales from 0.42 to 0.81, and for the TL scale it was 0.85. The

cronbach alphas of all the scales are given in Table no. 2 and 3.

Table No. 2 & 3 here

Analysis and Results
After establishing the réliabilities of the scales, supervisors’ anchors were
correlated with OCBs of followers and transformational leadership, using supervisor and
peer ratings of OCBs separately. Pearson’s bivariate two-tailed significance correlations
were used to test the hypotheses. Causality of relationship was explored using ]ine&
regressions. The results showed a number of significant and interesting findings.
Technical anchor of leader had posiﬁve relation with TL.

- OCBs of followers were significantly related to the anchors of the leaders.
Accp’rding to supervisors’ ratings of OCBs, managerial and service anchors of leaders
were related to conscientious behavior of the followers. Civic virtue was negatively
' related io staBi]ity and dutj anchors of leaders, aCc;ording to- both supervfsors’ and peer
ratings of OCBs. Pure challeﬁge anchor and service or dedications' to a cause anchor of
leaders were positively related to altruistic.behavior of thgé follpwers, according to both
.peers’ and Supervisors’ ratings of followers’ OCBs. Table No. 1 & 2 present the details of .
the éorre‘laﬁon found along with the ﬁeén and standard deviation. Several studies found

the relationship between TL and OCBs of followers to be highly significant. TL scores



were also correlated with the OCBs of the followers. Interestingly both the supervisors’
and the peers’ ratings of OCBs did not show any correlation with TL.

Regression analysis waé done to further explore the relationship. TL scores
(dependent variable) were: regressed on the career anchors of leaders. The OCBs of
followers (dependent variables) were regressed on TL scores. No significant relationship
was found.

Discussion

The present study explores the relationship and impact of the career anchors of
leaders with TL. The results show significant findings. Tech;lica} anchor of leaders’
significantly relate to TL. Several career anchors of leaders (security anchor, duty anchor,
general managerial anchor and service or dedication to cause anchor) show significant
- impact on the different OCBs of followers.

Leader’s Anchor and TL

Results show that supervisors’ technical anchor is positively related to TL, while
no other anchor is related, though only hypothesized. The positive relationship of
technical anchor is contrary to the hypothesized relationship. The possible explanation for
the contfary findings may be because the followérs see t¢chnical apchor individua]s as
their role models. Their expertise makes them inspirational to the follov;ers. The
respondents of the study are from an organization where the area of expertise is clearly

defined. The expertise and technical know-how of an individual is much valued in the

- organization. Therefore, in aspiring to become experts, the subordinates probably

consider\ technical oriented individuals as their role models and attribute transformational

characteristics to them. In addiﬁon,’ technical anchor individuals, un]i%(e autonomy-
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oriented individuals, are willing and anxious to share goal sétting with the followers,
once they have committed themselves to the organization (Schein, 1993). Therefore, even
though the supervisors may not be taking fnanagerial responsibilities, they may inspire
the followers by involving them in goal setting.

According to McMurtrey (1997), increase in the technological complexity of
work was not a problem for individuals with technical orientation. Their job satisfaction
level remained unrelated to the increased complexity of technology. This shows that
these individuals, along with their personal power base of expertise, gain respect and
admiration as transformational leaders by showing confidence and taking personal risks
(Congér & Kanungo, 1987). They are not intimidated by the challenges they face while
pursuing their job. Therefore, they may be attributed transformational characteristics.

Bonner (1998) examined how individuals describe theii careers When job stability
is no longer assumed. The study found an emerging career anchor "Learn to eam,”
characterized by a pervasive‘ need to build knowledge and skills to offset future job
insecurities in the situation of downsizing. This shows that technical expertise becomes
important in times of uncertainties. Since the subordinates may aspi;e' to posses similar
characteristics, these individuals may seem inspirational. |

The results did not show any significant relationship between general managerial
anchor and TL as hypothesized. It seems that the perception fonned due to organizational
culture has its role. Perécpﬁdné influence iﬁterpretationé of o-t,her's": behéviqf. Perceptual
~ errors §ccur in survey research. Different ?:onnotaﬁons' or Iﬁeanings are possible for the
same term in different organizational cultures. For example, in the sentence, ‘it is

extremely important for me to work in the “inner circle” that makes “key” decisions’, the



‘term ‘inner circle’ may be interpreted as connoting ‘the top officials who are involved in
making important decisfons in the organization’, and therefore acquires a political slant.
An individual viewed as being close to the top officials is often considered selfish and
ingratiatory in the typical cultural context of the present organization. The goals of such
individuals are considered as not contributing to the collective welfare but only for self-
fulfillment, which is contradictory to transformational characteristics. Such an individual
is considered a leader, only if his or her co-workers and subordinates sufficiently trust the
intention of the person. The actual meaning of the term ‘working with the core members
of the group’ i.e. those who také actual decisions and take the responsibility to contribute
to the organizational goals can be the other interpretation for the term ‘inner circle’. Such
individuals want to rise up in the organization to take on higher levels of responsibility,
accept opportunities of leadership, and seek opportunities to contribute to the success of
the organization. Thus, they are perceived as leaders possessing transformational
characteristics. The two-interpretations work in opposite directions in context to TL. As
hypothesized a managerial anchor individual may have transformational characteristics,
however, some followers may have discounted the TL characteristics of such individuals.
Wanting to work in the “inner circ]e’. may have been interp;ejed as the characteristics Qf a
selfish ingratiatory.person. Thus, no signiﬁcaﬁt relationéhip of ‘mAanageﬁal anchof’ with
TL ié found.

B(mper (1998) found that the survivors of the downsizing company no longer
‘coﬁsidered managerial p(')siti;on. as obtainable” or attractive. The finding supports the
results of the current study. No relationship is established between managéﬁal anchor

individuals and TL, perhaps because the respondents were from a downsizing company.
LI
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' Leader’s Anchor and Followers” OCBs

The results do not show any significant relationship between TL and service‘
anchor. The prevailing insecure environment may have a role in this. In an insecure.
environment (where lay off is going on and VRS schemes are being pushed in), the desire
for social welfa-re in an organization 1s unlikely. Higher needs are considered only when
lower peeds are fulfilled. People may attribute personal motives even to the sincere
efforts made by the ‘service or dedication to a cause’ anchor individua_ls to improve the
world in some fashion, Therefore, no significant view is established.

In Bonner’s (1998) study, a majority of the subjects believed that downsizing
changed their career orientation. Therefore, in this environment of insecurity, security
oriented individuals‘may show a mixed rcaction; Senior employees who have already
enjoyed a secure tenure will feel little less threatened by VRS schemes than the younger
security anchored managers. The ybung managers may start segkiﬁg job security in
quarters other than their employer. They may join a larger group where they will feel
secure by not being singled out or forced, and be assured of job security. Therefore,. no
significant relationship is found between TL and security anchor. Insecurity handicaps
security anchorgd individuals; they may seek outside support. In the process, they may

display leadership qualities by taking initiatives. Therefore, the hypothesized negative

. relationship is not found significant.

-~

A.number of studies_ have found thai the career anchors .o,f leaders sig_niﬁcantly
influence the OCBs bf followers. This also depends on what anchor supervisors are likely
to encourage what OCB of their followers. A service anchor leader is likely to enhance

conscientiousness in the followers. Being conscientious him/herself, a service anchor



supervisor may want his or her subordinates to show conscientious behavior. The results
also point out the differences in the perceptions of supervisors and peers regarding OCBs
of followers. Supervisors feel that a managenal anchor relates to the conscientious
behavior of subordinates, whereas peers feel differently. According to Chompookum
(2001), individuals with the same career anchor may show different OCBs due to the
difference in the stage of career. In addition, they found that there is no significant
correlation between internal career orientation similarity and perceived OCBs. People’s
perception of OCBs of followers may also differ due to differences in the percgption cues
;vailable.

Service anchor and pure challenge anchor leaders encourage altruistic behavior in
their subordinates. Being service oriented and desiring to take on challenges, the
supervisors assume similar attitudes in their subordinates. As the supervisors thémselves
want to solve the Work problems of other people, thesr view their subordinates also as
helpful and altruistic people. Se;'vice anchor individuals by disposition wish to serve
others and sacrifice for their cause. Challenge anchor individuals may encourage
subordinates to help oihers since they enjoy finding the solutions to seemingly unsolvable
problems. .In an uncertain 'gnvironment, they may get more opponuniﬁes to help and
encourage their subordinates and others too. ‘ |

Both peers’ and superiors’ ratings show that stability and duty anchor supervisors

do not view subordinates as showing civic virtue behavior. Because of. an unstable

environment in the 'organization; followers desiring. security may not show civic virtue
behavior. They would mére]y do what they are told to do, and not get involved in the

political process of the organization. The superiors w1th this anchor may also wish the
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same and may not encourage their subordinates to get involved in the larger issues of the
organization. They may want their subordinates to u just,>do their work, in order to
safeguard their own jobs. Similarly, supervisors with duty orientation may be concerned
about job security in these times of uncertainty and downsizing. Therefore, they may not
encourage their subordinates to show civic virtue behavior. This may be true for other
OCBs too. OCBs are performed to give an impression of being a valuable employee
(Bolino, 1999). Due to downsizing, the psychological comfort of having lifetime
employment is replaced by a more self-serving perspective (Bonner, 1998).

Implications

The findings suggest that followers perceive transformational characteristics more
marked in technical anchor individuals. To enhance TL in organizations, technical anchor
indivi&uals shall be preferred. Since these individuals are perceived as inspirational role
models, they may lead followers to achieve higher objectives.

Previous studies have shown that TL is related to the OCBs of the fol]owérs,
However, in the present study, TLL and OCBs of followers show no signiﬁcanf
relationship. Instead, results show significant relationship of leaders’ anchors with the
OCBs of the followers. The rés‘ults succinctly suggest that diéposfﬁonal variables, and pot

leadership behavior, relate significantly to followers’ OCBs. Further research is required
"to confirm this deduction. This study offers some lead to organizgﬁons for ‘eﬁ'ectivgaly
'déplqﬁng leaders and followers in an uncertain environment. . o

Strengths, Limﬂaﬁons, and Future Resé.arch '
7 One of the strengths of this study is that the collection of data from multiple

sources circumvents spurious relationships emanating from the same source variance



(Deluga, 1995). The results obtained from this study cannot be wholly attributable to
common source bias. The strength of the generalizability comes from the fact that
managers and subordinates come from various levels in the organization. The average
years of experience of the respondents (5 yrs) gives good reflection on the career anchors
of the respondents.

While this study provides insights into previously unexplored relationships,
several limitations do exist. This is an exploratory study, and the data was collected from

one large organization. While different work units are represented, it is possible that a

cultural bias is present. Researches show that downsizing affects a host of organizational

behavior. Present instability in the paﬂicipatihg organization may have influenced the
survey. Consequently, the findings are somewhat limited to the participating
organization. |
Conclusion

The study contributes to literature by exploring the impact and relationship of
leaders’ career anchors with TL and OCBs of the followers. The results of the study
suggest that it is important to consider career anchors of leaders if organizations wish to

enhance TL and the OCBs of the followers. _ "
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Annexure
Table 1. Demographic Details of Respondents

N=204 % of Males Avg. . Manried Qualification 7 Avg. work exp. Total work Avg. yrs at cuirent
age - inorg. experience job
Supervisors N=102 97.06 45 102 Diploma Engineers, 18 19 5
Subordinates N=102 98.04 41 101 Graduate Engineers, P.G., 17 19 6
Peers N=102 _ 98.04% 42 102 Doctorate 17 18 5
Table 2. TL, Subordinate’s OCBs (Peer ratings), and Supervisor’s Career Anchor
M |SD |1 2. O L R S O R I A ST (R KA
{65)
(:81)
a7t [ (81)
A3 307 1 (78)

Tz [
165)
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Mean, Standard Deviation, Cronbach Alpha, and Correlation *=p< 05.%*=p< 01.***=p< 001
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