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May 12, 2002

THE LEADERSHIP PRACTICES INVENTORY:

THEORY AND EVIDENCE BEHIND THE

FIVE PRACTICES OF EXEMPLARY LEADERS

There is considerable empirical support for the Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership

framework.  Here we provide an overview of the development and validation of the

Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI).  Comparisons of LPI scores along a number of

critical dimensions are summarized, as well as brief insights into findings by other

researchers utilizing this leadership framework and instrument.  Readers and scholars

interested in more academic discussions of the LPI can find several more technical

reports1 as well as other research descriptions on our website

(www.theleadershipchallenge.com).

INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT AND PROCEDURE

The Leadership Practices Inventory was developed through a triangulation of qualitative

and quantitative research methods and studies.  In-depth interviews and written case

studies from personal-best leadership experiences generated the conceptual framework,

which consists of five leadership practices:

•  Modeling the Way

•  Inspiring a Shared Vision

•  Challenging the Process
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•  Enabling Others to Act

•  Encouraging the Heart.

 The actions that make up these practices were translated into behavioral

statements.  Following several iterative psychometric processes, the resulting instrument

has been administered to over 350,000 managers and non-managers across a variety of

organizations, disciplines, and demographic backgrounds.  A version of the LPI has also

been developed for specific use with high school and college students.2  Validation

studies that we, as well as other researchers, have conducted over a fifteen-year period

consistently confirm the reliability and validity of the Leadership Practices Inventory and

the Five Practices of Exemplary Leaders model.  Overall, the LPI, has been extensively

applied in many organizational settings and is highly regarded in both the academic and

practitioner world.”3

 The conceptual portion of the Five Practices of Exemplary Leaders framework

grew out of the collection and analysis of case studies of personal-best leadership

experiences.  The Personal-Best Leadership Experience questionnaire is twelve pages

long and consists of thirty-eight open-ended questions, such as these:  Who initiated the

project? What made you believe you could accomplish the results you sought? What

special, if any, techniques or strategies did you use to get other people involved in the

project?  Did you do anything to mark the completion of the project, at the end or along

the way?  What did you learn most from this experience?  What key lessons would you

share with another person about leadership from this experience?

 Completing the Personal-Best questionnaire generally requires about an hour of

reflection and expression.  We’ve collected more than 4,000 of these surveys and over

7,500 additional respondents have completed a short form of this survey.  In addition to

the case studies, in-depth interviews have been conducted across from managers and

individual contributors across a wide variety of public and private-sector companies
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around the world.  These interviews have generally taken forty-five to sixty minutes; in

some cases, they have lasted four to five hours.  The total number of interviews now

numbers well over 500 respondents.  The experience (and the  process) has been

relatively consistent over the nearly two decades that we have been collecting case

studies.

 The LPI was created by developing a set of statements describing each of the

various leadership actions and behaviors.  Each statement was originally cast on a five-

point Likert scale, and reformulated in 1999 into a more robust and sensitive ten-point

Likert-scale.   A higher value represents more frequent use of a leadership behavior.  For

example: (1) Almost never do what is described in the statement; (2) Rarely; (3) Seldom;

(4) Once in a while: (5) Occasionally; (6) Sometimes; (7) Fairly Often; (8) Usually; (9)

Very Frequently; and, (10) Almost always do what is described in the statement.

 Statements were modified, discarded, or included following lengthy discussions

and iterative feedback sessions with respondents and subject matter experts as well as

empirical analyses of various sets of behaviorally based statements.  Ongoing analysis

and refinements in the instrument continue, with a database involving well over 100,000

respondents.

 The LPI contains thirty statements –  six statements for measuring each of the five

key practices of exemplary leaders.  Both a Self and Observer form of the LPI have been

developed. In addition, subsequent forms of the Leadership Practices Inventory have

been developed for use with various populations.  For example, there is a version for use

with individual contributors or non-managers (LPI-Individual Contributor), another for

use with a group of people (LPI-TEAM), and one for use with college students (LPI-

Student).  These instruments have both a Self and Observer version, and all have been

subject to the same psychometric analyses as were applied originally to the LPI..

Participating individuals first complete the LPI-Self and subsequently request five-to-ten
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people familiar with their behavior to complete the LPI-Observer.  The LPI-Observer is

voluntary and generally anonymous (respondents can indicate their relationship to the

leader; as in, this individual is my manager, co-worker or peer, direct report, or other).

Typically, the instruments are returned directly to the researchers or seminar facilitator.

The LPI (self and observer forms) takes approximately eight to ten minutes to complete,

and is capable of being either hand or computer scored.

 

 PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE LPI

 

 Means and Standard Deviations

 Means and standard deviations for each LPI scale for leaders (self) and their constituents

(i.e., all observers, managers, direct reports, coworker or peers, and others)  are presented

in Table 1.4  Based upon mean scores, Enabling is the leadership practice most frequently

reported being used.  This is closed followed by Modeling; with the average scores for

Challenging and Encouraging being fairly similar.  Inspiring is perceived (both by

respondents and their constituents) as the leadership practice least frequently engaged in.
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 Table 1

 

 LPI Means and Standard Deviations

 by Respondent Category

 

 Leadership                                      Respondent Category

 Practice

                               Leaders     Observers    Manager       Direct    Co-Worker    Others

                                 (Self)           (All)                                Report       or Peer

 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 Model           Mean    47.0         47.5  47.6            47.2      47.5   47.6

         Std Deviation      6.0           8.5    7.4              9.5        7.8     8.3

 

 Inspire         Mean    40.6         42.0  40.4            42.4      41.6   42.7

        Std Deviation       8.8         10.6  10.1            11.4        9.9   10.2

 

 Challenge    Mean    43.9        44.4   44.0            44.3      44.5   44.4

         Std Deviation      6.8           9.1    8.5              9.9            8.5     9.0

 

 Enable          Mean   48.7       47.8   48.0            48.2      47.6   47.5

         Std Deviation     5.4        8.4      6.9              9.3        7.8     8.5

 

 Encourage   Mean   43.8        44.9    45.4            44.5     45.0    45.0

         Std Deviation     8.0         10.2     8.3            11.5       9.4    10.2

 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 

 Internal Reliability

 Reliability refers to the extent to which an instrument contains “measurement errors” that

cause scores to differ for reasons unrelated to the individual respondent.  The fewer errors

contained, the more reliable the instrument, and instrument reliabilities above .60 are

considered good.5  The reliabilities for the LPI are consistently above this criteria (see
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Table 2).  There is a tendency for the reliability coefficients from the LPI-Self (between

.75 and .87) to be somewhat lower than those for the LPI-Observer (ranging between .88

and .92); however, this is not problematic.

 

 Table 2

 

 Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) Coefficients for the LPI

 by Respondent Category

 

 Leadership                                   Respondent Category

 Practice

                        Leader    Observers     Manager    Direct     Co-Worker   Others

                         (Self)        (All)                             Report        or Peer

 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 

 Model               .77           .88                 .86            .90               .87               .87

 

 Inspire              .87           .92                 .92            .92               .91               .91

 

 Challenge         .80           .89                 .89            .90               .88               .88

 

 Enable              .75           .88                 .86            .89               .87               .88

 

 Encourage        .87           .92                 .92            .93               .92               .93

 

 -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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 Other researcher have reported similar levels of internal reliability in their studies.

For example, reliabilities ranged from .80 to .92 in a study of engineering managers and

their constituents,6 and between .71 to .82 in a study of women in executive positions in

banking and higher education.7  With college presidents, internal reliability for the LPI-

Self ranged between .71 to .84, the range for the LPI-Observer was .85 to .93, and

combining Self and Observer responses produced reliabilities ranging between .84 to

.92.8  Reliabilities ranged between .61 and .80 for correctional institution leaders,9

between .79 and .90 for Agricultural Education Department Executive Officers,10

between .80 and .90 for frontline supervisors in a large telecommunications firm,11

between .78 and .90 for a cross-section of mid-level managers,12 between .70 and .88 for

home health care agency directors,13 between .82 and .84 for adults enrolled in a

community leadership development program,14 above .70 for female college student

affairs officers,15 between .93 and .97 for nursing managers,16 between .73 and .90 for

healthcare managers,17 and between .82 and .94 for hotel managers,18  Reliabilities for

non-Caucasians ranged between .68 and .80, while for their white counterparts in this

study the range was between .60 and .78.19

 In several studies, involving non-U.S. populations, reliabilities have also been

more than acceptable.  For example, in a study involving Australian bank managers,

reliabilities on the LPI-Self ranged from .70 to .82 and for the LPI-Observer ranged from

.81 to .94.20  Reliabilities ranged between .82 and .93 for a sample of therapeutic

radiographers from Hong Kong.21 Internal reliability for a Spanish-language version of

the LPI, with Mexican respondents, ranged between .81 to .89.22  Another study reported

good to very good internal reliability for a Chinese-language version of the LPI.23  As one

researcher, who translated the LPI into Mongolian for use in a study of the leadership

practices of higher education leaders, concluded: “The response options on the LPI are
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fairly straightforward...and there are no statements that directly reflect American cultural

values that could potentially confuse respondents from other nations.”24

 Test-retest reliability for the five leadership practices has been consistently strong,

generally at the .90 level and above.  In a study involving school administrators, test-

retest reliabilities were reported to be .86 for superintendents and .79 for school

principals.25  Test-retest reliabilities for the Student LPI, over a ten-week interval, were

statistically significant.26  In general, scores on the LPI have been relatively stable over

time.  Comparing LPI scores every two years, for example, from participants in The

Leadership Challenge Workshoptm since 1987 reveals considerable consistency across the

five leadership practices for each time-period comparison.

 

 Comparisons Based Upon Individual Differences

 LPI scores have been found, in general, to be unrelated with various demographic

characteristics (e.g., age, marital status, years of experience, educational level) or

organizational features (e.g., size, functional area, line versus staff position).  This finding

extends across a wide variety of non-business settings as well, as suggested by research

with school superintendents, principals and administrators,27 health care administrators,28

female executives in banking and higher education,29 church pastors of large

congregations,30 higher education administrators,31 U.S. Air Force Nurse Corps

Captains,32 law enforcement officers,33 hotel managers,34 Hong Kong staff nurses,35 and

with family support center directors. 36  Multiple regression analyses revealed that age,

educational level, or work experience had no significant influence on the leadership

practices of either male or female Thai managers.37  With a population of college

students, leadership practices (using the student version of the LPI) were not related to

gender, race, age, gender role orientation, work experience, or year in school.38
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 Comparisons Between Self and Observer Perspectives

 As the sample size increases, the chance of finding statistically significant differences

between groups also increases, even if these differences are not, for any one individual

respondent, particularly meaningful, practical or “significant.”  This has generally been

true for the Leadership Practices Inventory (see Table 2).  Empirical tests of differences

between leaders (using the LPI-Self form) and their constituents (using the LPI-Observer

form) reveal no statistically significant differences (at the .001 level of probability)

between these two groups on Modeling and Challenging. While statistically significant,

the mean differences between these two groups on Inspiring, Enabling, and Encouraging

have little practical significance, except to note that leaders view themselves as engaging

somewhat less in Inspiring and Encouraging, and slightly more in Enabling, than do their

constituents.  It has not been unusual to find Self scores higher than Observer scores in

specific workshop or research settings,39 although the rank order of the practices has been

generally consistent across sample populations.  Some researchers have reported no

significant differences between Self and Observer responses.40

 Comparisons across leaders (LPI-Self) and their specific constituencies reveal no

statistically significant differences (p < .001) for the leadership practices of Modeling and

Challenging.  Direct Reports, Coworkers/Peers and Others report their leaders engaging

more on Inspiring than do the Leaders themselves.  For Enabling there are no differences

between the Leaders’ views and those from their Managers or Direct Reports.

Coworkers/Peers and Others report less Enabling than do Leaders.  On Encouraging, the

scores from Leaders and their Direct Reports are not statistically different, while

Manager, Coworker/Peers and Others report more Encouraging than do Leaders.

 

 Comparisons Between Males and Females

 The possible impact of gender on LPI scores was analyzed by looking at differences
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between male and female respondents.  Generally, the leadership practices are not

significantly different for males and females on the LPI-Self.  Both groups report

engaging in Modeling the Way, Inspiring a Shared Vision, Challenging the Process, and

Enabling Others to Act with about the same approximate frequency.  Female managers

report engaging in the leadership practice of Encouraging the Heart significantly more

often than do their male colleagues.

 Other researchers have reported similar results in regards to gender and leadership

practices within specific sample populations.  For instance, no gender differences were

reported for studies involving public health agency directors,41 public sector managers,42

fraternity and sorority chapter presidents,43 school principals44 or superintendents,45

college presidents,46 or collegiate coaches.47  Gender made no difference in the leadership

practices of Mexican,48 Australian,49 or Swiss managers.50   The LPI scores of female

elementary school principals were reported as higher than their male counterparts,

although gender made no difference in the outcome variables.51  Female university

professors reported engaging in Encouraging more than their male counterparts, while the

two groups did not differ on the remaining four leadership practices.52  Gender

differences were found for Thai managers, with males reporting significantly higher

scores than females on Modeling, Inspiring, and Enabling.53

 Looking further into possible gender differences, we examined the extent to which

the constituents' gender interacted with the leaders' gender.  This study took place within

a nationwide retail organization.  No differences were found for Inspiring, Enabling, or

Encouraging.  However, female constituents reported their managers, whether male or

female, to engage in more Modeling and Challenging behaviors than did male

constituents.  Female constituents also reported their male managers engaging in

Modeling and Challenging more than did male constituents of female managers.  Same-

gender dyads were compared with mixed-gender dyads and statistically significant
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differences were found for only one leadership practice:  Constituents of the same gender

as their manager reported more Inspiring behavior than did mixed-gender dyads. A study

involving government managers revealed no significant differences across all possible

gender-based dyads of managers and direct reports.54

 

 Comparisons Between Public/Non-Profit and Private/Business Respondents

 Scores on the LPI for government managers were matched with a comparable group of

business managers.  Overall, there were no statistically significant differences between

the two groups of managers.  LPI-Self scores did not differ between these two groups of

managers, nor did the scores differ as reported by their constituents (LPI-Observer).  A

study involving leaders employed in public or private sector health positions found no

differences between the two groups,55 as was also the case for a study comparing the top

staff of human service organizations (non-profit) with a random selection of business

managers.56

 

 Comparisons Across Functional Disciplines

 LPI scores across functional areas (customer service, finance, information systems,

manufacturing, and marketing) were compared.  Functional field or discipline made no

statistically significant difference for three leadership practices: Modeling, Challenging,

and, Enabling.  Post hoc comparison tests revealed that the differences for Inspiring and

Encouraging were due primarily to respondents in the Finance area being substantially

different (lower) in these two practices than their counterparts in other fields.57  Overall,

there are few significant differences based upon the respondent's functional area.

 

 Comparisons Across Ethnic Background

 Possible LPI (leadership practices) differences due to ethnic background were
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investigated in a study involving executive directors of community development

organizations.58  LPI scores for Caucasians directors were compared with those directors

of color (Black, Hispanic, and Asian).  The two groups did not differ on Challenging,

Enabling, or Encouraging.  Directors of color reported significantly higher Modeling and

Inspiring  scores than their Caucasian counterparts.  However, assessments provided by

their constituents revealed no systematic differences between the leadership practices of

managers based upon their ethnic background.  Re-examination of the data by respondent

gender also made no difference in the pattern of results.

 LPI scores were not found to be statistically different in an investigation of Native

American and non-Native American secondary school administrators.59  A comparison of

African-American and Caucasian female leaders in college student personnel

administrator positions revealed no significant main or interaction effects by leader

ethnicity.60

 

 Cross-Cultural Comparisons

 Several cross-cultural comparisons of LPI scores have been made.  For example: U.S.

and European managers, U.S. and Pacific Rim managers, U.S. and Australian managers,

and, U.S. and Mexican managers.  Few differences were found between U.S. and United

Kingdom managers working for the same multinational chemical company.  Enabling

was rated most frequently by managers as well as their constituents from both countries.

The same consistent pattern was observed for Inspiring and Challenging.  Within one

large high technology firm, no significant differences were found between U.S. managers

and their counterparts in either England, the Netherlands, or Germany.  This was true for

both LPI-Self and LPI-Observer scores.  A study involving American and Swiss

managers found no differences on the leadership practices of Modeling and Enabling; and

American managers  reported more frequent use of Inspiring, Challenging, and
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Encouraging than their Swiss counterparts.61

 Managers from small-sized factories in four Pacific Rim countries (Korea,

Philippines, Taiwan, and Malaysia) completed the LPI as part of a multinational

semiconductor company's management development program.  LPI-Self scores were

significantly higher than those reported by their constituents for all leadership practices,

with the exception of Encouraging.  The rank order for the LPI-Self scores were the same

for the Pacific Rim managers as had been found for their U.S. counterparts.  This same

pattern was true for LPI-Observer scores.

 Middle-level Australian managers were matched with comparable U.S. managers,

and no statistically significant differences between the two groups were found for any of

the five leadership practices.  While the LPI scores of Mexican managers were, on

average, lower than their U.S. counterparts, there were no differences between the two

groups in the rank (relative) order of the leadership practices.62  Comparisons between

U.S. and Israeli managers indicated that nationality was not significantly related with any

leadership practice, nor did nationality mediate the relationship between leadership

practices and employee commitment levels.63  Researchers comparing the impact of

managers’ leadership practices on staff nurses in the U.S. and China reported that the LPI

was “easily used across boundaries.”64

 

 VALIDATION OF THE LPI

 Validity addresses the question of whether or not an instrument truly measures what it

purports to measure and, accordingly, whether its scores have meaning or utility for a

respondent.  Like reliability, validity is determined in a number of ways.  The most

common assessment of validity is called face validity, which considers whether, on the

basis of subjective evaluation, an instrument appears to measure what it intends to be

measuring.  Given that the items on the LPI are related to the statements that workshop
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participants generally make about their own or others’ personal-best leadership

experiences, respondents have found the LPI to have excellent face validity.

 Validity is also determined empirically (objectively).  Factor analysis is used to

determine the extent to which the instrument items measure common or different content

areas.  The results from various analyses reveal that the LPI contains five factors, the

items within each factor corresponding more among themselves than they do with the

other factors.  For example, responses to the thirty leadership behavior items were

subjected to a principle factoring method with iteration and varimax rotation.  Five

factors were extracted with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 and accounting for 60.5 percent

of the variance.  Five interpreterable factors were obtained – consistent with the five

subscales of the LPI –  although a few item-factor loadings share some common variance

across more than one factor.  The stability of the five factor solution was tested by factor-

analyzing the data from different subsamples.  In each case, the factor structure was

essentially similar to the one involving  the entire sample.

 Other researchers have reported achieving comparable factor structures within a

variety of organizational settings.65  Georgia Tech Professor David Herold and his

colleagues, with their own LPI data, performed a confirmatory factor analysis using

LISREL VII, analyzing a covariance matrix prepared from the raw data by PRELIS.

Their conclusion:

 Estimating a correlated factors model corresponding to the oblique factor

rotation, modified to reflect the intercorrelations among the error items for

the LPI items that had correlations with other items exceeding .50, resulted

in a confirmatory model with acceptable fit (Chi-Square = 399.9, d.f. = 363,

p < .09).  In addition, all of the hypothesized structural coefficients linking

the observed variables to the five factors were highly significant with all t

values exceeding 7.0, suggesting that when modeled appropriately, the
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LISREL estimates confirm the LPI factor Model.66

 Applying a similar methodological approach (LISREL), with a sample of U.S. and

Canadian community activists, the analysis confirmed the structural integrity of the LPI

framework.67 A structured interview protocol within a school setting reported that

participants validated 81 percent of the salient principal scores as actual patterns of

behavior in their experience.68

 The question of whether the LPI scores are significantly related to other critical

behavioral (individual and organizational) performance measures is probably the most

important practical matter to participants (leaders and their organizations).  Overall, the

LPI has excellent concurrent validity, and leadership scores are consistently associated

with important aspects of managerial and organizational effectiveness such as work-

group performance, team cohesiveness, commitment, satisfaction, and credibility.

 For example, utilizing only the responses from the LPI-Observer we examined the

relationship between leaders' effectiveness and their leadership practices (as measured by

the LPI).69   By including only the responses from “other people” about their managers,

we were using relatively independent assessments, thereby minimizing potential self-

report bias.  Regression analysis was performed, with leader effectiveness as the

dependent variable and the five leadership practices as the independent variables.  The

regression equation was highly significant (F = 318.88, p < .0001).  The leadership

practices explained over 55 percent (adjusted R2 = .756) of the variance around

constituents' assessments of their managers' effectiveness.

 Another method for examining the discriminant validity of the LPI is to determine

how well LPI scores differentiate between high- and low-performing managers.  This

issue was examined using discriminant analysis as a classification technique.  We wanted

to determine how well LPI scores could group managers into various performance-based

categories.  The lowest third and highest third of the managers on the LPI-Observer



Appendix0512BP
Page 16

leader effectiveness scale formed the low- and high-performing categories.

Approximately 85 percent of the sample of LPI-Observer respondents was used to create

the canonical discriminant function, with the remaining 15 percent used to create a

holdout sample for classification purposes.  One discriminant function was derived and it

correctly classified 92.6 percent of the known cases and 77.8 percent of the cases in the

holdout sample.  Including the middle third of the sample in this analysis, resulted in

correct classification of 71.1 percent of the known cases and 67.9 percent of the holdout

sample.  All four of these results are beyond the .001 level of chance probability.

 

 FURTHER VALIDATION OF THE LPI

 

 Several meta-reviews of leadership development instruments have been conducted.  The

LPI is consistently rated among the best, regardless of the criteria. For example, in one

assessment of 18 different leadership instruments, the LPI was the only one to receive the

top score in psychometric soundness and ease of use.70   “There is good evidence to

support the reliability and validity of the LPI,” concluded one reviewer of the LPI.

Another explained: “The conceptual scheme on which the LPI is based is elegant and the

test items on the LPI have excellent face validity as well as psychometric validity.  Factor

analyses and multiple regressions provide strong support for both the structural and

concurrent validity of the LPI.”71

 A large number of researchers have utilized the Leadership Practices Inventory in

their investigations of various leadership issues.  Such independent efforts substantiate

the utility and robustness of the LPI.  Correlations with other sociological and

psychological instruments further enhances confidence that the LPI measures what it is

purported to measure and not some other phenomenon (construct validity).  The LPI has

been applied in studies investigating leadership practices and:



Appendix0512BP
Page 17

•   Motivation and commitment .72

•   Work group performance.73

•   Professional burnout.74

•   Spirituality.75

•   Effectiveness of bank managers and their work groups.76

•   Commitment, satisfaction and productivity of hospital employees.77

•   Recruitment and retention of nursing managers and quality of patient care.78

•   Satisfaction, commitment and productivity of nurses.79

•   Public health leaders.80

•   Effectiveness and credibility of school principals and superintendents.81

•   High and low-performing schools.82

•   Principals of Christian schools.83

•   Principals in effective and ineffective schools.84

•   Ethical philosophy of middle-school administrators.85

•   Levels of parental involvement by elementary school principals.86

•   College presidents.87

•   Academic dean’s impact on department chairperson satisfaction.88

•   College coaches.89

•   The impact of an academic collegiate leadership development program.90

•   Organizational identification and commitment among non-profit employees.91

•   Church leaders.92

•   Pastors involved in establishing new churches93 and congregational growth.94

•   Myers-Briggs Type Indicators.95

•   Thinking styles,96 conflict styles,97 learning styles,98

•   Optimism,99 and proactive personality100

•   Self-esteem.101
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 CONCLUSIONS

 

 The Leadership Practices Inventory has sound psychometric properties.   Internal

reliabilities for the five leadership practices (both Self and Observer versions) are very

good and are consistent over time.  The underlying factor structure has been sustained

across a variety of studies and settings, and support continues to be generated for the

instrument's construct and concurrent validity.  For the most part, findings are relatively

consistent across people, gender, ethnicity and cultural backgrounds, as well as across

various organizational characteristics.  An independent assessment of the LPI reached

similar conclusions:

 The LPI is one of the most extensively researched management

development tools I have encountered.  It is a model of sound research

design from its initial development and refinement through subsequent

concurrent validity studies.  The instrument and instructions are easy to

read and follow and the trainer’s guide is logical and clear.  I highly

recommend it as a developmental tool for new and experienced

managers.102

 Our own studies, along with those of other researchers, and comparisons with

other leadership instruments have all shown the LPI to quite powerful in assessing

individuals’ leadership capabilities, and demonstrating that the five practices of

exemplary leaders do make a difference at the personal, interpersonal, small group, and

organizational level.103  The LPI has proven quite robust in assessing individuals'

leadership behaviors and in providing feedback useful for developing and enhancing

leadership capabilities.  Overall, the five practices of exemplary leadership framework

and the LPI contribute richly to our understanding of the leadership process and in the
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development and unleashing of leadership capabilities.

 

 

 

                                                            
1See, for example:  Posner, B. Z., and Kouzes, J. M.  Development and Validation of the
Leadership Practices Inventory. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1988, 48(2), pp.
483-496; Leadership Practices: An Alternative to the Psychological Perspective.  In Clark, K.
and Clark, M.  (eds.), Measures of Leadership.  W. Orange, NJ: Leadership Library of America,
1990; Psychometric Properties of the Leadership Practices Inventory--Updated.  Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 1993, 53(1), pp. 191-199; and, An Extension of the Leadership
Practices Inventory to Individual Contributors.  Educational and Psychological Measurement,
1995, 54(4), pp. 959-966.

 2 See, for example:  Posner, B. Z., and Brodsky, B.  A Leadership Development Instrument for
College Students.  Journal of College Student Development, 1992, 33, pp. 231-237; The
Leadership Practices of Effective RAs.  Journal of College Student Development, 1993, 34(4),
pp. 300-304; and, Leadership Practices of Effective Student Leaders: Gender Makes No
Difference.  NASPA Journal, 1994, 31(2), pp. 113-120.
 A review of the LPI by the National Academic Advising Association concluded: "presents a
valid, practical model of leadership.  The ‘self’ and ‘observer’ forms  of the LPI provide valuable
information that students can use to examine their prior leadership experiences and compare their
self-assessments with reliable feedback from others.  This package provides everything a
facilitator needs for a successful leadership development program in which students discover and
value their own leadership opportunities and make action plans for their future leadership
development." NACADA Journal (Fall 1999):59.
 
 3Sashkin, M. and Rosenbach, W.  "A new vision of leadership," in Taylor, R. (ed),
Contemporary Issues of Leadership (Boulder: Westview Press, 1998):79.
 
 4 Unless otherwise noted, all analyses reported have been conducted by the authors on all or
appropriate portions of the normative database.
 5 Aiken, L. R.  Psychological Testing and Assessment (Boston: Allyn & Bacon), 1997.
 6 Herold, D. M., Fields, D. L., and Hyatt, C. W.  Using Leadership Instruments in a Management
Development Context: What Are We Measuring?  Paper presented at the Academy of
Management Annual Meetings (Atlanta), 1993.
 7  Ottinger, D. C.  Differences in Leadership Practices and Selected Demographic Characteristics
of Women Executives in the Top Three Positions of Higher Education and Banking.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Bowling Green State University, August 1990.
 8  Bauer, M.  Are the Leadership Practices of College Presidents in the Northeast Distinct from
those of Leaders of Business and Industry?  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. The University of
New Haven, December 1993



Appendix0512BP
Page 20

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 9 Mactavish, M.  Toward a Leadership Model in Corrections. Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
The Fielding Institute, August 1993.
 10  Spotanski, D. R.  An Assessment of the Leadership Practices used by Agricultural Education
Department Executive Officers (DEOs).  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Iowa State
University, June 1991.
 11 Stoner-Zemel, M. J.  Visionary Leadership, Management, and High Performance Work Units:
An Analysis of Workers' Perceptions.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, May 1988.
 12  Crnkovich, P. J., and Hesterly, W. S.  Leadership Impact: An Empirical Test of a Predictive
Framework.  Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Decision Sciences Institute, March
1993.
 13  Troudt, A. M.  Transformational Leadership in Home Health Care Administrators.
Unpublished masters' thesis. University of Wisconsin, Oshkosh, August, 1994.
 14  Adams, J. R.  A Study of Leadership Program Models and Audiences and Their Relationship
to Perceived Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Missouri-
Columbia, December, 1999.
 15  Brightharp, C. Y.  Real and Ideal Leadership Practices of Women in Mid-Level
Administrative Positions in Student Affairs.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Bowling Green
State University, December 1999.
 16  Cardin, S.  Outcomes of Unit Effectiveness In Relation to the Leadership Role of Nurse
Managers in Critical Care Nursing.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of California,
Los Angeles,  June 1995.
 17  Strack, J. G.  The Relationship of Healthcare Managers’ Spirituality to Their Self-Perceived
Effective Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Medical University of South
Carolina, June 2001.
 18  Singh, J.  Use of Leadership Practices by the Managers and Their Impact on the Job
Satisfaction of Employees in the Hotel Industry.  Unpublished master’s thesis, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas, December 1998.
 19  Lipton, M.  Leadership Characteristics of CDC Executive Directors: Preliminary Findings.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Urban Affairs Associates (Charlotte), April 1990.
 20  Carless, S.A., Wearing, A. J., and Mann, L.  Transformational Leadership: Does It Make A
Difference?"  Paper presented at the Western Academy of Management International Conference
(Brisbane, Australia), July 1994.
 21  Man, H. W.  The Leadership Practices of Middle Managers – A Case Study in Clinical
Oncology Department.  Unpublished master’s thesis, The Hong Kong Polytechnic University,
May 2000.
 22  Berumen, J. C.  Applicacion del Inventario de Practicas de Liderazgo en Gerentes y
Empleados de Empresas Mexicanas (Applying the Leadership Practices Inventory on Managers
and Employees at Mexican Companies).  Unpublished masters' thesis.  Universidad
Intercontinental (Mexico), December 1992.
 23 McNeese-Smith, D. K., Yan, H., & Yang, Y.  The Influence of Managers’ Use of Leadership



Appendix0512BP
Page 21

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Behaviors on Staff Nurses in China and the United States.  The Hong Kong Nursing Journal,
2000, 36(3):26-36.
 24  Tsend, A.  Leadership Practices in Higher Education in Mongolia.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, April 2000: p. 31-32.
 25  Riley, C. H.  Superintendents' Leadership Behaviors Which Promote the Instructional
Leadership of Principals.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of La Verne, July 1991.
 26  Pugh, D. J.  College Student Leadership Development: Program Impact on Student
Participants.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, May 2000.
 27  For example: Riley, Superintendents' Leadership Behaviors; Nolan, F.L. Ethical Leadership
and School Culture: An Exploratory Study of Nine Middle-Level Schools.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Minnesota, June 1992; Truby, W. F.  A Correlational Study of
Transformational Leadership Characteristics and Perceived Stress of Christian School
Administrators.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kent State University, November 1992; and,
.Bankes, S. V.  Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions of Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Behaviors.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of Denver, October 1999.
 28  Roundy, J. T.  Hospital Administrator Leadership Practice Before and After the
Implementation of Federal Cost Containment Policy.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
Arizona State University, May 1991.
 29 Ottinger, Differences in Leadership Practices.
 30 Zook, T. D.  An Examination of Leadership Practices in Large, Protestant Congregations.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Indiana University of Pennsylvania, May 1993.
 31 Ottinger, Differences in Leadership Practices;  Brown, C. E.  A Comparative Study of Public
College; Daufenbach, V. K.  Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction; LaVine, M. E.
Psychological Sources of Perceived Self-Efficacy as a Change Agent Among Deans of
Colleges/Schools of Education.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kent State University, May
1998; S. W. Oliver.  The Leadership Practices of Chief Student Affairs Officers in Texas: A
Comparative Analysis.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Texas A&M University, May 2001.
 32  Randall, M. J.  United States Air Force Nurse Corps Captains' Perceived Leadership
Effectiveness.  Unpublished master’s thesis, Arizona State University, May 1998.
 33  Rasor, C. E.  An Analysis of the Relationship Between Personality Preference Traits of
Executive Level and Mid-Level Law Enforcement/Corrections Leaders and Exemplary
Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of South Florida, May 1995.
 34  Singh, J.  Use of Leadership Practices by the Managers and Their Impact on the Job
Satisfaction of Employees in the Hotel Industry.  Unpublished master’s thesis, University of
Nevada, Las Vegas, December 1998.
 35  McNeese, D. K. et al., 2000.
 36 Okeefee, M. E.  Leadership Practices in Family Support Programs.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation.  Seattle University, June 1992.
 37  Kaewaram, M.  A Comparison of Leadership Practices of Thai Male and Female Middle
Managers.  Unpublished master’s thesis, United States International University, March 1998.
 38  Edington, L. M.  College Classroom Leadership Practices:  What Gender Has To Do With It.



Appendix0512BP
Page 22

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Ball State University (Indiana), July 1995; and, Faulkner, B.
Effectiveness of Chief Student Officer Leadership Practices as Perceived by Constituent
Members and Its Impact on the Organizational Environment of College Union Boards.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of Georgia, April 1996.
 39  For example, see:  Plowman, R. J.  Perceptions of Presidential Leadership Behavior and
Institutional Environment by Presidents and Vice Presidents of Selected Four-Year Colleges and
Universities in Florida.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Mississippi, May 1991;
MacTavish, Toward a Leadership Model; Riley, Superintendents' Leadership Behaviors: Taylor,
J. D. Finding the Right Stuff in Chief Student Affairs Officers. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Missouri-Columbia, May 2001.
 40  Aubrey, J. V.  The Principal's Leadership Role in Effective Site-Based Managed Elementary
Schools.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of Bridgeport, July 1992; S. W. Oliver.
The Leadership Practices of Chief Student Affairs Officers in Texas: A Comparative Analysis.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Texas A&M University, May 2001.
 41 Erickson, G. P.  Leadership Development in Higher Education for Public Health.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. College of William and Mary, December 1992.
 42 Kahl, W. T. Jr.  The Relationship Between Gender Differentiated Values and Leadership
Behaviors of Regional Managers at a Large Government Agency.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of San Francisco,  May 1999.
 43  Snyder, N. L.  Empowering Leadership and Achieving Style:  A Study of Gender Differences
Between Fraternity and Sorority Presidents.  Unpublished master’s thesis. University of
Maryland at College Park, June 1992.
 44  Bankes, S. V.  Elementary Teachers’ Perceptions of Principals’ Instructional Leadership
Behaviors.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of Denver, October 1999.
 45  Riley, Superintendents' Leadership Behaviors.
 46  Bauer, Are the Leadership Practices; Brown, A Comparative Study of Public.
 47  Coffman, J. P.  The Community College Coach: Leadership Practices and Athlete
Satisfaction.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of San Diego, April 1999
 48  Beruman, Applicacion del Inventario.
 49  Carless, S. A.  Transformational Leadership and Australian Bank Managers.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. University of Melbourne,  March 1995.
 50  Posner, B. Z., & Harder, J. W.  The Proactive Personality, Leadership, Gender and National
Culture.  Paper presented at the annual conference of the Western Academy of Management
(Sante Fe, NM), March 2002.
 51  Long, J.  Leadership Practices of Elementary Principals and Parental Involvement in Their
Schools.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Eastern Michigan University, April 1994.
 52  Dunson, C. L.  Relationships Between Sex Role Orientation, Interpersonal Relations
Orientation, Leadership Style Practices, and Fear of Success in University Faculty.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation.  University of Missouri, Kansas City, December, 1992.
 53  Kaewaram, M.  A Comparison of Leadership Practices of Thai Male and Female Middle
Managers.  Unpublished master’s thesis, United States International University, March 1998.



Appendix0512BP
Page 23

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 54  Kahl, W. T. Jr.  The Relationship Between Gender Differentiated Values and Leadership
Behaviors of Regional Managers at a Large Government Agency.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of San Francisco,  May 1999.
 55  Erickson, Leadership Development in Higher.
 56  Masneri, C. G.  A Comparison of the Leadership Practices of Key Administrators in Non-
Profit Human Service Organizations With those of Key Administrators in For-Profit Businesses.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana University of Pennsylvania, May 1996.
 57  Ottinger (Differences in Leadership Practices) reported that female executives in higher
education engaged in Challenging, Inspiring, Enabling and Encouraging significantly more than
their female counterparts in banking.
 58  Lipton, Leadership Characteristics of CDC Executive Directors.
 59  Chance, E. W.   The BIA/Contract School Administrator: Implications for At-Risk Native
American Students.  Paper presented at the National Rural and Small School Consortium
Meeting, 1990.
 60  Brightharp, C. Y.  Real and Ideal Leadership Practices of Women.
 61 Posner & Harder.  The Pro-Active Personality, Leadership.
 62  Berumen, Applicacion del Inventario.
 63  Dunn, M. W.  The Impact of Leadership on Employees’ Commitment to the Organization: An
International Perspective.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Nova Southeastern University,
November 1999.
 64  McNeese-Smith, D. K., Yan, H., & Yang, Y.  The Influence of Managers’ Use of Leadership
Behaviors on Staff Nurses in China and the United States.  The Hong Kong Nursing Journal,
2000, 36(3):26-36.
 65   For example: Bauer, Are the Leadership Practices; and, Herold, et al, Using Leadership
Instruments; Stuart, R. P.  Self-Assessed Leadership Practices of Administrators and Teachers of
the Church Educational System of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Idaho State University, September 1999.
 66  Herold, et al., p. 10.
 67  Jurkowski, E. T.  Leadership/Community Participation in Resource Planning/Development for
Individuals with Physical Disabilities.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of
Illinois at Chicago, January 1997.
 68  Nolan, F. L.  Ethical Leadership and School Culture:  An Exploratory Study of Nine Middle-
Level Schools.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota,  June 1992.
 69  Effectiveness was measured by a six-item scale with 5-point Likert scales.  The items asked
about the extent to which this manager met the job-related needs of his or her workgroup
members, had built a committed work group, had influence with upper management and assessed
the extent to which respondents were satisfied with the leadership provided by this manager,
satisfied that the manager's leadership practices were appropriate, and felt empowered by this
manager.  Internal reliability for the scale was .98.  Using this same scale as a measure of college
president's effectiveness internal reliability was .93 (Bauer, 1993).
 70  Huber, D. L., Maas, M., McCloskey, J., Goode, C. J., & Watson, C.  Evaluating Nursing



Appendix0512BP
Page 24

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Administration Instruments.  Journal of Nursing Administration, 2000, 30(5): 251-272.
 71  Leong, F. T.  Review of the Leadership Practices Inventory.  In J. C. Conoley & J. C. Impara
(eds.), The Twelfth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1995: 555-556.
 72  Crnkovich and Hesterly, Leadership Impact; Gunter, D. M.  Leadership Practices and
Organizational Commitment.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation,  Nova Southeastern University,
May 1997; McNeese-Smith, D. K.  The Relationship Between Managerial Motivation,
Leadership, Nurse Outcomes and Patient Satisfaction, Journal of Organizational Behavior, 1999,
20: 243-259; Lowe, W. A. An Examination of the Relationship Between Leadership Practices
and Organizational Commitment in the Fire Service.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Nova
Southeastern University, June 2000.
 73  Stoner-Zemel, Visionary Leadership; Ridgway, K. A.  The Relationship of Leadership
Practices and Cultural Values to Organizational Effectiveness in Small Organizations.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kent State University, December 1998.
 74  Webster, L., & Hackett, R. K.  Burnout and Leadership in Community Mental Health
Systems.  Working paper, Department of Educational and Counseling Psychology, University
of the Pacific, May 1999.
 75  Strack, J. G.  The Relationship of Healthcare Managers’ Spirituality to Their Self-Perceived
Effective Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Medical University of South
Carolina, June 2001.
 76  Carless, et al., Transformational Leadership.
 77  McNeese-Smith, D. K.  Job Satisfaction, Productivity, and Organizational Commitment: The
Result of Leadership.  Journal of Nursing Administration, 1995, 25(9):17-26;  McNeese-Smith,
D. K.  Increasing Employee Productivity, Job Satisfaction, and Organizational Commitment.
Hospital & Health Services Administration, 1996, 41(2):160-175; see also, Leadership Behavior
and Employee Effectiveness, Nursing Management, 1993, 24(5), pp. 38-39; and, Roundy,
Hospital Administrator Leadership.
 78  Cardin, S.  Outcomes of Unit Effectiveness In Relation.
 79  Foong, J. L. C.  Leadership Behaviors: Effects on Job Satisfaction, Productivity and
Organizational Commitment.  Unpublished master’s thesis.  Leicester University (England),
April 1999; Taylor, C. D.  An Investigation of The Relationships Between Perceived Leadership
Behaviors, and Staff Nurse Job Satisfaction, and Organizational Commitment.  Unpublished
master’s thesis, Bellarmine College (Louisville, KY), June 1996.
 80  Erickson, Leadership Development in Higher.
 81  Larson, T. A.  Secondary Educational Leadership: A Study of Three High Schools.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Nebraska, Lincoln, July 1992; Sweeney, P. J.
The Leadership Practices of Exemplary Superintendents That Influence Principals to Lead
School-Based Improvement.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of La Verne, August
2000.
 82  Aubrey, The Principal's Leadership Role; Floyd, J. E.  An Investigation of the Leadership
Style of Principals and Its Relation to Teachers’ Perceptions of School Mission and Student



Appendix0512BP
Page 25

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Achievement.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. North Carolina State University, May 1999;
Griffen, G. D.  An Examination of Factors Contributing to Exemplary Schools in an Urban
Public School District in the Midwest.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Western Michigan
University,  December 1996; Groves, D. E.  The Effects of Transformational Leadership
Behavior of Principals of National Blue Ribbon Secondary Schools in Cuyahoga County, Ohio.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of Akron, May 1996; Hickey, R. J.  The
Identification of Leadership Characteristics and Their Perceived Correlation to Performance as
Demonstrated by Principals of Nationally Recognized Schools of Excellence.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Sarasota, November 1995; Knab, D. K.  Comparison of the
Leadership Practices of Principals of Blue Ribbon Schools with Principals of Randomly Selected
Schools. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, American University, May 1998;
 83  Koehler, C. D.  Personality Traits Associated with Transformational Leadership Styles of
Secondary Principals in Christian Schools.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Kent State
University, December 1992.
 84  Brice, R. W.  Principals in Saskatchewan Rural Schools:  Their Leadership Behaviors and
School Effectiveness.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  University of San Diego, May, 1992.
 85  Nolan, Ethical Leadership and School Culture.
 86  Long, Leadership Practices of Elementary.
 87  Plowman, Perceptions of Presidential Leadership;  Bauer, Are the Leadership Practices;
Brown, C. E.  A Comparative Study of Public College and University Presidential Perceptions of
Effective Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Tennessee
(Knoxville), December 1997; and, Burkhard, M. B. A Comparison of Leadership Styles and
Organizational Cultures of Women in Two and Four Year Colleges and Universities.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Sarasota, May 1999.
 88  Dauffenbach, V. K.  Leadership Practices and Job Satisfaction: An Examination of the
Relationship Between Academic Deans and Department Chairpersons.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation.  Western Michigan University, May 1995; Xu, Z. L.  The Relationship Between
Leadership Behavior of Academic Deans in Public Universities and Job Satisfaction of
Department Chairpersons.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, East Tennessee State University,
May 1991.
 
 89  Coffman, J. P.  The Community College Coach.
 90  Brungardt, C. L.  Evaluation of the Outcomes of an Academic Collegiate Leadership Program.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kansas State University, Spring 1997; Faulkner, W. O.  The
Effects of Various Leadership Development Interventions on Student Organizations.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Georgia State University, November 1998; Jensen, K. H.
Cornerstones of the Excellence in Leadership Program and Their Effectiveness.  Unpublished
master’s thesis, Grand Valley State University, Winter, 1998; Matsos, C. T.  Student Leadership
Development as a Supplement to College Fraternity Pledge Programs.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Alabama, March 1997; McKimmy, P. B.  A Study of Students
Involved in a Leadership Development Program, “Excellence in Leadership”, at Grand Valley
State University.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Western Michigan University, December



Appendix0512BP
Page 26

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
1996; Pugh, D. J.  College Student Leadership Development: Program Impact on Student
Participants.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Georgia, May 2000: Mendez-
Grant, M. A Study of Freshman Interest Groups and Leadership Practices at Texas Woman’s
University, Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of North Texas, August 2001.
 91  Bennington, A. J.  A Case Study Exploration of Leadership, Communication, and
Organizational Identification.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation,  The University of Texas at
Austin,  August 2000.
 92  Zook, An Examination of Leadership Practices; Patterson, D. R.  A Study of the Relationship
Between Leadership Behaviors of Pastors and the Job Satisfaction of the Church Staff in
Southern Baptist Churches with Resident Membership Over 1500.  Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, December 1997.
 93  Fulks, J. L.  Transformational Leadership and Its Relationship to Success in Development of
New Churches.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  The University of Texas at Arlington, May
1994.
 94  Bridges, R. J.  The Relationship of Leadership Practices of Senior Pastors and Church Growth.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Biola University, December 1995; Robertson, W. D.  The
Role of Servant Leadership in Church Growth.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Southeaster
Baptist Theological Seminary, March 1999.
 95  Anderson, S. J.  Psychological Type and Leadership.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
University of Calgary, February 1992; Rasor, C. E.  An Analysis of the Relationship Between
Personality Preference Traits of Executive Level and Mid-Level Law Enforcement/Corrections
Leaders and Exemplary Leadership Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
South Florida, May 1995.
 96  Scott, M. E.  The Labyrinth of Challenge To Change: An Analysis of Community College
Leaders' Thinking Styles and Behavioral Practices in the Current Environment.  Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. University of San Diego, July 1989.
 97    Lipton, M.  Leadership Characteristics of CDC Executive Directors: Preliminary Findings.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Urban Affairs Associate (Charlotte), April 1990;
Ezerioha, K. K. I.  Leadership Style and Conflict Management.  Unpublished master’s thesis,
University of East London, Spring 2000.
 98  Brown, L.M., & Posner, B.Z.  Exploring the Relationship Between Learning and Leadership.
Leadership & Organizational Development Journal 22, no. 6 (2001):274-280.
 99  Wunderley, L. J.  The Relationships Among Optimism, Pessimism, Vision and Effective
Leadership Practices.  Unpublished master’s thesis, University of Cincinnati, April 1996.
 100 Posner & Harder.  The Pro-Active Personality, Leadership.
 101  Whatley, L.  The Relation of Vocational Administrator's Self-Esteem to their Leadership
Styles and Practices.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation.  Colorado State University (Ft. Collins),
Spring 1991; and Endress, W. L.  An Exploratory Study of College Student Self-Efficacy for
Relational Leadership: The Influence of Leadership Education, Cocurricular Involvement, and
On-Campus Employment.  Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Maryland,
December 2000.



Appendix0512BP
Page 27

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 102  Lewis, M. A.  Review of the Leadership Practices Inventory.  In J. C. Conoley & J. C.
Impara (eds.), The Twelfth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1995: 557.
 103  Leong, F. T.  Review of the Leadership Practices Inventory.  In J. C. Conoley & J. C. Impara
(eds.), The Twelfth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1995.


