
THE EFFECT OF TRANSFORMATIONAL AND TRANSACTIONAL 

LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR ON ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 

AND TURNOVER IN RADIO STATIONS 

by 

SCOTT CHARLES WATSON, B.A. 

A THESIS 

IN 

MASS COMMUNICATIONS 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

MASTER OF ARTS 

August, 1993 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The thesis project you now hold in your hands is the 

result of the time and input of many people. Without their 

understanding and support it would not have been possible. 

I would first like to thank my thesis committee 

chairman, Dr. Mark D. Harmon, for his insight and invaluable 

guidance. His knowledge of both scholarly issues and the 

functions of radio stations in the real world helped to make 

this research conceptually sound as well as applicable to the 

industry. 

I would like to thank Dr. Ritch L. Sorenson for serving 

on my committee and for providing much needed input on 

various leadership theories and statistical methods. And, 

for the most provocative, enjoyable, and satisfying class I 

have ever taken, I now express my sincere thanks. 

Thanks to Dr. Bernard M. Bass and Dr. Bruce J. Avolio 

for the use of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for 

academic purposes. It proved to be an excellent research 

tool. 

I would also like to express my heartfelt thanks to my 

parents, Richard and Cynthia Watson, for their generous 

financial and personal support. They helped me to understand 

that the value of education is not necessarily what is gained 

from it, but who you become by it. 

To my wife, Anne, I offer my deepest gratitude for all 

the personal sacrifices and understanding. You are a major 

part of this accomplishment. 

And finally, I wish to give thanks to my Lord and 

Savior, Jesus Christ. In the darkest hours, He enabled me to 

persevere and succeed. He showed me that I truly can "do all 

things through Him who strengthens me" (Philippians 4:13). 

ii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ii 

ABSTRACT .. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v~ 1 

LIST OF TABLES ................................... .- ..... viii 

LIST OF FIGURES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ...................... 1 

Statement of the Problem ...................... 1 

The Need for the Study ........................ 3 

Media Management Studies in Mass 
Communications Literature ................. 3 
Media Management Studies in Management 
Literature ................................ 4 
The Need for Media Management Studies 
in Education. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Some Reasons for the Gap in Research .......... 9 

The Golden Age of Radio ................... 9 
Unique Characteristics of the Radio 
Indus try . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Management Researcher Bias ................ 11 

Purpose of the Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 

Research Objectives. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

Research in Media Organizations ............... 13 

The APBE-NAB Broadcasting Employment 
Studies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 
Management Studies in Media 
Organizations ............................. 16 

Research in Transformational and 
Transactional Leadership ...................... 18 

iii 



Organizational Commitment ..................... 25 

The Need for Commitment in Radio 
Stations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 6 
The Conceptualization of Organizational 
Commitment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 7 
The Relationship Between Commitment 
and Turnover . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 9 
Leadership Factors as Predictors of 
Commitment Turnover ....................... 31 

Turnover . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 4 

Turnover in Radio Stations ................ 34 
The Costs of Turnover ..................... 36 
Some Causes of Turnover ................... 37 
Research on Turnover in Media 
0 . t' 38 rgan1.za 1.ons ............................ . 
Management and Turnover ................... 42 

III. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS .......................... 45 

Definitions of Leadership ..................... 47 

Theory Formulation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 

The Evolution of Leadership Theory ............ 51 

Personal Attribute Theories ................... 52 

The Great Man Theory ...................... 52 
The Traits Model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 

Behavioral Theories. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 

Task-Oriented and Employee-Oriented 
Leadership Style. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57 
Consideration and Initiating Structure .... 58 
Democratic and Autocratic Leadership 
Styles. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 
Similarities of the Behavioral 
Approaches . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61 

Transformational Leadership Theory ............ 61 

Justification for Transformational 
Leadership in Radio Stations .................. 66 

Transformational Leaders in Small 
Organizations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66 

iv 



Organizational Context ........................ 68 

The Effects of Ratings on Competition 
and Motivational Levels ................... 68 
Management Structure in Radio Stations .... 70 
Individual Characteristics of Radio 
Announcers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2 
Task Complexity ........................... 73 

IV. RESEARCH MODEL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 7 

variables. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 

Conceptual Definitions of Variables ....... 77 

Theoretical Model. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82 

Hypotheses. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 6 

V. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ............................. 93 

Research Sample ............................... 93 

Sample Selection .......................... 93 
The Population for the Study .............. 94 

Research Instruments .......................... 94 

Leadership Measures ....................... 94 
Outcome Measures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 6 
Organizational Commitment Measures ........ 97 
Turnover Measure .......................... 99 
Measure of Station Performance ............ 99 
Career Path and Demographic Measures ...... 99 

Pro to co 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 0 

Questionnaire Administration ................. 101 

Potential Risks to Participants .......... 101 

Data Analysis. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103 

VI. RESULTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104 

Description of the Sample .................... 104 

Career Path and Demographics ............. 104 

Evaluation of the Measures ................... 109 

v 



Leadership Measures ...................... 109 
Leadership Styles of Program Directors ... 113 
Trends in Organizational Commitment ...... 117 
Measures of Effectiveness, Satisfaction, 
and Extra Effort . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 0 

Evaluation of Hypothesized Relationships ..... 120 

Leadership and Commitment ................ 122 
Leadership and Turnover .................. 129 
Commitment and Turnover .................. 131 
Leadership and Effectiveness ............. 131 
Leadership and Satisfaction .............. 136 
Leadership and Extra Effort .............. 141 
Leadership and Performance ............... 146 

VII. CONCLUSION ........................................ 149 

Review of Research Objectives ................ 149 

Contributions and Limitations of the 
Study. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153 

Suggestions for Future Research .............. 155 

REFERENCES ..... 161 

APPENDICES 

A. ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE MULTIFACTOR LEADERSHIP 
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM 5X ........................... 172 

B. APPROVAL FOR THE USE OF THE MULTIFACTOR 
LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE FORM 5X ................ 176 

C. ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL 
COMMITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE (OCQ) .................. 177 

D. PHONE SCRIPT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 9 

E. RADIO STATION EMPLOYEE SURVEY ................... 180 

F. SURVEY INSTRUCTION SHEET ........................ 188 

G. RESEARCH PROPOSAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 9 

H. APPROVAL FOR THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN 
THESIS PROJECT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 4 

vi 



ABSTRACT 

Transformational leadership theory has found wide 

acceptance and use since its introduction by Bernard M. Bass 

in 1985. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire {Form Sx) 

was administered to full-time announcers at 13 radio stations 

in West Texas. Results showed that the managers in the 

sample were rated higher on transformational leadership 

factors than on transactional factors. In addition, 

transformational more than transactional leadership factors 

were found to be strongly related to measures of 

organizational commitment, perceptions of leader 

effectiveness, satisfaction with leadership, and extra 

effort. Finally, announcers at the top five rated stations 

not only reported higher transformational leadership scores, 

but also higher commitment, effectiveness, satisfaction, and 

extra effort scores than did the rest of the sample. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Statement of the Problem 

This is a study about management behavior and its effect 

on the commitment, satisfaction, and employment longevity of 

radio station announcers. According to Starlin (1964), more 

than half of former broadcast employees (52.4%) viewed their 

previous supervisors as "unsatisfactory" (42.1%) or 

"satisfactory with reservations" (10.3%). The challenge 

remains for program directors who manage on-air talent to 

cultivate the necessary loyalty, morale, and commitment to 

keep announcers performing at their best. Effective 

management and improved employee commitment in broadcast 

industries may result in higher levels of performance, 

improved ratings, and lower levels of turnover. 

Managing humans to achieve maximum performance is a 

priority in most organizations. Personnel costs account for 

a significant portion of any business' operating expenses. 

This is especially true of radio stations. On-air announcers 

are a station's most volatile and precious resource. They 

are expensive to hire, to train, and to replace. Yet very 

little theory-driven research has been conducted to discover 

exactly how radio station program directors manage their 

employees. 
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Lee Iacocca (1988) contends "business, after all, is 

nothing more than a bunch of human relationships" (p. 76). 

He suggests a person who is good with people will probably be 

a good manager. The founder of Sony Corporation, Akio Morita 

(1986) said that, "the most important mission for a Japanese 

manager is to develop a healthy relationship with his 

employees, to create a family-like feeling within the 

corporation, a feeling that employees and managers share the 

same fate" (p. 373). This mission just as easily could apply 

to local radio stations. However, the problem becomes more 

complex as researchers try to determine why some managers are 

indeed "better with people" than others. An organization 

riddled with frustrated and ineffective employees never will 

be as productive as a cohesive group of individuals in love 

with their work. Some would argue that any organization not 

interested in maintaining and cultivating a committed, 

satisfied work force will not be in business for long. 

Often, effective leaders can make the difference. 

Effectively managing and leading human resources has 

been the topic of both concerted study and random conjecture 

for centuries (see Bass, 1990a, pp. 3-11). While no single 

leadership theory can encompass every factor of the 

management equation, researchers have developed several 

valuable approaches that provide insight into the dynamics of 

organizational behavior. However, the application and 
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refinement of existing theory in new environments, 

particularly media organizations, is far from complete. 

The Need for Study 

A more in-depth understanding of the types of management 

used in radio stations and its relationship to employee 

commitment is needed. However, detailed empirical studies of 

leadership behavior in the media are, at best, sparse. The 

dearth of theory-driven research on management issues in 

media organizations, and radio stations in particular, is 

understandable. The scholarly investigation of leadership in 

the broadcast industry requires researchers to draw from two 

distinct research specializations: mass communications and 

organizational psychology. Only recently have these two 

areas of study begun to converge (DeFleur, 1992). 

Media Management Studies in Mass 
Communications Literature 

Mass communications research has been concerned 

primarily with the content, process, and effects of 

communication, not management issues. This is as it should 

be. In-depth management studies by communications scholars 

require a tentative step into the periphery of a new 

specialization. Stone (1987a) notes in Examining Newspapers: 

What research reveals about America •s newspapers, that "only 

since the 1980s has there been any move toward serious 

study ... of newspaper management practices. Yet a body of 
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studies now exists to support some basic preceptsw (pp. 77-

78) . 

At present, newspaper management appears to be the most 

researched of all media management concerns. Of course, 

several studies exist which have investigated management in 

television, newspapers, marketing, public relations, and 

advertising agencies (for examples, see ASNE, 1985; Mciver, 

1984; Powers 1991; and Stone, 1987b). Such trends are 

encouraging. However, no studies were found in the mass 

communications literature exclusively relating to management 

in radio stations. 

At best, radio studies are largely descriptive efforts 

which detail who broadcasters are and what they do (see 

Hulbert, 1962b; Pollard, 1989; Starlin, 1963a; 1963b; 1963c; 

and Starlin 1964). Radio trade publications do provide 

regular commentary on successful program directors and 

general managers; however, it is usually anecdotal in nature 

and without theoretical basis. Examples include, Billboard's 

"PD (program director) of the weekw and Broadcasting's 

"Monday Memo" (see Pine, 1989; Ross, 1989; Wykoff, 1989). 

Apparently the latest wave of media management research has 

not yet reached local radio. 

Media Management Studies in Business 
and Management Literature 

Scholars in organizational psychology should study mass 

media because it represents a substantial portion of American 
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commerce. Radio, television, and newspapers are big business 

in the United States, and yet they remain understudied by 

this group of researchers. Estimates compiled by the Radio 

Advertising Bureau and the Television Bureau of Advertising 

for 1990 place the advertising revenues for commercial radio 

and television stations at $35.4 billion (Broadcasting and 

Cable Market P1ace,1992, p. xxiii). Further, the study 

reported that commercial radio stations generated $8.8 

billion, or 24.9% of the advertising revenue among commercial 

broadcasters. 

A large segment of the American work force currently 

holds jobs in the mass media. Sherman (1987) reports more 

than 250,000 people are employed in radio, television, cable, 

and related businesses (p. 224). The Occupational Outlook 

Handbook (1992) reported that radio and television announcers 

alone held approximately 57,000 jobs in 1990 (p. 168). A 

flood of college graduates joins their ranks every year. 

According to Becker (1990), in 1989, there were more than 

155,000 journalism and mass communications majors at 383 

universities preparing to find work in the media industry. 

Furthermore, radio stations comprise the majority of 

broadcast media organizations in the u.s. The Broadcasting 

and Cable Market.Place (1992) reported that by the end of 

1991, there were 11,024 radio stations operating in the 

United States compared with only 1,488 television stations, a 

ratio of more than seven to one (p. xxxii) . This is because 
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a single metropolitan area will support only five or six 

television stations, compared to 20 to 30 local radio 

stations. 

Clearly, radio and other mass media represent a 

significant industry in the United States worthy of study. 

Such a large group of organizations, all employing both 

managers and subordinates, represent a vast, unexplored 

reserve for the application of current leadership theory. 

Nevertheless, research in the fields of business management, 

psychology, and organizational behavior appear to have 

overlooked the examination of management in media 

organizations. 

DeFleur (1992) laments the tendency towards management 

research in non-media industries: urn the scholarly 

literature, social scientists and management scholars have 

mainly analyzed job satisfaction of production workers, such 

as individuals or teams in factory settings, or more recently 

that of middle managers in various types of organizations" 

(p. 4) • 

By way of example, Luthans' (1987) investigation of 

organizational commitment consisted of a sample of employees 

drawn from manufacturing, service, financial, government, 

health, educational, and retail organizations (p. 226). 

Those employed in the media were not used in Luthans' (1987) 

study. 
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The Need for Media Management 
Studies in Education 

The need for a better understanding of leadership is 

also evidenced by the growing number of courses devoted to 

leadership at American colleges and universities. According 

to Clark, Freeman, and Britt (1987), more than 600 

institutions now offer specially designed courses on 

leadership, most of them in business schools. There is no 

shortage of general leadership research available for these 

classes. However, management texts written specifically for 

mass communications curricula are often forced to rely on the 

author's personal experience in media management, rather than 

a body of management research collected in media 

organizations (for examples, see Giles, 1987; Lavine & 

wackman, 1988; McCavitt & Pringle, 1986; Pringle, Starr, & 

McCavitt, 1991; and Sherman, 1987). 

Kittross' (1978) impressive bibliography lists a total 

of 4,334 theses and dissertations in broadcasting accepted 

between 1923 and 1973 at 199 colleges and universities. Only 

29 of them (0.6%) were related to managers, management, 

managing, or leadership in radio and television stations. 

Nine of these involved radio station management, and six of 

the nine were case studies. No theses or dissertations were 

listed with references to organizational commitment or 

turnover in radio or television. Apparently, the disciplines 

of management and mass communications seldom merge. 
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Unlike the management texts commonly found in business 

schools, media texts tend to focus on the "how to" of media 

leadership. And, because there is little hard management 

research on media organizations, inferences from other types 

of industry often are used. For example, in Lavine and 

Wackman's (1988) text during a discussion of the time 

allocated by media executives to various responsibilities, 

they note that "these figures do not correspond exactly to 

the functions we identify for media managers" (p. 87). This 

The is because media managers work in a unique environment. 

figures were, in fact, taken from Mahoney, Jerdee, and 

Carroll's (1965) study of manufacturing operations. Giles 

(1987) text, Newsroom Management comprehensively delineates 

management theory in chapters on leadership, power, and human 

behavior without a single reference to their scholarly 

application in media organizations (pp. 1-13, 179-199). 

The use of examples from non-media organizations in the 

classroom may be an adequate means of teaching basic 

leadership principles, but it further highlights the apparent 

lack of critical media management research available to 

instructors. Neither mass communications researchers nor 

those involved in the study of organizational psychology have 

applied the bulk of modern management theory to media 

organizations. 

The truth is, we may not know exactly how established 

management theory will function in the unique environment of 
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a radio or television station. To be fair, however, Tower 

(1960) contends that, "the job of management is basically the 

same no matter what the organization may be. The same 

elements are found and the same basic skills apply whether 

you are running a trade association, the United States Steel 

Corporation, or a radio or television station" (p. 179). Yet 

mere projection and conjecture are insufficient when 

attempting to systematically develop an understanding of the 

complex dynamics of leader-follower relationships in media 

organizations. To be certain, there is a clear need for the 

empirical study of radio station management and more 

importantly, the study of the ways in which different 

leadership behaviors affect those working in the unique role 

of on-air announcer. 

Some Reasons for the Gap in Research 

Several factors may contribute to this gap in the 

literature, including: (1) the rise of television, (2) the 

unique characteristics of the radio industry, and (3) 

management researchers' potential bias for more traditional, 

large, and easily accessible industries. 

The Golden Age of Radio 

Lazarsfeld and Stanton's (1944) compendium of wartime 

radio research conducted by the Office of War Information and 

the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) marks the pinnacle 
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of the golden age of radio. The vast majority of their 

research focused on the content and effects of daytime 

serials, wartime propaganda, and popular music, rather than 

management issues in radio stations. By the late 1940s, 

television had captured the attention of the American 

populace as well as that of media researchers. While the 

flood of radio research prior to television provided the 

foundation for subsequent empirical studies of mass media, 

during the 1950s and 1960s radio research dwindled to a mere 

trickle. Only with the emergence of FM radio did mass 

communications research again begin to focus occasionally on 

radio. 

Unique Characteristics of 
the Radio Industry 

Media organizations, and radio stations in particular, 

are unique in many respects when compared to other American 

businesses often studied by researchers. They contain 

individuals who are both performers and technicians who 

produce what could arguably be called both a product and a 

service. Because radio stations are numerous and small, they 

are more difficult to study than large corporations (though 

many are owned by large corporations). It is easier to 

obtain approval for a survey from one manager than from 20. 

They are diverse in format, ranging from gospel music to 

24-hour news/talk. Program directors often have little 

formal management training, and usually also work as 
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announcers themselves. And, finally, to be effective, media 

management research requires scholars to possess an in-depth 

understanding of media organizations' unique characteristics. 

When compared with traditional manufacturing or service 

industries, the media do indeed seem to comprise a completely 

separate category of organizations. 

Management Researcher Bias 

Radio stations may not be thought of by traditional 

management researchers as "seriousw businesses. Radio is 

essentially entertainment and may not be perceived as a 

critical component of society, but rather, only a background 

filler. Academe has instead focused its efforts on more 

easily accessible and perhaps the more familiar large 

industries (for examples, see transformational studies of 

government agencies by Bass, Waldman, Avolio, & Bebb, 1987; 

manufacturing by Deluga, 1988; and military organizations by 

Popper, Landau, & Gluskinos, 1992). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the 

academic literature in the areas of leadership, 

organizational commitment, and turnover in radio stations, 

and to provide valuable information to practitioners in the 

radio industry. This will be accomplished through the 

systematic study of the presence of transformational and/or 

11 



transactional leadership behavior among radio station 

managers, and its effect on organizational commitment, 

turnover, and other organizational outcomes. 

While most management studies found in the literature of 

organizational psychology strive to draw inferences from 

broad, ubiquitous organizational settings in order to 

maximize generalizability and theoretical development, this 

study is purposefully industry specific. The intent is to 

apply established theories and measures from organizational 

psychology to a previously unexplored environment: radio 

stations. 

Research Objectives 

The relationships among these variables are represented 

by three research objectives: (1) to investigate the 

presence of transformational and/or transactional leadership 

behaviors among radio station managers, (2) to investigate 

the relationship between leadership behavior and various 

outcomes including organizational commitment, turnover, 

perceived leader effectiveness, and satisfaction with 

leadership, and (3) to investigate the relationship between 

leadership behavior and performance measures, including extra 

effort and market share. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research in Media Organizations 

As mentioned earlier, no recent studies were located in 

which general management theory or even transformational 

leadership theory has been applied specifically to radio 

stations. In recent years, however, several researchers have 

examined various management issues in other media 

organizations. The review of these studies is useful to the 

extent that television broadcast workers and journalists 

function in a similar context as radio workers. In addition, 

a significant body of research exists in which 

transformational theory and commitment measures have been 

applied to other organizational settings. One exception 

remains: the primarily descriptive APBE-NAB studies 

conducted in the 1960s. 

The APBE-NAB Broadcasting 
Employment Studies 

In 1960, one of the largest research studies to date of 

broadcasting organizations was initiated. The Association 

for Professional Broadcasting Education {APBE) and the 

National Association of Broadcasters {NAB) under the 

direction of Dr. Glenn Starlin of the University of Oregon 

sent questionnaires to 6,000 individuals in the broadcast 
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industry. Several scholars have published reports based on 

the data collected. According to Hulbert (1962a), both 

former and current managers and employees at 2,500 radio and 

television stations across the nation were surveyed on a wide 

variety of issues including: educational background, job 

history, training, compensation, management, and turnover. 

Responses were collected from 107 former employees, 1,870 

radio and television employees, and 368 radio and television 

managers. 

Data gathered during the APBE-NAB study resulted in 

several studies, including five research reports published in 

the Journal of Broadcasting (Hulbert, 1962b; Starlin, 1963a; 

1963b; 1963c; and Starlin 1964). The bulk of these studies 

is reviewed here together because, although they are highly 

descriptive of broadcast workers in the early 1960s, they are 

probably no longer indicative of today's broadcasting work 

force. Furthermore, little or no distinction was made by the 

researchers between sales (off-air) and production (on-air) 

employees when reporting the results. This too lessens the 

applicability of the APBE-NAB study results to specific 

groups such as full-time announcers. 

Starlin's (1963c) analysis of the responses gathered 

from 1,870 radio and television station employees provides a 

snapshot of broadcast workers in the early 1960s. The 

average worker was 35 years old, and after 10 years in the 

business, had held his current job for approximately six 
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years. More than half (54.2%) worked in broadcasting jobs 

prior to their current employment. When asked why they left 

their previous job, radio workers listed "personal 

advancement" (37.7%) and "dissatisfaction" (13.5%) as two of 

the primary reasons. Starlin (1963c) also reported that 

radio employees were well educated, with 58.9% attending 

college (26.0% graduated) and 45.5% attending technical or 

vocational schools (37.9% graduated). 

Starlin (1963a) further evaluated data collected from 

radio workers and found that 85.2% believed their present 

station was managed "well" or "adequately." However, when 

radio workers were asked how they viewed their present 

supervisor in terms of supervisory ability, the percentage of 

those responding "very satisfactory" or "satisfactory" 

dropped to 63.5%. These results suggest that when a radio 

worker is asked about station supervision in general, the 

average response is favorable. But, when subordinates are 

asked to consider their specific supervisor as an individual, 

his or her personal shortcomings or weaknesses may become 

more clearly focused, and subsequently may lower the approval 

rating. 

Hulbert's (1962) evaluation of the responses gathered 

from 201 radio station managers provides similar work 

experience and demographic information. On the average, 

managers were 41 years old, having worked in their current 

jobs for approximately 7.5 years after 14 years in the 
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industry. Radio managers advanced predominantly from sales 

(45%) and programming (25%) backgrounds. Managers were well 

educated, with nearly half (46%) having earned college 

degrees and 26.4% graduated from vocational or technical 

school. Finally, 88.6% of the managers reported finishing in 

the top half of their high school class and 82.4% in the 

upper half of their college class. 

Starlin (1963b) also evaluated data collected from the 

201 managers relating to the quality and availability of 

broadcast workers. Many managers reported "great difficulty" 

or "some difficulty" in finding qualified applicants as 

announcers (45.3%) and disc jockeys (36.4%). It should be 

noted that more than half (52.7%) of the responses came from 

managers in radio markets of 25,000 people or fewer. Because 

talented announcers seldom seek employment in small radio 

markets with relatively low pay and prestige, these results 

may be somewhat skewed toward a small-market view of 

business. 

Management Studies in Media Organizations 

A modest group of theory-driven management research 

regarding media organizations is reviewed here. Such an 

exercise is valuable to the extent that the relationships 

studied in newspapers and television stations are similar to 

those found in radio stations. 
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Gaziano and Coulson (1988) examined the relationship 

between authoritarian and democratic management styles, and 

newspaper journalists' attitudes toward their organizations 

and supervisors. The research employed Likert's (1961, 1967) 

systems theory of organizational characteristics in which 

organizations are classified into four increasingly 

participative systems. Gaziano and Coulson (1988) 

conceptualized authoritarian management as power and 

authority concentrated at the upper levels of the 

organization's hierarchy, and democratic management as 

authority divested into the lower levels of the organization 

(most similar to Likert's benevolent authoritarian/Type 2 and 

participative group/Type 4 approaches). 

Gaziano and Coulson (1988) surveyed 125 full-time 

journalists and editors at two newspapers. They found that 

nearly half (48%) of the journalists perceived their 

organizations as authoritarian. This study also may support 

the notion that subordinate and supervisor perceptions of 

management often differ considerably. Gaziano and Coulson 

(1988) note that in the newspapers studied, "editors tended 

to characterize them as being •about right' and reporters 

[tended] to perceive their papers as 'too authoritarian'" (p. 

873). It is common for self-reliant journalists and 

reporters hungry for autonomy to chafe under the close 

supervision of their editors (see Stone, 1987a; p. 54-55, 95-

96). In addition, "upper-level editors appeared to be least 
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aware of dissatisfaction with leadership," a problem which 

plagues many organizations with several layers in their 

hierarchy (Gaziano and Coulson, 1988; p. 879). 

Likert's (1961) management system has been applied to 

television news directors as well. According to Stone 

(1987b), "As professionals, broadcast news directors manage 

personnel, budgets, technology and news coverage, much as do 

newspaper editors" (p. 745). Each share similar 

organizational requirements. 

In a stratified random sample of all u. s. television 

stations broadcasting for at least one year, 155 stations 

were studied by Adams and Fish (1987). They found television 

news directors' perception of station management style to be 

predominantly consultative (Type 3). This is a system where 

the management "frequently engages employees in group and 

problem-solving activities ... and allows subordinates some 

freedom to discuss matters openly; however, the decision 

making usually remains under the control of the manager" 

(Adams & Fish, 1987, p. 156). 

Research in Transformational and 
Transactional Leadership 

With the development of transformational leadership 

theory by Burns (1978) and Bass (1985), a significant number 

of researchers have applied this model to various settings 

(other than media organizations) with positive results. The 
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following studies are reviewed here because they provide 

support for the validity of Bass' transformational leadership 

model and his Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire {MLQ). 

Additionally, the articles selected demonstrate some of the 

ways in which transformational theory correlates with other 

organizational factors. 

In a study of managers working for a large overnight 

express delivery company, Hater and Bass {1988) hypothesized 

that transformational leadership factors would be linked to: 

{1) the subordinates' predictions of their manager's 

performance, and {2) higher levels of satisfaction with their 

manager's leadership behavior when compared to transactional 

factors. The managers evaluated were drawn from two distinct 

groups: "top performers" {n=28) and "ordinary" performers 

{n=26) as determined by the organization's annual performance 

reviews. It was further hypothesized that "top performers" 

would be rated higher on transformational factors and would 

be perceived more frequently as "top performers" by their 

subordinates than would the "ordinary" managers in the 

sample. 

Using Bass' {1985) Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

{Form 5) to evaluate subordinates perceptions of leadership 

behavior, Hater and Bass {1988) found support for the first 

hypothesis. Transformational factors, including charismatic 

leadership, individualized consideration, and intellectual 

stimulation, were all significantly correlated with 
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subordinates' ratings of effectiveness and satisfaction 

(correlations ranged from .71 to .88 at p<.01 for both top 

performers and ordinary managers). Secondly, the authors 

found a significant correlation (R=.46 at p<.01) between 

transformational leadership behavior and the perception of 

managers as "top performers." Hater and Bass (1988) also 

found support for the validity of the research model and the 

MLQ Form 5 in identifying behaviors associated with highly 

effective managers. They noted that, "managers identified 

independently [italics added] as top performers were rated 

higher on transformational leadership than the randomly 

chosen group of ordinary managers" (Hater & Bass, 1988; p. 

700) . 

Deluga (1988) found correlations between 

transformational/transactional leadership behavior and 

subordinates' efforts at "upward-influencing" their 

superiors. Upward-influencing involves the notion of 

detrimental "game playing" or "carrot and stick" negotiations 

between managers and their employees in order to get what 

they want. 

The study involved a sample of 117 employees working at 

a large manufacturing company. OVerall, employee influencing 

behavior was found to be inversely related to both 

transformational and transactional leadership behavior. In 

situations where a manager relied heavily on contingent 

rewards (a transactional behavior) to motivate employees, the 
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author discovered higher levels of upward-influencing 

behavior by subordinates. Conversely, he found that managers 

employing transformational behaviors diminished their 

employees' efforts at bargaining. 

Deluga (1988) suggests that "the transformational 

approach appears to alter destructive upward-influencing 

networks created by fluctuating manager-employee power 

differences• (p. 465). This may be because subordinates 

under a transformational manager experience higher levels of 

satisfaction, individualized consideration, and intellectual 

stimulation, all of which work to stabilize the manager

employee relationship and diminish uncertainty. Further, 

transactional behavior, such as contingent reward and 

management-by-exception, inherently create what Deluga (1988) 

calls an "exchange relationship• in which employees rely on 

bargaining and upward-influencing to obtain rewards/resources 

essential for survival (p. 463). He suggests that 

organizational productivity will be enhanced as both managers 

and employees direct their efforts toward job performance, 

rather than game-playing. 

Additionally, as in the Hater and Bass (1988) study, 

Deluga (1988) found that transformational leadership 

behaviors correlated with improved perceptions of employee 

satisfaction with management and leader effectiveness (p. 

463) . 
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Avolio, Waldman, and Einstein (1988) applied 

transformational and transactional theory to a management 

game situation where they found a positive relationship 

between leadership behavior and organizational effectiveness. 

The MLQ (form 4) was given to 27 teams comprised of seven to 

nine MBA students (190 total) after a three-month period. In 

addition to measuring the leadership behavior of the teams' 

"presidents,w performance data for each team was collected on 

market share, stock price, earnings per share, return on 

assets, and debt-to-equity ratio. 

Avolio et al. (1988) hypothesized that "teams with 

leaders who are rated higher by their followers on 

transformational and active transactional leadership will 

have significantly higher game team performance ... " (p. 64). 

They found statistically significant (at p<.05) correlations 

between all five performance measures and transformational 

factors (charisma, individualized consideration, and 

intellectual stimulation). Additionally, active 

transactional leadership behavior was significantly 

correlated with all of the performance measures except the 

debt-to-equity ratio. Finally, management-by-exception or 

passive transactional behavior did not produce significant 

correlations with team effectiveness. 

Avolio et al. (1988) conclude that this study offers 

evidence supporting a more active style of leadership, 

including both transformational and transactional leadership 
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behaviors. In any "real world" organization, they suggest 

that a combination of pro-active leadership styles can result 

in increased levels of performance. 

Bass, Waldman, Avolio, and Bebb (1987) found support for 

the notion that transformational leaders can reproduce new 

transformational leaders at lower levels in a large, multi

level organization. Simply stated, cascading leadership or 

"the falling dominoes effect" contends that "followers tend 

to emulate the directive or participative styles of 

leadership exhibited by their superiors" (p. 76). 

In this study, first- and second-level managers working 

at a New zealand government agency were surveyed. The 

authors found a significant correlation (.35 at p<.05) 

between transformational factors observed in second-level 

managers and those same factors observed in first-level 

managers, thus supporting the "falling dominoes effect." 

This result was attributed to modeling behavior as well as 

the possibility that charismatic second-level managers 

selected "compatible" subordinate managers. unexpectedly, 

however, a significant negative correlation was found, 

showing that lower-level charismatic managers tended to 

require less charismatic/transformational leadership from 

their superiors. This was attributed to the possible 

competition between two strong leaders working in the same 

department and the independence of lower-level charismatic 

leaders. 
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The Bass et al. (1987) study offers several 

organizational implications. Clearly leaders can influence 

the modeled behavior of managers under their charge. Doing 

so means successful charismatic managers can work to develop 

transformational leadership at lower levels of the 

organization and thus, maximize leadership development. For 

example, radio station managers can instill valuable patterns 

of transformational leadership behavior in their announcers, 

providing the station with a greater depth of human resources 

for future promotion from within. 

Popper, Landau, and Gluskinos (1992) worked with 

military psychologists to develop a successful 

Transformational Leadership Workshop for the Israeli Defense 

Forces. Unlike the United States military, in Israel every 

eligible citizen at the age of 18 is enlisted for three years 

service. Thus, all officers begin as privates. The authors 

found that platoon commanders who practiced transformational 

behavior also were: goal oriented, viewed their personnel as 

competent (Theory Y), employed persuasion rather than direct 

orders, and emphasized building soldiers' confidence rather 

than merely offering rewards. 

Further support for enhanced organizational outcomes 

attributable to transformational leadership was found by 

Yammarino and Bass (1990). A sample comprised of 793 direct 

subordinates of 186 U.S. Naval Officers who graduated from 

the Naval Academy were given the MLQ Form 11 (a derivation of 

24 



the MLQ altered to suit a military setting). Yammarino and 

Bass (1990) determined "transformational leadership, as 

compared to transactional leadership, is more strongly 

associated with individual follower effort and satisfaction, 

and perceived leader effectiveness" (p. 992). 

Organizational Commitment 

"Workers are prepared to give more of themselves to 

their work if enlightened managers take the lead in 

recapturing commitment• (Witham and Glover, 1987, p. 42). 

Developing a level of commitment that will extract maximum 

performance and productivity from subordinates is a challenge 

for any leader. 

Katz and Kahn (1978) argue that leaders can "encourage 

the development of positive identification with the 

organization and create ... a degree of personal commitment and 

identification• (p. 555). However, research indicates gross 

deficiencies in worker commitment and effort. 

Yankelovich (1983) reported that 44% of all workers 

apply the minimum effort needed to do their jobs and that 

only 22% of the employees surveyed work at their full 

potential. Moreover, 75% of workers reported that they could 

do more work than they do currently (cited in Witham and 

Glover, 1987). Such low commitment levels are costly and 

frustrating hurdles for those engaged in the management of 

human resources in any organization. Organizational 
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commitment is the key element necessary to achieve a level of 

devotion from workers that transcends perfunctory interests 

in compensation. 

The Need for Commitment in Radio Stations 

High levels of organizational commitment are desirous in 

radio stations for several reasons. To be successful, radio 

stations heavily rely on the talents and skills of carefully 

selected on-air personnel. As listeners become familiar with 

the announcers they listen to every day, they can develop a 

vicarious interpersonal relationship with them. Popular 

announcers often embody the station's identity, especially in 

all-music formats where the announcers are highly visible. 

Much like the hard fought brand loyalty achieved by soft

drink manufacturers such as Coke® or Pepsi®, radio stations 

Strive to become listeners' ufavorite station." By doing SO, 

media managers can look forward to increased market share and 

revenue. 

In all but the largest media markets, announcers work 

long hours for low pay. A survey by the National Association 

of Broadcasters reported an average annual salary of $22,000 

for experienced radio announcers nationwide. Pay ranged from 

an average of only $13,000 a year in smaller markets to an 

average of $54,000 in the largest markets (U.S. Department of 

Labor, 1992, May, p. 169). Many stations are faced with the 

challenge of developing employee loyalty in the absence of 

26 



significant monetary incentives. Furthermore, as announcers 

develop a contingent of loyal listeners, they become valuable 

commodities in the media market. Competing stations may 

attempt to lure popular announcers away with tempting 

increases in pay and benefits. In these terms, it is easy to 

recognize the need for organizational commitment among 

announcers and the leaders who are able to inspire it. 

The Conceptualization of Organizational 
Commitment 

The definitions of commitment are numerous and diverse. 

Widely recognized as leaders in the study of commitment, the 

researchers Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) define 

organizational commitment as "the relative strength of an 

individual's identification with and involvement in a 

particular organization" (p. 226). In addition to a myriad 

of ad hoc definitions, there have been a number of 

theoretical perspectives proposed to explain the development 

of organizational commitment (Brown, 1969; Buchanan, 1974; 

Grusky, 1966; Porter, Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; 

Sheldon, 1971; Wiener & Gechman, 1977). From these efforts, 

two distinct approaches have emerged: behavioral and 

attitudinal. 

The behavioral approach defines commitment in terms of 

the employee's overt manifestations of loyalty. Salancik 

(1977) emphasized the behavioral component in that, "to act 

is to commitment oneself" (p. 4). He suggested, for example, 
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that reduced worker responsibility (actions) could result in 

diminished feelings of autonomy and purpose, and 

consequently, lower levels of organizational commitment. 

Additionally, when faced with two competing options, one 

demonstrative of personal gain and the other of . 

organizational benefit, the choices made by an individual are 

thought to be indicative of their commitment level. 

Poznanski (1991) offered that, "the extent to which 

individuals behave [italics added] in the expected manner can 

be reflected in the commitment to the organization and 

professionw (p. 22). In this view, employee actions, rather 

than introspective conjecture, are considered to be the most 

accurate means of measuring a worker's commitment. 

In contrast, the attitudinal approach considers 

commitment to be a function of shared goals, identity, and 

personal volition. Mowday et al. (1979) characterized 

attitudinal commitment as "a state in which an individual 

identifies with a particular organization and its goals and 

wishes to maintain membership in order to facilitate these 

goalsw (p. 225). Williams and Hazer (1986) define 

attitudinal commitment as "an affective response to beliefs 

about the organization" (cited in Glisson & Durick, 1988, p. 

64). Moreover, they characterized this type of commitment as 

resulting in the willingness to exert extra effort to make 

the organization successful. This factor of the attitudinal 
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approach dovetails nicely with the potential for extra effort 

by subordinates in Bass' (1985) transformational model. 

The theorized process of commitment is relatively 

simple. Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) proposed that 

commitment to an organization develops in three distinct 

stages over time (pre-entry, early employment, and 

entrenchment), where different behavioral and contextual 

factors become prominent during each stage of a worker's 

tenure. In this integrated approach, both behavioral and 

attitudinal elements contribute to the resulting commitment 

level. 

The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), 

developed by Mowday et al. (1979) that was used in this study 

and in many others, draws from both behavioral and 

attitudinal factors in order to estimate employee commitment 

levels. 

The Relationship Between Commitment 
and Turnoyer 

According to Reichers (1985), "commitment has been 

significantly, negatively associated with turnover, and, to a 

lesser extent, with other withdrawal behaviors" (p. 467). Of 

course, turnover can be the result of factors unrelated to 

commitment, such as enticing job offers, career changes, and 

a host of other personal influences. Nevertheless, the 

effect of commitment on turnover has been well documented 

with both single sample and longitudinal studies (Angle & 
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Perry, 1981; Koch & Steers, 1978; Larson & Fukami, 1984; 

Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & 

Boulian, 1974; Steers, 1977). The following selection of 

research also provides support and clarification for the 

commitment/turnover theory. 

Johnston, Parasuraman, Futrell, and Black (1990) 

conducted a longitudinal study to examine organizational 

commitment during the early stages of employment of sales 

people. The relationship between commitment and propensity 

to leave was the strongest of any in the study (8 value of 

-.726). The relationship between propensity to leave and 

turnover was also significant (8 value of -.439), yielding an 

indirect effect of commitment on turnover of 8 = -.319 

(Johnston et al., 1990, p. 341). These findings substantiate 

the theorized sequence of relationships which can lead to 

turnover: lack of organizational commitment ~ propensity to 

leave~ turnover. Stated differently, as an employee's level 

of commitment declines, the inclination to leave increases 

and subsequently the possibility of turnover increases. 

Johnston et al. (1990) conclude that "this sequence suggests 

that organizational commitment plays a central role 

in ... turnover decisions" (p. 342). 

Jackofsky and Slocum (1987) also documented the causal 

relationship between commitment and turnover in their path 

analysis model of turnover and job performance. Falling 

levels of commitment measured in terms of "thinking of 
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quitting" were strongly linked with subsequent "intentions to 

quit" (r=0.61 at p<.001). Additionally, factors including 

job performance, satisfaction with leadership, and job 

satisfaction were all linked to the latter stages of the 

turnover incumbent to deteriorating organizational 

commitment. 

Hom, Katerberg, and Hulin (1979) approached the study of 

commitment from a different perspective. In a sample of 534 

National Guard members, all within six months of their re-

enlistment date, this longitudinal study compared commitment 

and intention to stay. They found significant correlations 

between organizational commitment and intention to re-enlist 

(r=.68 at p<.05) and actual re-enlistment (r=.58 at <.05). 

National Guard members are required to make an explicit 

decision at a specified point in time which carries a 

definitive obligation to maintain membership for a given 

period. In light of this, Hom et al. (1979) contend that 

their findings are especially indicative of the relationship 

between commitment and turnover because, "the re-enlistment 

decision takes on added significance and is more thoughtfully 

and carefully considered than the analogous decision by 

civilians" (p. 287). 

Leadership Factors as Predictors 
of Commitment 

Though no studies were located relating specifically to 

commitment in media organizations or radio stations, in many 
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of the following studies, leadership behaviors were found to 

be potent determinants of organizational commitment. In 

addition, the following review of research provides a basis 

for the understanding of the relationship between commitment 

and leadership. 

Initiating structure frequently has been used in 

commitment research as a method of characterizing relevant 

leadership behaviors (Luthans, Baack, & Taylor 1987; Morris & 

Sherman, 1981; Zaccaro & Dobbins, 1989). The term initiating 

structure originated with Shartle (1950) and Hemphill (1950), 

and refers to the ways that leaders, (1) define the roles 

held by themselves and their subordinates, and (2) direct 

organizational tasks and communication. For example, a 

leader who provides a great deal of direction would be 

considered high in initiating structure. 

Morris and Sherman (1981) contend that "leadership 

behaviors may constitute an important and under-researched 

component in the commitment process• (p. 519). In a sample 

(N=506) of workers at three human service organizations, they 

found a significant correlation between initiating structure 

and commitment. It was theorized that leader behavior 

functioned as a major component of socialization among 

primary and secondary work group relationships. In addition, 

leaders providing ample direction for tasks enhanced the 

likelihood of employee success and, subsequently, heightened 

their level of commitment. 
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Luthans, Baack, and Taylor (1987) found evidence that 

leadership factors affect organizational commitment using the 

OCQ (Mowday et al., 1979). Contrary to Salancik's (1977) 

position, Luthans et al. (1987) hypothesized that "a leader 

exhibiting greater levels of structuring behaviors 

[initiating structure] will tend to give subordinates a 

greater sense of role clarity concerning work 

requirements ... thus their organizational commitment may be 

heightenedw (p. 225). In a sample of 406 employees from 

various organizations, leadership factors yielded a change in 

the coefficient of multiple determination (R2) of .046 (at 

p<.001), whereas initiating structure produced a direct 

impact on commitment levels. Luthans et al. (1987) felt that 

commitment was enhanced because high levels of initiating 

structure reduced role ambiguity, improved workers' 

identification with organizational goals, and created a sense 

of unity and teamwork. 

Zaccaro and Dobbins (1989) theorized that different 

factors contribute to different levels of commitment at the 

group and organizational level. They found that initiating 

structure and consideration were only moderately correlated 

with organizational and group commitment, although 

correlations were stronger for group commitment. However, 

the major correlate of group commitment was cohesiveness. In 

situations where workers experience strong interpersonal 
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affiliations, they are more likely to display loyalty to the 

group. 

Glisson and Durick (1988) set out to determine those 

factors which contribute to job satisfaction and commitment 

in a sample of 22 human service organizations. Commitment 

was measured using an earlier version of the OCQ 

questionnaire (Mowday et al., 1979). Organizational factors 

including work group size, budget, age, and leadership were 

found to be the primary predictors of commitment. Leadership 

was strongly correlated with commitment (r=.51 at p<.001). 

Finally, Bateman and Strasser (1984) went beyond 

traditional correlational analyses of the antecedents of 

organizational commitment. They found that many of the 

predictors commonly associated with commitment (age, 

education, need for achievement, etc.) contributed very 

little to the explained variance. However, a time-lagged 

multiple regression analysis revealed that when leaders 

punish employees, those employees felt less commitment to the 

organization. 

Turnoyer 

Turnoyer in Radio Stations 

According to Sherman (1987), "job turnover in 

telecommunications is alarmingly high when compared with 

turnover in industries of similar size" (p. 224). Turnover 

is endemic to most media industries, especially radio. The 
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nature of a radio career necessitates moving from station to 

station. In order to advance in pay and prestige (pay is 

primarily correlated with market size), announcers must 

constantly work to find jobs in larger media markets. Often 

the best announcers display what could be considered frequent 

turnover because their superior talents enable them to move 

from smaller to larger markets quickly. This phenomenon runs 

contrary to the traditional corporate view. In large 

organizations, middle managers advance by way of longevity 

and consistent promotion. 

Whereas frequent moves from station to station may 

constitute a desirable career path for talented announcers, 

as in any other business, it can have disastrous consequences 

for a station's market share. Program directors able to keep 

on-air personnel who are talented enough to work in larger 

markets have a distinct advantage over stations that do not. 

Turnover can be classified in two general categories: 

voluntary and involuntary. Voluntary turnover includes all 

situations in which employees terminate their relationship 

with the organization themselves. Involuntary turnover 

refers to situations such as discharges, layoffs, mandatory 

retirement, or death. Mobley (1982) defines turnover as "the 

cessation of membership in an organization by an individual 

who received monetary compensation from the organization" 

(cited in Berg, 1991, p. 268). Whether voluntary or 

involuntary, all turnover has its consequences. 
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The Costs of Turnoyer 

Turnover can be costly for several reasons. First, 

turnover inhibits company loyalty and the development of 

group morale essential for high performance (Sherman, 1987). 

Announcers essentially work "on public display" every day and 

need to develop a feeling of comradeship and family to be 

effective on the air together. Second, replacement employees 

are costly to recruit (advertising), hire, and train. Martin 

and Bartol (1985) reported that the cost of processing a 

single resignation can add up to more than $400. Third, 

inevitably there are losses in productivity as old employees 

train new recruits, and problems with the quality of work as 

new employees take time to learn the ropes. 

In addition, advances in telecommunications technology 

demand frequent adaptation to new ways of doing things, which 

can be hindered by constant hiring and training of new 

employees. Finally, perhaps one of the most overlooked costs 

of losing on-air talent is the loss of loyal listeners. In 

television news rooms for example, Berg (1991) contends "the 

effectiveness of news coverage may suffer as a result of 

frequent changes in newsroom personnel• (p. 270). So too, 

the effectiveness of radio personalities and the quality of 

the broadcast product suffer from constant turnover. It can 

take several months to develop the comfortable familiarity 

among listeners which popular announcers working in high

visibility formats enjoy. A never-ending parade of 
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unfamiliar voices can result in an inconsistent broadcast 

presentation, and, ultimately, loss of market share. 

According to Berg (1991), in many instances, turnover is 

not voluntary but rather the result of economic factors such 

as down-sizing, faltering advertising sales, or station 

acquisitions and mergers. Additionally, major format changes 

may require a completely different group of on-air talent to 

be effective. But station managers can control business 

related instances of turnover to minimize "collateral 

damage.• Comparatively, affecting employee initiated 

turnover is a complex and difficult proposition. 

Some Causes of Turnoyer 

Jackofsky and Slocum (1987) developed a path analysis 

model of turnover as it relates to job performance. In a 

survey of 63 full-time non-managerial hotel employees, a 

causal path leading to turnover was established as follows: 

(1) lower levels of job performance lead to (2) 

dissatisfaction with leadership, (3) low job satisfaction, 

(4) thoughts of quitting, (5) intention to quit, and finally, 

(6) turnover (all six linkages were statistically 

significant) . Of particular interest to this research 

project, Jackofsky and Slocum (1987) noted that, "the more a 

leader used positive reinforcement techniques to influence 

subordinates, the greater the subordinates' job 
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satisfaction,• and subsequently the lower the chance of 

voluntary turnover (p. 268). 

George and Bettenhausen (1990) found that voluntary 

turnover among employees was lower as group cohesiveness and 

leaders' positive mood increased in a survey of 33 stores in 

a retail chain. Positive interactions with superiors and 

strong feelings of affiliation with co-workers was correlated 

with less frequent turnover during a six-month period. 

Research on Turnover in Media 
Organizations 

Pollard's (1989) study of 371 Canadian radio news 

workers illustrates the high levels of turnover common to 

radio stations today. Radio news workers, on average, spent 

2.6 years in their first two news jobs and a mean of 4.6 

years in their final broadcasting job. (In contrast, 

Starlin, 1963c, reported that the average broadcast worker in 

1960 had spent approximately six years in his or her "present 

job.•) By the age of 40, 85% all news workers had left the 

profession. In addition, women had shorter broadcast 

careers, 77.8% of the women had left broadcasting by the age 

of 30 compared with 40.1% of the men. According to Pollard 

(1989), "the high turnover rate suggests the work force is 

dominated by apprentices, not journeymen and thus perpetually 

in-training. Few radio news workers realize their potential" 

(p. 85). This study may also indicate a slight increase in 

turnover among radio personnel since the early 1960s. 
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Stone (1987b) conducted national samples of radio news 

directors in 1972, 1976, 1982, and 1986. He found that 

turnover among news directors increased between the sample of 

news directors taken in 1972 and the sample taken in 1986. 

The median number of years in their present position 

decreased one full year, from an average of 2.7 years in 1972 

to 1.7 years in 1986. 

Stone (1987b) offered several potential explanations for 

the increased turnover. First, news staff size decreased 

slightly from an average of 2.8 in 1972 to 2.2 in 1986. It 

is possible that with fewer workers to get the job done, 

burnout became a factor. Perhaps more significantly, Stone 

(1987b) found that the pay of radio news directors failed to 

keep pace with inflation. The Consumer Price Index among 

similar professions for the 14-year period studied increased 

162%, while radio news directors' pay only increased 117%. 

By 1986, television news directors typically earned more than 

twice as much (114%) as radio news directors. Such concerns 

were substantiated when radio news directors were asked, "If 

you left broadcast news, what do you think would be the main 

reason(s)? Salary? working Conditions? Professional 

Advancement? Other?" (Stone, 1987b, p. 748). A whopping 

51.6% of the radio news directors listed salary, among other 

reasons, as a reason for leaving, an increase of 6.5% between 

1976 to 1983. Stone (1987b) concludes, "Working as news 

director at the majority of radio stations today may best be 
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treated as a stepping stone to station management, television 

news or both" (p. 749). 

Lawton (1962) analyzed data collected from a survey of 

520 radio stations in 16 selected states to find out the 

number of discharged broadcast station employees and the 

reasons for their departure. It is important to note that 

this did not include employees who resigned of their own 

accord and therefore provides only a partial description of 

station turnover. In addition, because the author was using 

secondary data, little or no distinction was made between the 

different positions held by radio station employees (sales, 

technical, or on-air). OVerall, 7.7 percent of all employees 

working at the radio stations surveyed were discharged from 

36.6% of the stations surveyed in 1961. 

According to Lawton (1962), "those stations which did 

discharge employees discharged 21.1% of them ... this figure is 

further magnified for small stations" (pp. 191-192). There 

were indications that larger stations were somewhat more 

stable than smaller ones. Although stations with more than 

50 employees were twice as likely to have discharged someone 

than stations with one to ten employees, the smaller stations 

discharged a much higher proportion of their staff. Small 

stations with one to ten workers discharged 14.4% of their 

employees (stations with 11-20, 10.4%; 21-30, 11.0%; 31-40, 

13.6%), while those organizations with more than 40 employees 

only fired 3.0%. A possible explanation for the lower 
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discharge levels common to large stations is that the high 

level of maturity, skill, and professionalism necessary to 

secure a position in a major market station precludes those 

less qualified. No definitive relationship was found between 

geographical location and radio station employment stability. 

Lawton (1962) further delineated the explanations given 

for the discharge of station employees (reasons for 422 out 

of 606 firings were returned) into five categories: ability, 

application of ability, personal reasons, relationships with 

other people, and management factors. The most common set of 

reasons offered for discharge (36.6%) related to the 

employee's behavior (application of ability, personal 

characteristics, and relationships with other people). 

Performance concerns relating to deficiencies of ability or 

training accounted for an additional 33.0% of those 

discharged. The remaining 30.3% where discharged for reasons 

related to "management factors" such as: layoffs, 

automation, change of ownership, union activities, major 

format changes, and other situations over which the radio 

worker has little or no control. And finally, economic 

factors accounted for the majority (66.0%) of reasons given 

for discharges by stations employing more than 40 employees. 

Starlin (1964) examined data collected in the APBE-NAB 

study from former broadcast employees in an attempt to 

ascertain their background, reasons for leaving, and 

subsequent activity. The names and addresses of former 
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employees were requested from broadcast managers 

participating in the larger study (see Hulbert, 1962b). Of 

the 135 former employees sent questionnaires, 107 responded. 

The average former broadcast employee was 34 years old 

and had worked in the industry for seven years. More than 

34% of those surveyed had left positions in programming 

including program director, news director, announcer, 

producer, and production assistant. According to Starlin 

(1964), 62% said they had planned on making a career of 

broadcasting but only 21.5% said they would consider 

returning. 

When asked why they left broadcasting, 59.7% offered 

reasons relating to management and industry-specific factors 

while the remainder cited personal circumstances, other 

interests, and starting their own business as primary 

considerations. Reasons for leaving broadcasting included: 

limited advancement/full capabilities not recognized (22.4%), 

lack of job security/pay (18.7%), general dissatisfaction 

with the broadcast industry (14.0%), irregular work 

hours/scheduling (3.7%), and unfavorable attitude by 

management toward women (0.9%). Nearly one-third (29.0%) 

believed their last station was managed poorly. 

Management and Turnoyer 

In addition, Starlin's (1964) evaluation of attitudes 

held by former employees revealed dissatisfaction with 
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on-the-job training (51.3%), compensation (42.0%), wage 

increase procedures (68.2%), supervisory ability (53.4%), and 

lines of authority (50.5%). When Starlin (1964) asked what 

areas of management needed change, the former employees 

responded: better overall leadership (56.1%) and fairer 

compensation practices (44.9%) (p. 284). Clearly, broadcast 

workers who leave the industry are dissatisfied with 

management practices and compensation levels. It is 

interesting to note that former workers earned an average of 

$128.50 per week in broadcasting compared with $164.82 per 

week in their current job, a substantial increase in salary 

of 28.5%. 

According to Goldman (1986), the high level of turnover 

among news directors has become an issue of concern among 

those in the television industry. In this regard, Adams and 

Fish (1987) studied the perceptions held by television news 

directors of their stations' management style. They found 

that as management style moved down Likert's continuum from 

authoritarian to a more participative style, "personnel 

stability" tended to increase. 

Adams and Fish (1987) suggest that, "turnover is, in 

part, a consequence of management practices" (p. 162). The 

authors found that 11 of the 18 organizational elements 

identifying Likert's four management styles (exploitative 

authoritarian, benevolent authoritarian, consultative, and 

participative group) were significantly interrelated to 
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personnel stability. Eight of the elements were significant 

to turnover. More specifically, stations which fell into the 

"participative group" style had low turnover ratios while 

those with an "authoritarian" style had higher turnover 

ratios. Adams and Fish (1987) conclude that "these 

observations suggest management at all stations, regardless 

of size or market rank, might well emulate Likert's 

participative group management style to improve internal 

operation ... [and] personnel stability" (p. 276). 
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CHAPTER III 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 

According to Bass (1990a), "Nothing is supposed to be as 

practical as a good theory, but nothing seems more 

impractical than a bad one" (p. 37). While the popularity of 

various leadership theories comes and goes, the development 

and refinement of theory continues to be in a dynamic 

process. Donohew and Palmgreen (1989) note that, "A theory 

is a tentative explanation invented to assist in 

understanding some small or large part of the 'reality' 

around usw (p. 30). However, poor assumptions poorly reflect 

reality. According to Schweitzer (1992), a theory is only 

valuable to the extent that it effectively predicts human 

behavior. Newly developed leadership theories which have 

found wide acceptance often gave an impression of finality, 

perhaps because they managed to explain something new. Yet 

invariably, after a few years of testing and use, weaknesses 

and shortcomings have emerged. Some leadership theories have 

endured while others have faded into obscurity. 

According to the author of the transformational 

leadership theory used in this study, Bass (1985) explains 

that, "we begin in a dissatisfied state believing that there 

is much in the unexplained portion of variance in leadership 

which can be explained if we are willing to go deeper and 
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higher in entertaining conceptualizations about it" (p. 7). 

In doing so, Bass' (1985) theories of leadership contain many 

of the elements found in earlier theoretical approaches, as 

well as some new insights into the ways different leadership 

behaviors affect organizational outcomes. 

To summarize, Bass' (1985) transformational leader 

motivates followers by communicating a sense of purpose that 

goes beyond everyday self-interests to produce extraordinary 

effort. When compared to the transactional leader who merely 

exchanges work for pay, or praise for effort, the 

transformational leader is able to tap into the vast self

motivating potential of a follower driven by internalized 

needs and goals. Briefly, Hater and Bass (1988) detailed 

transformational and transactional leadership styles as 

follows (p. 696): 

A. Transformational leadership 

1. Charisma: The leader instills pride, faith, and 

respect, has a gift for seeing what is really 

important, and transmits a sense of mission. 

2. Individualized Consideration: The leader delegates 

projects to stimulate learning experiences, provides 

coaching and teaching, and treats each follower as 

an individual. 

3. Intellectual Stimulation: The leader arouses 

followers to think in new ways and emphasizes 
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problem solving and the use of reasoning before 

taking action. 

B. Transactional Leadership 

1. Contingent Reward: The leader provides rewards if 

followers perform in accordance with contracts or 

expend the necessary effort. 

2. Management-by-Exception: The leader avoids giving 

directions if the old ways are working and allows 

followers to continue doing their jobs as always if 

performance goals are met. 

Transformational theory and its various components will 

be discussed in detail later in Chapter III. But first, the 

ways in which leadership has been conceptualized will be 

reviewed in light of the essential rigors of theory 

development, and the evolution of previous theoretical 

approaches related to components found in Bass' (1985) 

transformational leadership theory. 

Definitions of Leadership 

Leadership is a broad concept with many definitions. It 

has been characterized in terms of individual traits (e.g., 

confidence, conviction, etc.), a set of behaviors (e.g., 

delegation, leadership style, etc.), a process (e.g., 

initiating structure, consideration, etc.), or a combination 

of all three. The ways in which the leader is defined often 

dictate the form and content of leadership theories. 
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For example, Peters and Waterman (1982) characterize 

strong participative leadership in these terms, 

Leadership is many things. It is patient, 
usually boring coalition building .... It is altering 
agendas so that new priorities get enough 
attention. It is being visible when things are 
going awry, and invisible when they are working 
well. It's building a loyal team at the top that 
speaks more or less with one voice. It's listening 
carefully much of the time, frequently speaking 
with encouragement, and reinforcing words with 
believable action. (p. 82) 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1973) define leadership as 

"interpersonal influence exercised in a situation and 

directed, through the communication process, toward the 

attainment of a specialized goal or goals" (p. 163). Koontz 

and O'Donnell's (1959) definition is more direct: 

"Leadership is influencing people to follow in the 

achievement of a common goal" (p. 435). Terry (1972) 

characterizes leadership in terms of a relationship "in which 

one person ... influences others to work together willingly on 

related tasks to attain that which the leader desires" (p. 

458). Katz and Kahn describe leadership as "the influential 

increment over and above mechanical compliance with routine 

directives of the organization" (p. 528). Though varied in 

their form and content, most leadership definitions share a 

common element: influence. Consequently, many theoretical 

approaches have been developed to explain the ways in which 

leaders influence others. 
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Many scholars feel leadership is not synonymous with 

management. The differences are significant. A person can 

be an excellent manager of people, time, and resources and 

still lack the motivational qualities of a leader. Bennis 

(1984) characterizes this distinction with: "Leaders are 

people who do the right thing; managers are people who do 

things right. Both roles are crucialw (p. 16). Giles (1987) 

suggests that "management is working with and through others 

to accomplish organizational goals, while the broader concept 

of leadership involves using influence to establish an 

atmosphere conductive to achievementw (p. 180). 

Management is often characterized in terms of the 

traditional processes of planning, organizing, and 

controlling resources in order to fulfill stated 

organizational objectives (Hellriegel, Slocum, & Woodman, 

1992). By contrast, leadership involves influencing not only 

the actions, but also the values, beliefs, and goals of 

subordinates. It could be argued that unlike management, 

leadership views human resources differently from other 

organization inputs. Employees are much more than static 

functioning entities, raw materials, or merely the means to 

produce a desired product. Leadership looks upon workers as 

dynamic beings who are not only capable of following orders, 

but of becoming leaders themselves. Herein lies the essence 

of what transformational leaders hope to accomplish and it is 
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toward this end that many leadership theories have been 

developed. 

Theory Formulation 

In order to derive any benefit from the theorists' 

efforts, it is necessary to grasp the origin and validity of 

the basic tenets upon which a theory was founded. Glaser and 

Strauss (1967) contend that leadership theories designed to 

facilitate diagnosis must be grounded not only in the 

established propositions of the social sciences; they must 

also flow from the concepts and assumptions held by managers 

in the real world. 

Accomplishing such a feat is inherently problematic. 

The process of empirical research requires researchers to 

travel the distance between conception and reality, only to 

return to conception once more. Good theory can successfully 

narrow the gap which separates the essential rigors of 

abstract formulation from practical application. For the 

purposes of this study, careful consideration was given to 

maintaining the balance between the need for a strong 

conceptual heritage and the need for a practical measure of 

leadership in radio stations. Quaal and Brown (1976) contend 

that "every practical action by management grows out of at 

least implied theory--in the form of assumptions, 

generalizations and hypotheses ... acting without explicitly 

examining those theoretical bases results in widely 
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inconsistent managerial behaviorw (p. 16). It will be argued 

in this chapter that Bass' (1985) transformational leadership 

theory adequately addresses the concerns of both rigorous 

abstract formulation and practical application. 

The Eyolution of Leadership Theory 

Approaches to the study of leadership have evolved 

considerably since the early 1900s. What began as merely an 

attempt to define individual leadership traits has since 

matured into the dynamic exploration of the sources and 

contingencies of leadership influence. Since the pioneering 

efforts of Terman (1904) in identifying the personal 

attributes of leaders at the turn of the century, there has 

been a formidable procession of theories which attempt to 

unravel the leadership phenomenon. 

While there is little doubt that Bass' (1985) 

transformational approach provides a unique means of 

characterizing leadership, it still contains many elements 

found in previous theories. For example, transformational 

theory is concerned with the traits of leaders (charisma), 

leader behavior (idealized influence), the situations and 

changing goals that can affect the subordinate's performance 

(intellectual stimulation), and human relations/developmental 

issues endemic to motivation (individualized consideration). 

It is the cogent diversity of transformational theory that 
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makes it such a promising paradigm for empirical 

investigations. 

The development of leadership theory began with the 

examination of who leaders are (Carlyle, 1841; Ghiselli, 

1971; Terman, 1904) and what they do (McGregor, 1960; Likert, 

1967; Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1973). More recently, the human 

relations movement has advanced leadership models that move 

from the old perspective of "giving orders to obedient 

subordinatesw to an emphasis on consultative styles of shared 

leadership (Blake & Mouton, 1964). Many of the fundamental 

elements found in these theories are also present in Bernard 

M. Bass' (1985) transformational leadership theory used in 

this research project. 

Personal Attribute Theories 

The Great Man Theory 

The basic premise of this early theory is simple: great 

men achieve great things. "History is shaped by the 

leadership of great men" (Bass, 1990a, p. 37). Early social 

commentators note that great leaders have always provided the 

catalyst for achievement in human endeavor. Without Moses, 

the children of Israel would not have escaped Pharaoh's yoke 

of slavery in the land of Egypt. Abraham Lincoln's character 

and resolve preserved a nation and ended slavery. Winston 

Churchill's iron will galvanized his people against Hitler's 

nightly onslaught in 1940. Martin Luther King's leadership 
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and revolutionary ideas have caused him to be revered as the 

father of the modern civil rights movement. The list of 

leaders reads like a "who's who" of history. 

Carlyle's (1841) exposition on heroes advanced the idea 

that leaders are men (unfortunately, women leaders were 

ignored) endowed with special qualities which enable them to 

transform the imagination of the masses. He suggested the 

accomplishments of the hero are not limited by position or 

rank. William James (1880) felt that great changes in 

society were due primarily to the efforts of great men, 

rather than the corporate efforts of the populace. 

The great man theory is still used to the characterize 

the success of men like Lee Iacocca, who have rescued 

faltering businesses from extinction. In fact, many of the 

leaders mentioned above also would most likely be found to 

share the qualities of a transformational leader. 

The realization of the importance of leaders in history 

prompted the next logical question: What are special 

qualities that made leaders great? 

The Traits Model 

Initial attempts at understanding leadership involved 

the identification of observable personal characteristics 

common to successful leaders. Kohs and Irle's (1920) trait 

theory attributed leadership to essential factors such as 

personality and character. Researchers worked from the 
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assumption that "leaders are born, not made." That is to 

say, effective leaders possessed certain innate skills and 

characteristics that differentiated them from others. Wiggam 

(1931) went so far as to suggest that intermarriage among the 

ruling classes produced a lineage of biologically superior 

leaders. While it is true that transformational leaders may 

possess special skills or characteristics, unlike Wiggam's 

(1931) perspective, Bass (1985) contends that most 

transformational leadership behaviors can be learned. 

Generally, trait leadership research has employed two 

methods: (1) the identification of personal characteristics 

common to leaders, and (2) the comparison of traits found in 

successful leaders with those in unsuccessful leaders. These 

methods were used to develop lists of traits that could be 

used to predict a leader's success or failure. 

The majority of trait leadership studies have followed 

the first approach. However, Stoner and Freeman (1992) note 

that this type of research has, for the most part, failed to 

identify specific characteristics common to all successful 

leaders. Often leaders were found to be intelligent, 

extraverted, confident, and physically taller than their 

followers. Nevertheless, Stoner and Freeman (1992) note that 

the population contains many people who share these broad 

traits who have not become leaders. In addition, history is 

replete with successful leaders that did not fit the mold. 

For example, Napoleon was small in stature and Abraham 
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Lincoln was reported to be prone to bouts of depression and 

introspection. 

The second approach, a comparison of successful and 

ineffective leaders, produced similar results. Ghiselli 

(1971) found a few general characteristics common to 

effective leaders including self-assurance, initiative, and 

intelligence. He theorized that these factors indicated 

leadership ability because they were correlated with persons 

in upper management rather than middle or lower management, 

and because they exhibited higher levels of performance than 

their peers. The most highly correlated factor with 

leadership was the managers' proficiency at supervising their 

subordinates. However this may indicate only that the 

managers were good at adapting to the needs of their 

particular environment. In fact, these and other leadership 

traits are thought to be the result of effective leadership 

rather than the cause of the observed leader behavior. 

Yukl (1989) offers similar criticism of the trait 

approach. First, he notes that researchers have been unable 

to find consistent patterns of traits ubiquitous to effective 

leaders. With over one hundred leadership factors 

identified, only broad stereotypes of certain professions 

have emerged. Even within such categories there exist 

numerous examples of successful leaders with personalities 

outside the established stereotype. Such frequent anomalies 

render the approach an inaccurate tool for predicting 
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success. However, traits research has provided a valuable 

summary of what could be viewed as desirable characteristics 

for leaders. According to Yukl (1989), high intelligence, 

maturity, inner motivation for achievement, and employee 

centered behavior have emerged as the hallmarks of most, but 

not all, effective middle and top-level leaders. Secondly, 

physical characteristics including appearance, height, 

weight, and physique which are commonly thought to be shared 

by successful leaders are not always highly correlated with 

leadership performance. 

Leadership is an inherently complex phenomenon. Trait 

theory fails to account for the requirements inherent in 

different management situations, the dynamic nature of 

leader/follower interactions, and the human capacity for 

adaptation. 

Behavioral Theories 

Transformational theory also employs various elements of 

behavioral theory. Bass (1985) felt that, even though the 

traits of charismatic leaders were important, their actions 

largely determined their effectiveness. The behavioral 

approach marked a significant step in the development of 

leadership study. By attempting to distinguish a set of 

unique leadership functions, researchers essentially rejected 

the notion of "born leaders" for that of learned behavior. 

Instead of asking who leaders are, the emphasis of study 
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turned to what leaders do and how they do it. Important 

factors to this approach include the way leaders communicate, 

delegate, and motivate their subordinates. An additional 

caveat of behavioral theories is that leaders are no longer 

examined alone, but rather in relation to their subordinates 

and in some cases, their environment. Similarly, 

transformational leadership theory is grounded in the 

consideration of leadership behavior and its effects on 

subordinates. 

Task-Oriented and Employee-Oriented 
Leadership Style 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt's {1958) method of defining a 

manager's behavior is referred to as leadership style. They 

suggested that leaders influence group members to accomplish 

organizational goals by employing {1) task-oriented functions 

to control work and resources, and {2) relationship-oriented 

functions to facilitate motivation, encouragement, and 

personal achievement within the.group. For example, a task-

oriented leader is primarily concerned with getting the job 

done, whereas an employee-centered leader views job 

satisfaction and personal growth as top priorities. 

Unlike transformational and transactional leadership 

behaviors, Tannenbaum and Schmidt's {1958) leadership style 

was thought to be a "zero-sum" game. Task-oriented and 

relationship-oriented behavior were considered somewhat 

exclusive in nature. A highly task-oriented manager could 

57 



then only be, by definition, less relationship-oriented. In 

addition, Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) postulated three sets 

of "forces" that work together to determine how a leader will 

function: forces in the manager, forces in the subordinates, 

and forces in the situation. 

Consideration and Initiating Structure 

Portions of Bass' (1985) transformational theory are 

also similar to those found in Shartle (1950) and Hemphill's 

(1950) paradigms. Beginning in the 1940s, they directed an 

extensive effort in behavioral leadership research through 

the Ohio State University Leadership Studies program. With 

the aim of identifying those behaviors most highly correlated 

with the achievement of organizational goals, two dimensions 

that describe leadership behavior emerged: consideration and 

initiating structure. Unlike the Tannenbaum and Schmidt 

(1958) model, these two factors are not exclusive, but 

rather, they are thought to be practiced in varying degrees 

simultaneously. A manager able to do both would be very 

effective. 

Consideration refers to the amount of concern shown for 

the needs and welfare of group members. According to Bass 

(1990a), a leader high in consideration "expresses 

appreciation for good work, stresses the importance of job 

satisfaction, maintains and strengthens the self-esteem of 

subordinates by treating them as equals, makes special 
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efforts to help subordinates feel at ease, (and) is easy to 

approach ... " (p. 511). Clearly the emphasis was on 

relationships, mutual trust, participation, and respect for 

employees• feelings, all of which were thought to create a 

feeling of "psychological closeness." Shartle (1950) and 

Hemphill's (1950) consideration is similar in name and 

function to Bass' (1985) transformational leadership factor 

of individualized consideration. But rather than merely 

paternalistic impulses, the transformational leader gives 

individualized consideration to facilitate learning, 

development, and personal growth among followers. 

Shartle (1950) and Hemphill's (1950) second dimension of 

leadership behavior was initiating structure. It refers to 

the degree that accomplishing organizational goals influences 

the way leaders define their roles for themselves and their 

subordinates. Put simply, leaders give orders and group 

members are expected to follow them. When leaders plan 

tasks, organize schedules, and act decisively without group 

input or consideration, they are said to be high in 

initiating structure. 

Studies by Kerr, Schriesheim, Murphy, and Stogdill 

(1974) using consideration and initiating structure revealed 

the ideal conditions for each. They found leader 

consideration most effective when subordinates: (1) wanted 

significant and meaningful participation, (2) were involved 

in routine tasks with low inherent satisfaction, (3) needed 
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to learn new tasks, and (4) perceived the little difference 

in leader/subordinate status. Initiating structure had the 

greatest positive impact on performance and job satisfaction 

when: (1) the task itself was satisfying, (2) time or 

production pressures were exerted by someone other than the 

leader, (3) workers expected to be told what to do, and (4) 

workers needed input from the leader to do the job. Many of 

these conditions are similar to those experienced by radio 

announcers. 

Democratic and Autocratic Leadership 
Styles 

Bass' (1985) transformational leader also shares some 

commonalties with the democratic leader. Lewin and Lippitt 

(1938) were among the first to classify leader behavior as 

authoritarian or democratic. The difference between allowing 

self-management and ruling unimpeachably represent two 

distinct philosophies of leadership. To combine both 

presents a dilemma for any leader or organization. 

Just as with Bass' (1985) transformational leader, other 

researchers found democratic leadership correlated positively 

with higher levels of satisfaction, commitment to goals, 

loyalty, and involvement. Some studies include: Anderson 

(1959), Faa (1957), Mullen (1965), and Shaw (1955). 

Authoritative leadership often correlated with higher levels 

of productivity according to Bergum and Lehr (1963), Lyle 

(1961), Mahoney (1967), and Patchen (1962). The challenge 
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for leaders seems to be determining the most effective 

mixture of each leadership behavior for their specific 

situation. Transformational leaders could not be defined as 

completely democratic or completely authoritarian. 

Similarities of the Behavioral 
Approaches 

Bass' (1985) transformational theory employs two basic 

factors: charismatic leaders who provide consideration, 

inspiration, and a sense of democracy, and transactional 

leaders who reward compliance. So too, many behavioral 

theories employ a common dichotomy: authoritative/work-

centered and democratic/people-centered behavior 

descriptions. Some examples include Tannenbaum and Schmidt's 

(1958) task-orientation versus employee-orientation, Shartle 

(1950) and Hemphill's (1950) consideration and initiating 

structure, Blake and Mouton's (1964) concern for production 

versus concern for people, McGregor's (1960) theory "X• and 

theory "Y•, Likert's (1967) systems I and II versus systems 

III and IV, and Misumi's (1985) performance versus 

maintenance leadership scale. 

Transformational Leadership Theory 

The origins of current transformational theory can be 

found in Downton (1973) and later, Burns' (1978) book 

Leadership where two types of political leadership were 

identified: transactional and transformational. According to 
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Burns (1978), the essence of transactional leadership is when 

"leaders approach followers with an eye to exchanging one 

thing for another: jobs for votes, or subsidies for campaign 

contributions. Such transactions comprise the bulk of the 

relationships among leaders and followers, especially in 

groups, legislatures, and partiesw (p. 3). 

The key to Burns' (1978) transformational leader is 

Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs. Maslow (1954) theorized 

that an individual must first satisfy lower-order needs 

(physiological, security) to a reasonable degree before 

higher-order needs (affiliation, esteem, self-actualization) 

would be "activated" as motivators of human behavior (pp. 35-

58). The need levels are not independent, but rather 

overlapping and interdependent. Burns (1978) felt that a 

transformational leader could work to arouse higher-order 

needs in their followers in order to awaken the full 

motivation and potential of the person. 

Bass (1985) applied Burns' (1978) theory of political 

leadership to the realm of organizational management and 

behavior. According to Bass (1985), "the transformational 

leader motivates followers to accomplish more than expected 

by: (1) increasing awareness of the importance and value of 

designated outcomes, (2) getting subordinates to transcend 

their self-interests, and (3) expanding followers' needs on 

Maslow's hierarchyw (p. 20). He argued that transformational 

leadership's potential to motivate exceeds that of 
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oriented leadership models through "increased awareness and 

the arousal of higher-level needs which transcends self

interests [to] produce extraordinary effort" (Bass, 1985; p. 

15) . 

To contrast, transactional leadership is very similar to 

House's (1971) path-goal model which employs "an exchange of 

valued outcomes" (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987). "Simply stated, 

transactional leaders give followers something they want in 

exchange for something leaders want" (Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987; 

p. 649). Performance and motivation are linked to contingent 

rewards which serve to create a "force on a person to exert a 

given amount of effort in the performance of his job" (Vroom, 

1964; p. 284). Under the transactional model, motivation is 

limited to (1) the level of expectation held by workers that 

the required outcomes are possible, and (2) the value placed 

on those outcomes. Bass (1985) notes that "unfortunately, 

empirical tests in different work situations have yielded 

mixed support for the path-goal model" (p. 5). 

While there are significant differences between 

transactional and transformational leadership models, they 

should not be considered exclusive nor unrelated. "Most 

leaders do both in different amounts" (Bass, 1985; p. 22). 

According to Hater and Bass (1988), an effective 

transformational leader may employ transactional behaviors 

such as initiating structure and consideration, "but also may 

use symbolism or imaging to elevate the importance of 
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increased effort for an organizational mission, which serves 

as a motivator itselfw (p. 695). The two models differ 

primarily in the ways that leaders motivate workers to 

achieve established organizational goals. For transactional 

leaders, the exchange relationship and emphasis on subsequent 

rewards motivate workers. Transformational leaders create a 

sense of mission which transcends self-interests and enables 

workers to see their efforts as contributing not only the a 

higher goal, but to their own personal development. Bass 

(1985) contends that the latter approach is a more powerful 

and sustaining means of motivation. 

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Bass, 

1985) was developed to in an effort to operationalize the 

variables of transformational and transactional leadership. 

Seventy executives were asked to answer open-ended questions 

describing the attributes of transformational and 

transactional leaders. A factor analysis of the resulting 73 

items provided the basis for the MLQ leadership scale 

containing three transformational and two transactional 

factors (Bass, 1985; pp. 195-230). Hater and Bass (1988) 

detailed each factor as follows (p. 696): 

A. Transformational leadership 

1. Charisma: The leader instills pride, faith, and 

respect, has a gift for seeing what is really 

important, and transmits a sense of mission. 
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2. Individualized Consideration: The leader delegates 

projects to stimulate learning experiences, provides 

coaching and teaching, and treats each follower as 

an individual. 

3. Intellectual Stimulation: The leader arouses 

followers to think in new ways and emphasizes 

problem solving and the use of reasoning before 

taking action. 

B. Transactional Leadership 

1. Contingent Reward: The leader provides rewards if 

followers perform in accordance with contracts or 

expend the necessary effort. 

2. Management-by-Exception: The leader avoids giving 

directions if the old ways are working and allows 

followers to continue doing their jobs as always if 

performance goals are met. 

Subsequent testing of the MLQ has confirmed high levels 

of internal consistency and reliability. In addition to the 

five factors listed above, laissez-faire or non-leadership 

has been added to represent a third and separate leadership 

factor. 

The keystone of transformational leadership is extra 

effort. "To sum up, we see the transformational leader as one 

who motivates us to do more than we originally expected to 

do" (Bass, 1985; p. 20). Extra effort differentiates the 

outcomes of transformational theory from those of Blake and 
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Mouton (1964), House (1971), or Shartle (1950) and Hemphill 

(1950). 

Justification for Transformational 
Leadership in Radio Stations 

Bass' (1985) transformational leadership theory was 

selected for several reasons, not the least of which were 

concerns for the weaknesses found in other leadership 

approaches. Transformational theory is one of the newest 

management theories available, and has quickly become one of 

the most frequently used model by academe and consultants 

alike. In this section, the appropriateness and validity of 

using transformational theory in radio stations will be 

argued. 

Transformational Leaders in 
Small Organizations 

Of valid concern is the appropriateness of applying 

transformational theory to small, informal organizations like 

radio stations. Transformational leaders are usually 

conceptualized as functioning only in large, complex 

organizations where their personal force of charisma and 

power create exceptional loyalty and performance among large 

groups of followers. Dynamic and successful leaders such as 

Lee Iacocca, Martin Luther King, Jr., Abraham Lincoln, and 

others easily fit such a criterion. However, as noted 

earlier in the literature review, transformational factors 
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were also evident in the behaviors of first-level managers 

(Bass, Waldman, Avolio, & Bebb, 1987). Furthermore, Quaal 

and Brown (1976) argue that research indicates that "the 

management of radio or television station [sic] requires 

certain characteristics differing from those usually 

considered typical of managers of other business enterprises" 

(p. 62). Hater and Bass (1988) point out that: 

Transformational leadership is not uncommon in 
different organizational settings, nor is it 
limited to executives or world-class leaders. Some 
degree of transformational leadership was being 
practiced at the most senior levels down to first
level management in industrial settings, among 
students, and from lieutenant to lieutenant colonel 
in the U.S. Army. (p. 696) 

Transformational leadership factors, including charisma, 

individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation, 

are all viable, and indeed, crucial leadership behaviors for 

radio station managers. According to Hater and Bass (1988), 

"the full study of leader-subordinate relationships 

transcends the equitable exchange relationship" on which the 

majority of management studies have focused (p. 695). In 

this study, transformational leaders are conceptualized as 

men and women who produce levels of loyalty, commitment, 

motivation, and performance beyond that which is possible by 

the quid pro quo of contingent-reward management behavior. 

However, rather than look only for the stereotypical 

charismatic leader in radio stations, this research seeks to 

determine if (1) those factors common to transformational 
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leaders are present in radio station managers and (2) how 

those elements correlate with outcomes such as commitment, 

satisfaction, and turnover. 

Organizational Context 

The following information and perspectives are drawn 

from several years of personal experience as both a radio 

announcer and a program director. Such anecdotal evidence is 

not intended to constitute definitive analysis, but rather, 

to provide a context for the discussion of the unique 

environment in which station managers must operate. 

It will be argued that the following factors provide 

ample evidence to support the critical exploration of 

transformational leadership in radio stations. These factors 

include: (1) the impact of ratings, (2) the structure and 

responsibilities of management, (3) the individual 

characteristics of announcers, and (4) task complexity. 

The Effects of Ratings on Competition 
and Motivational Levels 

Radio is a highly competitive business in which ratings 

are all-important to a station's survival. Because stations 

essentially "sell" their audience to advertisers, ratings 

dictate how much advertisers can be charged for exposure to a 

station's audience. Competition for listeners is fierce. 

The goal of every program director is to attract as large an 
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audience as possible and to hold them for as long as 

possible--every day. 

An appropriate analogy exists between a program director 

and the head coach of a professional sports team. Coaching 

legends such as Lou Holtz, Vince Lombardi, Bear Bryant, and 

Tom Landry all inspired extraordinary loyalty and motivation 

in highly competitive situations. They displayed many 

charismatic qualities. By contrast, a losing season often 

precedes the installation of a new head coach. The owners 

are gambling that their replacement will inspire the players 

with a sense of purpose needed to win. Just as it is an 

economic impossibility to replace all the players on a losing 

team, so too, station owners could not realistically replace 

the entire on-air staff. When ratings fall, often the 

program director is the first to go. 

To survive and be successful, radio managers must 

communicate and solidify a vision among employees that 

transcends everyday task activities and "exchange 

relationships" for a collective purpose. However, there is 

little provision in the traditional transactional path-goal 

or laissez-faire leadership styles for the vision-building 

needed by radio managers. Hater and Bass (1988) argue that 

transformational leadership's "motivational potential 

surpasses that of leadership models characterized by leader

follower exchanges or transactions ... to elevate the 
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importance of increased effort for an organizational mission" 

(p. 695). 

For example, the manager of a station in the market 

surveyed for this research used of both transactional and 

transformational leadership behaviors in unison. The station 

consistently had held the number two position in the ratings 

for several years. In an attempt to continually remind 

announcers of their goal and enhance their motivation to be 

number one, the manager placed a large sign in the control 

room that simply said, "Make Bud Bald!• When the station 

finally did achieve market dominance, all the announcers did 

something they never imagined doing to their boss: they 

shaved Bud's head. 

The competitive, goal-directed environment created by 

the ratings game makes radio stations an ideal venue in which 

the motivational qualities of transformational leaders can 

flourish. 

Management Structure in Radio Stations 

The management structure in which program directors 

function may lend itself to transformational leaders. 

Program directors often struggle for a significant degree of 

autonomy in the areas of budget allocation, station 

promotions, music selection, research, personnel selection, 

and programming. Not only must they to develop a strong 

sense of mission among the announcers, but also they must 
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"sellw what may be expensive programming and promotional 

ideas to the management. Often, only by enabling the general 

manager or owner to envision what could be achieved by 

implementing a (sometimes) costly promotion can program 

directors win support for their ideas. Bass (1985) suggested 

that "it is the transformational leader who raises 

consciousness about higher considerations through 

articulation and role modelingw (p. 16). The inspirational 

qualities of transformational leaders can be used for upward-

influencing, not merely in subordinate relationships. 

The general structure of radio stations is ubiquitous 

and varies merely in number and girth from small to larger 

markets. The general manager (GM) oversees all station 

activities and is responsible to the owner(s). Pringle, 

Starr, and McCavitt's (1991) organizational chart depicts 

stations as having sales and administrative functions "on one 

side of the building,w and programming functions including 

announcers, promotions, production, music, and news on the 

other (pp. 15-16). 

All programming functions are managed by the program 

director (PD) who reports directly to the GM. The PD acts as 

a both a buffer and liaison between announcers and station 

management. The PD usually also has the authority to hire, 

discipline, reward, and terminate employees in their charge 

(sometimes with final approval of the GM) . For announcers, 

the PD is essentially their "boss.n 
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Individual Characteristics 
of Radio Announcers 

A program director must coalesce a diverse group of 

egos, talents, and personal ambitions into a harmonious, 

functioning unit. Intellectual stimulation and vision-

building, hallmarks of transformational leadership, can help 

provide the needed challenge for such a heterogeneous group 

of announcers to focus their efforts. 

Additionally, because many announcers have little formal 

broadcast training (only 37% in one study graduated from 

technical or vocational schools, see Starlin, 1963c), Bass' 

(1985) individualized consideration could greatly enhance on-

the-job training and development. Often the one-on-one time 

invested by program directors in their employees is the only 

difference between a good announcer and a mediocre one. 

Another byproduct of charismatic leaders is what Bass 

(1985) refers to as "extra effort.w Extra effort is 

desirable in many occupations, but it is essential in radio. 

A high level of excitement and motivation based on a vision 

to see the station win, rather than merely contingent rewards 

is critical. As mentioned earlier, in all but the largest 

markets, announcers work long hours, six to seven day a week, 

for nominal pay. Most stations literally cannot afford to 

rely on pay incentives to extract top performances on a daily 

basis, hence the need for a motivational leader. Because 

needs can motivate human behavior (Maslow, 1954), a 
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transformational leader who is able to expand the announcer's 

portfolio of needs also can increase motivation. 

Finally, in their analysis of broadcast workers, Quaal 

and Brown (1976) note that "the opportunity to innovate has 

always been a prime motivating force for creative people" (p. 

112). Some radio announcers may view themselves primarily as 

performers or artists and wish to be treated as such. They 

may wrap themselves in a type of celebrity persona in order 

to function in such a highly visible and competitive role. 

Starlin (1964) noted that, "in comparison with the data 

gathered for current employees ... former employees form the 

only group where artistic reasons for entering broadcasting 

took precedence over all other reasons" (p. 278). This would 

seem to indicate a segment of announcers ("performers") who, 

if not handled properly, may be prone to seek adequate 

support and appreciation for their craft at other stations. 

Once again, we might speculate that a transformational 

leader's ability to provide individualized consideration 

would be an important factor for increased loyalty and 

satisfaction among this group. 

Task Complexity 

When compared with other media jobs, radio announcers 

perform a myriad of functions. For example, television 

producers and journalists primarily write the news, the 

anchors usually read news (and do some reporting), the 

73 



director only directs the newscast, and so on. To contrast, 

in addition to their daily on-air shift, announcers 

traditionally fill the positions of news director, production 

director, music director, promotions director, public service 

director, and even program director. All programming 

functions at the station are carried out by the announcers; 

rarely do they only work their daily on-air shift. Even in 

major metropolitan markets, announcers must be part 

technician, part performer, and part public relations 

practitioner to make the station work. 

As technicians, they are required to perform a wide 

variety of functions. For example, to produce in-house 

commercials for local clients, they do copy writing, voice 

work, editing, and audio production on a wide variety of 

complex equipment to the changing whims of advertisers. 

When on the air, the pressure to perform flawlessly can 

increase dramatically. Announcers must organize and 

broadcast a numbing array of inputs including: music, 

commercials, promotions, public service announcements, 

contest beds, taped phone requests, and finally, their own 

voice. My personal experience as a morning show host was 

exhausting. In addition to all the elements listed above, 

the morning show host must simultaneously coordinate 

interactions with a co-host, news person, sports person, 

weather person, special guests, network news feeds, endless 

contests, and be funny at the same time, all after waking up 
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at 4:00 a.m. Clearly, the announcer's job is technically 

demanding. 

As performers, announcers are expected to consistently 

present themselves as an entertaining and provocative "air 

personality.w At the top of a daily checklist found at one of 

the stations used in this study, announcers were asked, "Am I 

ready to put on a better show than anyone else in town?" On a 

daily basis, announcers compete for a finite number of 

listeners with eve~ other station in the market at the same 

time. They must perform regardless of their physical health, 

personal problems, or prevailing mood. It is not easy to 

take to the airwaves and offer an up-beat performance if one 

has just been "chewed outw by the boss or filed for divorce. 

And, because announcers usually answer the "request line," 

they must also absorb high levels of sometimes acrimonious 

criticism from listeners. Nothing is more difficult to 

overcome than a brutal personal attack from a callous caller 

while on the air. Consequently, announcers who do manage to 

perform well also have the tendency to develop considerable 

egos, making them even more difficult to manage. 

As public relations practitioners, announcers must have 

excellent people skills. They frequently appear as station 

ambassadors at special events, remote broadcasts, station 

promotions, and special functions with major advertisers. 

The ability to function in the public relations role is one 

of the more subtle and difficult faculties for announcers to 
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develop. It requires a mature understanding of the true 

nature of the radio industry and the full embrace of the 

strategic goals of the station. 

With so many duties and roles demanding attention, it 

can be easy for announcers to lose sight of the ultimate 

goal: to collectively perform in such a way that the station 

maintains and increases its market share. It takes a special 

kind of leader to achieve both the precise technical and 

consistent on-air performance endemic to radio success. 

To sum up, the inherent demands of ratings competition, 

management structure, announcers' individual characteristics, 

and high task complexity all suggest the need for, and 

possible presence of, transformational leadership in radio 

stations. These factors were the impetus for this research 

project. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH MODEL 

variables 

Conceptual Definitions of variables 

The independent variable used in this study is 

leadership behavior; the dependent variables include: 

organizational commitment, turnover, leader effectiveness, 

satisfaction with leadership, extra effort, and station 

performance. Bass (1985) presents a total of five distinct 

factors of leadership behavior, three general 

transformational factors, two transactional factors, and one 

non-management factor (laissez-faire leadership). As 

mentioned above, the transactional factors include charisma, 

individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation; 

transactional factors include contingent reward and 

management-by-exception. The following are conceptual 

definitions of these and other variables used in this study. 

Transformational leaders. Bass (1990b) defines 

transformational leaders as leaders who achieve superior 

performance by elevating the interests and needs of 

employees, developing awareness and acceptance of a group 

mission, and motivating followers to go beyond their own self 

interests. Therefore, transformational leadership is defined 

as the dynamic leadership process of transforming followers' 
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individual needs, goals, and levels of motivation in order to 

achieve and exceed organizational objectives. 

Charisma. This is considered a vital component of the 

transformational leadership phenomenon. According to Bass 

(1985), "behavioral studies of leadership must deal 

empirically with such phenomena as charisma and inspiration" 

(p. 36). He found that charisma was the most predictive and 

important component of transformational leadership. Zaleznik 

(1983) suggested that charisma was the primary factor which 

separates true leaders from ordinary managers. Berlew (1974) 

believes a charismatic leader is one who cultivates 

enthusiasm for a shared vision and enhances the resolve of 

subordinates to achieve valued outcomes. During Bass' (1985) 

research efforts to develop the MLQ, he found that followers 

of charismatic leaders described them as someone "who made 

everyone enthusiastic about assignments, who inspired loyalty 

to the organization, who commanded respect from everyone, and 

who had a sense of mission" (p. 43). Hence, we define 

charisma as the ability of a leader to instill pride, faith, 

and respect; to recognize what is truly important in an 

organization; and to create and transmit a collective sense 

of mission among subordinates (Bennis, 1982; Hater & Bass, 

1988) . 

Inspirational leadership. A sub-factor of charisma, 

inspirational leadership refers to "the emotional, 

nonintellectual arousal of charismatic leadership" (Bass, 
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1985; p. 215). It is a leader's ability to cultivate 

affective responses such as loyalty to the leader, loyalty to 

the organization, and personal inspiration to achieve. 

Individualized consideration. This refers to what is 

commonly considered "mentoring" and bears some resemblance to 

the leadership component of "consideration" proposed by 

Shartle (1950) and Hemphill (1950). Individualized 

consideration is purposeful one-to-one communication intended 

to meet the individual needs of workers, create a sense of 

affiliation, and develop new leaders. 

Intellectual stimulation. Bass (1985) stressed that 

transformational leaders use intellectual stimulation to 

facilitate a "discrete jump in the followers' 

conceptualization, comprehension, and discernment of the 

nature of the problems they face and their solutions" (p. 

99). He defined intellectual stimulation as the "arousal and 

change in followers of problem awareness and problem solving, 

of thought and imagination, and of beliefs and values" (Bass, 

1985; p. 99). 

Idealized influence. A sub-factor of intellectual 

stimulation is idealized influence. It refers to a leader's 

ability to focus the attention of their followers on core 

belief systems, to help them develop a inner sense of purpose 

and mission, to decipher moral/ethical boundaries, and to act 

in a manner consistent with one's values. 
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Transactional leadership. This type of leadership 

involves an exchange relationship, where leaders offer 

workers rewards in return for doing what they want (Bass, 

1985). A transactional leader is defined as one who uses 

contingent rewards to motivate subordinates to achieve 

organizational objectives. 

Contingent reward. This leadership style is essentially 

a re-appropriation of House's (1971) path-goal theory which 

describes the ways in which contingent reward affects 

employee motivation and satisfaction. Rewards are contingent 

on performance. According to Bass (1985), "the leader and 

follower agree on what the follower needs to do to be 

rewarded or to avoid punishment" (p. 121). Contingent reward 

is defined as the exchange between leader and follower of 

rewards for effort, the promise of rewards for high 

performance, and the recognition of accomplishments (Bass, 

1990b) . 

Management-by-exception. This form of management can 

take two forms: active and passive. Active management-by

exception is where leaders search for deviations from rules 

and standards and apply prompt corrective action. Passive 

management-by-exception requires that standards not be met 

for intervention to occur. 

Organizational commitment. Reichers (1985) defined 

organizational commitment as "a process of identification 

with the goals of an organization's multiple constituencies" 
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(p. 465}. Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979} contend that an 

employee's "identification* with the organization has both 

attitudinal and behavioral components. Therefore 

organizational commitment is defined as "the relative 

strength of an individual's identification with and 

involvement in a particular organization" (Mowday et al., 

1979; p. 226}. 

Turnoyer. Several contingencies ultimately can lead to 

turnover. For the purposes of this study, turnover is 

defined as the termination of the employee/employer contract 

by either the employee or employer. 

Longeyity. An indirect view of turnover is longevity. 

It refers to the total length of time announcers have worked 

full-time at their current station. 

Leader effectiveness. This refers to the perceived 

level of a leader's effectiveness at motivating the work 

group to achieve organizational objectives and meet the job

related needs of subordinates. 

Satisfaction with leadership. The level of perceived 

satisfaction, expressed by a follower, with the leader's 

abilities and methods of leadership is satisfaction with 

leadership. 

Extra effort. This is the potential increased voluntary 

effort an employee is willing to provide in response to the 

ministrations of a transformational leader. 
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Theoretical Model 

The research model used in this study generally conforms 

to that of similar explorations of leadership behavior, 

organizational commitment, and turnover (see Kuhnert & Lewis, 

1987). The first research objective was to simply 

investigate the presence of transformational and 

transactional leadership behaviors in radio stations. It was 

theorized that contextual factors (listed in Chapter III) 

unique to radio stations and radio station managers suggested 

the presence of distinctive leadership behaviors, including 

transformational leadership (Quaal & Brown, 1976). 

Therefore, the first question in this study is: Are there 

transformational leaders in small-market radio stations? 

The second research objective was to investigate the 

relationship between leader behavior and (1) organizational 

commitment, and (2) turnover. In studies of management 

behavior, leadership is almost universally applied as the 

independent variable against which dependent conditions such 

as satisfaction, performance, commitment, etc., are tested 

(Bass, 1985; pp. 6-7; Niehoff, Enz, & Grover, 1990). 

Consequently, leader behavior serves as the independent 

variable and theorized predictor of the dependent variables 

of commitment and turnover. These relationships are 

illustrated in Figure 1. 

Previous research has demonstrated that relationships 

exist between leadership behavior and the dependent variables 
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of (1) perceptions of leader effectiveness and (2) 

satisfaction with leadership (Deluga, 1988; Mullen, Symons, 

Hu, & Salas, 1988). The relationships between these 

variables are represented in Figure 2. 

Research objective three was to investigate the 

relationship between leadership behavior and performance 

measures. These dependent variables are (1) extra effort and 

(2) radio station market rank. Figure 3 illustrates the 

relationships between these variables. 

Naturally, these models assume numerous complex 

relationships and interactions which augment the effects of 

transformational and transactional leadership behavior among 

performance and contextual variables (see theoretical models 

by Bass, 1985; transactional leadership/follower effort, p. 

12; transformational leadership/extra effort, p. 23; 

situational antecedents of transformational and transactional 

leadership, p. 60). The theoretical models do provide a 

graphic illustration of all of the hypothesized relationships 

in this research project. They proved to be a helpful means 

of identifying and conceptualizing the various relationships 

between independent and dependent variables used in this 

study. 
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Hypotheses 

The first research objective stated in Chapter I was 

primarily explorative in nature: to investigate the presence 

of transformational and/or transactional leadership behaviors 

among radio station managers. The fundamental question was, 

"are there transformational leaders in radio stations?" 

Because very little empirical research has been done to 

investigate the leadership styles of radio station managers, 

theorizing the presence of transformational leaders requires 

the acceptance of several assumptions. Transformational 

leaders have been found in smaller organizations and in 

diverse organizational settings, therefore it is assumed that 

transformational leaders also will be found in small radio 

stations {Hater & Bass, 1988; p. 696). Additionally, 

contextual factors unique to the radio industry were used to 

suggest the existence of transformational leaders in radio 

(see Chapter III) . Contextual factors included the 

competitive environment created by ratings, the management 

structure of radio stations, the unique individual 

characteristics of radio announcers, and the task complexity 

inherent to the announcer's work. 

The second research objective was to investigate the 

relationship between leadership behavior and various outcomes 

including (1) commitment, (2) turnover, (3) perceived leader 

effectiveness, and (4) satisfaction. 
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Leadership frequently has been examined in relation to 

organizational commitment (Luthans, Baack, & Taylor, 1987; 

Morris & Sherman, 1981; Zaccaro & Dobbins, 1989). Johnston et 

al. (1990) hypothesized that the development of 

organizational commitment is affected by employee perceptions 

of leadership behavior (p. 336). Glisson and Durick (1988) 

argued that "leadership will be [an] excellent predictor of 

commitment,w and subsequently found it to be the strongest 

predictor of any variable in the study (p. 67). 

Other researchers provide evidence to suggest that the 

more leader initiating structure and consideration were 

provided to individuals, the greater their organizational 

commitment (Bateman & Strasser, 1984; Morris & Sherman, 

1981). Niehoff, Enz, & Grover (1990) accurately theorized 

that subordinates of managers who inspired and modeled a 

vision, and supported employee efforts would have greater 

levels of organizational commitment (p. 342). Therefore, for 

the relationship between leadership behavior and 

organizational commitment, the first hypothesis is: 

H1: Transformational more than transactional leadership 

factors will be positively related to higher levels 

of organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis two is based on the relationship between 

leadership and turnover. High levels of turnover inherent to 
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the telecommunications industry have become a source of major 

concern. Turnover is costly, inhibits loyalty, erodes 

morale, degrades productivity and can adversely affect market 

share (Berg, 1991; Pollard, 1989; Sherman, 1987). A causal 

link between leader behavior and turnover has been 

established by several researchers (George & Bettenhausen, 

1990; Jackofsky & Slocum, 1987). And, in studies of media 

organizations, leadership has repeatedly emerged as a 

significant factor in turnover decisions (Adams & Fish, 1987; 

Starlin, 1964). In view of the established relation of 

turnover to leadership behaviors, the second hypothesis is: 

H2: Transformational more than transactional leadership 

factors will be associated with less turnover. 

The third hypothesis is concerned with the relationship 

between organizational commitment and turnover. High levels 

of commitment in radio stations are necessary to maintain-a 

consistent broadcast product, achieve organizational goals, 

and keep talented announcers. Arguably, many factors may 

contribute to an employee's turnover decision. On a 

theoretical level, however, numerous studies have validated 

the causal relationship between organizational commitment and 

turnover (Angle & Perry, 1981; Koch & Steers, 1978; Larson & 

Fukami, 1984; Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976; Porter, Steers, 

Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Reichers, 1985; Steers, 1977). 
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Longitudinal studies provide the strongest predictors of 

turnover when correlated with falling levels of commitment. 

However, in this research project, this relationship is 

approached with caution. This study measured turnover by 

asking announcers how long they had been working for the 

station. Because current announcers, and not their 

predecessors, were tested for organizational commitment, 

inferences can only be drawn by making the assumption that 

the previous announcer was exposed to the same organizational 

factors (leadership behavior) as the current announcer, and 

therefore would display similar levels of commitment. we 

also can assume that the current announcer's level of 

commitment will be reflected, to some degree, by the length 

of his or her current tenure. With these concerns in mind, 

the third hypothesis is: 

H3: As organizational commitment decreases, turnover 

increases. 

Hypotheses four and five are concerned with the 

connection between leadership behavior and two dependent 

variables: perceived leader effectiveness and satisfaction 

with leadership. Scholars have documented significant 

correlations between transformational leadership factors 

(charisma, individualized consideration, intellectual 

stimulation) and perceived leader effectiveness and 
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satisfaction with leadership style (Avolio, Waldman, & 

Einstein, 1988; Casteneda & Nahavandi, 1991; Deluga, 1988; 

Hater & Bass, 1988; Skaret & Gruning, 1986). Hater and Bass 

(1988) note that "transactional leadership (contingent reward 

and management-by-exception) was also positively correlated 

with these outcomes, but, in general, the relationships 

considerably lower than those found for transformational 

leadershipw (p. 696). 

Yammarino and Bass (1990) also confirmed strong 

relationships between transformational leadership factors and 

leader effectiveness and satisfaction with leaders. These 

trends in research would suggest that transformational 

leaders in radio stations may also achieve greater levels of 

effectiveness and employee satisfaction. Therefore, the 

fourth and fifth hypothesis are: 

H4: Transformational more than transactional leadership 

factors will be positively related to high levels 

of leader effectiveness. 

HS: Transformational more than transactional leadership 

factors will be positively related to high levels 

of satisfaction with leadership. 
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The third research objective was to investigate the 

relationship between leadership behavior and performance 

measures including extra effort and market share. 

Hypothesis six addresses the hallmark of 

transformational leadership: extra effort. Bass (1985) 

summed up the transformational leader as "one who motivates 

us to do more than we originally expected to do" (p. 20). He 

theorized that transformational leaders inspire extra effort 

among subordinates by: (1) increasing awareness of the 

importance of designated outcomes, (2) developing vision that 

will transcend self-interest, and (3) advancing workers' need 

level toward self-actualization (Maslow, 1954). 

Yammarino and Bass (1990) determined that the 

transformational factors individualized consideration and 

charisma strongly predicted high levels of extra effort (p. 

988). Though the process is complex, the results are the 

same: subordinates find themselves working harder and 

achieving more due to the influences of a transformational 

leader. Because middle-market radio stations often can 

provide only marginal monetary incentives to perform, it is 

theorized that there is considerable need for an alternate 

means of motivation. Therefore, the sixth hypothesis is: 

H6: Transformational more than transactional leadership 

factors will be positively related to extra effort. 
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Finally, in situations where comparisons of performance 

outcomes and leadership style are possible between distinctly 

quantifiable groups, a positive relationship has been 

established between transformational leaders and performance 

(Avolio, Waldman, & Einstein, 1988) . Though many factors 

contribute the a radio station's market share, station 

ratings do provide one of the few objective indicators of 

management performance. In addition, because research 

indicates transformational leaders are capable of achieving 

improved performance beyond that of transactional leaders, 

the seventh hypothesis is: 

H7: Managers from the top five rated stations will be 

rated higher on transformational leadership factors 

than managers in the rest of the sample. 
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Sample Selection 

CHAPTER V 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Research Sample 

The population used in this study was drawn from 22 

licensed AM and FM radio stations in the Lubbock, Texas, 

area. Census Bureau figures for all persons aged 12 or older 

drawn from the 1990 census (updated and projected to January 

1, 1992) are used by Arbitron to define radio markets. The 

Arbitron total survey area for Lubbock, Texas, listed in the 

Broadcasting and Cable Market Place (1992) contains a 

population of 362,500 and is ranked at 163 among all u. s. 

radio markets (p. E-5). A listing of area radio stations was 

obtained from the ratings published by the Arbitron Co. 

(1992, Fall) for Lubbock, Texas, and from area telephone 

directories. Three of the stations listed were non-

commercial, four simulcast programming carried on an FM 

sister station, and one was automated (no announcers). Of 

the remaining 14 stations asked to participate in the study, 

one small AM station declined (it had a share in the Fall 

1992 Arbitron book of only .04%). Thirteen stations 

ultimately participated in the study, ten FM and three AM 

stations. 
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The Population for the Study 

There were several criteria for announcer participation 

in the study. To ensure that subjects had been exposed to 

the leadership behaviors of their program directors for a 

sufficient period of time to develop substantive opinions, 

only full-time announcers employed for a minimum of six weeks 

were selected. A total of 64 eligible full-time announcers 

were identified at the 13 participating stations (see Chapter 

VI). 

Research Instruments 

Leadership Measures 

The presentation of Bass' (1985) transformational 

leadership theory in Leadership and Performance Beyond 

Expectations was accompanied by the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) . Since its introduction, Bass and 

Avolio's (1991) MLQ has gone through several revisions (Forms 

1 through 5x) and has found widespread use among scholars and 

management consultants. The MLQ is currently available from 

Consulting Psychologists Press. Written permission was 

obtained from the authors for the use of the MLQ Form Sx for 

this research project (Appendix E) . 

Transformational and transactional leadership behaviors. 

The MLQ measures subordinate attitudes and perceptions of 

leader behaviors by asking subjects to rate "how frequently 

your current immediate superior has displayed the behavior 
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described.· The questions were answered using a 5-point 

scale: "frequently, if not always,• "fairly often," 

"sometimes,• "once in a while," and "not at all." Responses 

were scored 5, 4, 3, 2, 1, respectively. Each of the nine 

leadership dimensions was scored by calculating the mean for 

each leadership factor. The MLQ Form 5x contained 81 items 

comprising nine leadership scales: 

1. Charisma (8 questions), e.g., "Displays and sense 

of power and confidence." "Provides reassurance 

that we will overcome obstacles." 

2. Idealized Influence (10 questions), e.g., "Talks 

to us about his/her most important values and 

beliefs. " "Specifies the importance of having a 

strong sense of purpose." 

3. Inspirational Leadership (10 questions), e.g., 

"Envisions exciting new possibilities. " 

"Articulates a compelling vision of the future." 

4. Intellectual Stimulation (10 questions), e.g., 

"Encourages us to rethink ideas which had never 

been questioned before." "Seeks differing 

perspectives when solving problems." 

5. Individualized consideration (9 questions), e.g., 

"Treats me as an individual rather than just a 

member of a group. " "Focuses me on developing my 

strengths." 

95 



6. Contingent Reward (9 questions), e.g., "Gives me 

what I want in exchange for support." "Makes clear 

what I can expect, if my performance meets 

designated standards." 

7. Active Management-by-Exception (7 questions), 

e.g., "Focuses attention on irregularities, 

mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from 

standards." "Closely monitors my performance for 

errors." 

8. Passive Management-by-Exception (7 questions), 

e.g., "It requires a failure to meet an objective 

for him/her to take action." "Work has to fall 

below minimum standards for him/her to make 

improvements. " 

9. Laissez-faire Leadership (8 questions), e.g., 

"Avoids getting involved when important issues 

arise." "Takes no action even when problems become 

chronic." "Fails to follow-up requests for 

assistance." 

Outcome Measures 

Several scales were used to measure seven outcome 

variables including: effectiveness, extra effort, 

satisfaction, commitment, turnover, performance, and career 

path. 
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Leader effectiveness. This factor was measured using a 

four-item scale in the MLQ Form 5x. The scale included items 

such as "how effective is the leader in meeting the 

requirements of the organization?• Responses were measured 

on a 5-point scale labeled, "not effective," "only slightly 

effective,• "effective,• "very effective,• and "extremely 

effective.• The mean for the four questions was calculated. 

Subordinate's extra effort. This variable was measured 

using three questions embedded in the MLQ and utilized the 

same set of responses (e.g., "He/she gets me to do more than 

I expected I could do•). The overall extra effort measure 

was calculated by calculating the mean for the three items. 

Subordinate satisfaction with the leader. Satisfaction 

was measured using two items at the end of the MLQ scored on 

a 5-point scale labeled, "very dissatisfied," somewhat 

dissatisfied,• "neither satisfied nor dissatisfied," "fairly 

satisfied," and "very satisfied." The two questions probed 

satisfaction by asking subordinates to consider their 

leader's abilities and methods in getting the job done. The 

mean of the two items was calculated. 

Organizational Commitment Measures 

Organizational commitment was measured using the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) developed by 

Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974). Mowday, Porter, 

and Steers (1982) were critical of two- to four-item scales 
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"created on an a priori basis and for which little or no 

validity and reliability data are presentedw (p. 219). To 

examine the psychometric properties of the OCQ, Mowday et al. 

(1982) administered the OCQ to 2,563 workers employed in a 

wide sample of positions in nine organizations. The authors 

found acceptable levels of internal consistency and test

retest reliability, and convergent, discriminant, and 

predictive validity for the scale (also see Mowday, Steers, & 

Porter, 1979). The OCQ has become the standard measure of 

organizational commitment in studies of leadership behavior 

and commitment (for example, Glisson & Durick, 1988; Morris & 

Sherman, 1981; Niehoff, Enz, & Grover, 1990). 

The 15 item OCQ was altered to coincide with its 

application to radio stations. In each of the questions, the 

word "organizationw was changed to "station," e.g., "For me 

this is the best of all possible stations for which to work.• 

Because of the transient nature of radio announcers' work, in 

question #11, the word "indefinitely" was changed to "for too 

long,w e.g., "There's not too much to be gained by sticking 

with this station for too long.• 

Responses to each question were measured on a 7-point 

scale labeled (1) "strongly disagree," (2) "moderately 

disagree," (3) "slightly disagree,w (4) "neither disagree nor 

agree,w (5) "slightly agree," (6) "moderately agree," and (7) 

"strongly agree.w In order to reduce response bias, six of 

the 15 questions were reverse scored, e.g., "I feel ve.ry 
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little loyalty to this station.• The responses for each 

individual were summed and divided by 15 to obtain a summary 

indicator of organizational commitment. 

Turnover Measure 

Turnover was measured as a function of the current 

employee's tenure. Subjects were asked: "How long have you 

been working full-time at this radio station?• Responses 

were coded by converting total years and months to a decimal 

measure, e.g., 2 years, 6 months yields a longevity measure 

of 2.5. The longevity measure was then converted to a 

relative turnover measure as follows: turnover ratio = 

1/longevity, whereas the longer a employee had worked for the 

station, the lower the resulting turnover ratio. 

Measure of Station Performance 

Station performance was measured with the use of the 

Arbitron Station Ratings for Fall, 1992, metro audience 

trends for persons aged 12 and older. Market share, a 

percent measure of total listeners, was used to rank the 

stations from 1 to 13. 

Career Path and Demographic Measures 

In an effort to establish a general indicator of 

respondents' career paths, they were asked: "How many 

stations have you worked for, including this one?" and "How 
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many years/months (total) have you been in radio?• Finally, 

to determine if trends in commitment and longevity were a 

factor, age and sex were measured. 

Protocol 

The first step in obtaining human subjects involved 

phone calls to all program directors {PD) and/or station 

general managers {GM) at the 13 eligible stations to ask for 

a short interview. A highly effective phone script {Appendix 

A) was developed using techniques and procedures presented in 

a two-week training program for non-profit fund raising 

conducted by Campus Crusade for Christ in February, 1990. 

Appointments were scheduled with all station managers. 

The meetings were necessary to: {1) explain the purpose of 

the study {managers were given a copy of the survey), {2) 

describe the testing procedure, {3) determine the number of 

eligible announcers, {4) assure total participant 

confidentiality, {5) review potential benefits of the study, 

{6) obtain official approval for the testing procedure, and 

{7) answer questions and address concerns. In order to make 

the survey as trouble-free as possible for the managers and 

to prevent expectancy effects {Hellriegel et al., 1992; p. 

121), managers did not distribute the surveys. Instead, the 

receptionist or front office secretary was enlisted as survey 

distributor and collector. 
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Questionnaire Administration 

Once the subjects were selected, the receptionist placed 

surveys labeled only with the announcer's first name on a 

removable Post-it® note in his or her mail box. To insure 

confidentiality and guarantee the best possible results, 

surveys were delivered in large manilla envelopes with 

pencils provided. Detailed instructions were placed on the 

outside of the envelope (Appendix B) and participants were 

instructed to complete the survey, seal it in the envelope, 

and give it to the receptionist. Pre-tests revealed the 

survey required approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete. 

In compliance with federal regulations, all material 

used on human subjects must be reviewed. Texas Tech 

University maintains a policy to review for approval all 

research instruments involving human subjects. The 

questionnaire was submitted to the Texas Tech University 

Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects for review and 

was approved on March 30, 1993. A copy of the letter 

granting approval is presented in Appendix D. 

All subjects were informed participation in the survey 

was voluntary; no attempt would be made to identify the 

respondents based on the demographic data supplied. 

Potential Risks to Participants 

There are two risks that may be perceived by subjects 

involved in this study. Announcers were commenting on the 
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management behavior of their employer and the level of their 

personal organizational commitment. It is possible such 

announcers could have feared reprisal or punishment if their 

superior discovered an unfavorable evaluation. 

One subject did in fact comment, "I chose to remove the 

portion of the survey where I filled in the personal 

information about myself. My supervisor/employer would 

instantly know my identity if they ever saw it. I don't know 

you so I can not trust you.• In an attempt to alleviate such 

concerns, respondent confidentiality repeatedly was assured. 

The only identifiable marks on the questionnaires were the 

call letters of the station. Station managers were told they 

would be furnished with only summarized results of the 

survey. Upon completion, the subjects personally sealed 

their responses in large envelopes, gave them to the 

receptionist (not their superior), and were told the surveys 

would be opened only at a different location. 

Because the survey was administered while announcers 

were in the work place, they may have been concerned that 

taking time to participate would adversely affect their 

performance or their status with management. By, (1) 

initiating this process with the managers themselves, (2) 

administering the test before or after the subjects began 

work, and (3) assuring the subjects that the project is being 

conducted with management approval, every effort was made to 

address these concerns. 
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Data Analysis 

The surveys were coded and entered into StatView 

SE+Graphics, a statistical program developed by Abacus 

Concepts. Descriptive statistics including means, standard 

deviations, and frequency distributions were calculated. In 

addition, comparative statistics were run, including: 

correlations, factor analysis (to verify the leadership 

measure), and simple and multiple regression (to validate the 

explanatory power of the leadership scale in relation to 

dependent variables). 
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CHAPTER VI 

RESULTS 

Description of the Sample 

The survey was conducted in May 1993 during a three-week 

period. Of the 14 stations asked to participate, 13 agreed, 

yielding a response rate among station managers of 92.9%. A 

total of 64 surveys were delivered to announcers at the 13 

participating stations, of which, 47 were collected yielding 

a survey response rate of 73.4%. Surveys were delivered only 

to announcers who met the research requirements (see Chapter 

V), consequently, all 47 surveys could be used for analysis. 

The sample of stations participating contained seven music 

formats, all of which employed full-time announcers (there 

were no news/talk formats). The station formats and response 

rates are listed in Table 1. 

Career Path and Demographics 

Both the announcers' age and total radio experience were 

found to be two to three years less than those found by 

Starlin (1963) in the APBE-NAB People in Broadcasting studies 

(p. 233). Most likely, the difference in age and experience 

is because larger markets are included in the APBE-NAB 

studies. The announcers reported an average age of 33, and 

their ages ranged from 20 to 57. 
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Table 1 
Radio Station Formats and Response Rates 

Station Format Surveys Left Surveys Completed 

Gold Country 2 2 

Spanish 4 2 

Rock 7 5 

Country 5 4 

Religious 3 3 

Oldies 7 7 

Spanisha 7 5 

Spanish 4 3 

Countrya 8 4 

Country 4 3 

Country 3 2 

Top 40a 6 6 

Top 40 4 1 

Total 64 47 

Response Rate 100% 73.4% 

aThese three stations simulcast programming on an AM sister 
station licensed in the same market. 
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Additionally, more than half (54.4%) of those surveyed had 

been working in radio less than ten years (Table 2). 

However, the radio market surveyed cannot be construed 

entirely as a "beginners market,w nearly one-third of the 

announcers (32.6%) had worked in radio for at least ten 

years. 

There was a much higher percentage of men (69.5%) in the 

sample than women (30.5%). On average, the men in the survey 

were older than women (+4 years), had worked at more stations 

(+2 stations), and had worked in radio longer (+6 years). 

Any additional differences between male and female 

announcer's levels of commitment, satisfaction, and 

perceptions of management style will be presented as each 

variable is discussed in detail. 

As mentioned earlier, the transient nature of a radio 

career necessitates moving from station to station in order 

to gain experience in larger markets and to earn a higher 

salary. Not surprisingly, the majority of announcers (52.2%) 

had been working at their current station for less than four 

years (Table 3). 

Moderate correlations were found between the number 

years at current station and age (r=.41, r 2=.17 at p<.OOS), 

and between the number of years at current station and total 

years in radio (r=.55, r2=.31 at p<.0001). 
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Table 2 
Frequency Distribution of 

Total Years in Radio 

Total Years in Radioa Count 

1 to 5 years 

5+ to 10 years 

10+ to 15 years 

15+ to 20 years 

20+ years 

14 

11 

9 

3 

3 

Percentage 

30.4 

23.9 

19.6 

6.5 

6.5 

aTotal years in radio ranged from 1.4 to 39.4 years. 
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Table 3 
Frequency Distribution of Years 

at Current Station 

Years at Current Stationa Count 

0 to 1 year 11 

1+ to 2 years 6 

2+ to 3 years 12 

3+ to 4 years 3 

4+ to 5 years 4 

5+ to 6 years 4 

6+ to 7 years 2 

7+ to 8 years 1 

8+ years 1 

Percentage 

23.9 

13.0 

26.1 

6.5 

8.7 

8.7 

4.3 

2.2 

2.2 

aTotal years a current station ranged from .25 (three months) 
to 17 years. 
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Apart from the obvious conclusion that age is a limiting 

factor of announcers' tenure, older announcers may have 

remained at the same station for a longer period of time due 

to a plateaued career. 

By comparison, younger announcers may consider their 

current station as a stepping stone to a larger market, 

necessitating frequent station changes. Nearly half of the 

announcers (45%) worked at five or more stations (Table 4). 

Evaluation of the Measures 

Leadership Measures 

Since its creation, Bass' (1985) Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) has gone through considerable revision 

and refinement. Early versions of a leadership scale of 

transformational and transactional leadership proved somewhat 

ineffective at adequately differentiating the two leadership 

styles. 

To isolate specific variables, the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire was developed using a factor 

analysis (see Bass, 1985; pp. 207-219). The two core factors 

were comprised of several components, (1) transformational 

leadership: charismatic leadership, inspirational 

leadership, individualized consideration, intellectual 

stimulation, and transactional leadership and, (2) 

transactional leadership: contingent reward and management

by-exception. 
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Table 4 
Frequency Distribution of Total Stations 

Worked for During Announcer's Career 

Total Stationsa Count Percentage 

1 to 2 stations 7 15.2 

2+ to 4 stations 17 37.0 

4+ to 6 stations 7 15.2 

6+ to 8 stations 7 15.2 

8+ to 10 stations 6 13.0 

10+ stations 1 2.2 

aThe total number of stations ranged from 1 to 22. 
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The MLQ Form 5-x used in this study also contained the sub

factors of idealized influence (II), active management-by

exception (MBEA), and passive management-by-exception (MBEP). 

An important caveat of transformational theory is that 

transformational and transactional factors are not exclusive. 

Most managers exhibit both forms of behavior to varying 

degrees. The correlation matrix (Table 5) indicates 

substantial levels of correlation between transformational 

factors (AC, II, INSP, IS, IC) and the primary transactional 

factor of contingent reward (CR) . These correlations ranged 

from .80 to .87 and are consistent with Bass' (1985) 

theoretical model. 

Management-by-exception (passive) was negatively 

correlated (-.53 to -.69) with all five transformational 

leadership factors as was the non-leadership scale of 

laissez-faire. Finally, Bass (1985) reported strong 

correlations between management-by-exception passive and 

laissez-faire (r=.88). The sample drawn for this study also 

provided a substantial correlation between these two 

variables (r=.61). These correlations provide evidence that 

the leadership scale functioned properly. 

To further verify the validity of the MLQ Form 5-x used 

in this study, a factor analysis of all nine leadership items 

was conducted. Aczel (1989) notes that an orthogonal or 

rigid factor rotation of variables "will maintain the quality 

of being uncorrelated with each other" (p. 953). 
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AC 

AC 1.00 

II .84 

INSP .86 

IS .80 

IC .83 

CR .80 

MBEA .01 

MBEP -.62 

LF -.50 

Table 5 
Correlation Matrix for Independent 

Variables: Leadership Factorsa 

II INSP IS IC CR MBEA 

1.00 

.84 1.00 

.88 .82 1.00 

.87 .89 .87 1.00 

.84 .84 .87 .86 1.00 

.16 .24 .23 .21 .22 1.00 

-.58 -.61 -.62 -.69 -.53 .13 

-.44 -.46 -.33 -.44 -.29 . 21 

MBEP LF 

1.00 

.61 1.00 

aTransformational factors included: attributed charisma (AC), 
idealized influence (II), inspirational leadership (INSP), 
intellectual stimulation (IS), individualized consideration 
(IC); transactional factors included: contingent rewards 
(CR), active management-by-exception (MBEA), passive 
management-by-exception (MBEP); and non-leadership was 
laissez-faire (LF). 
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Because transformational and transactional factors are 

significantly correlated (both theoretically and in the data 

collected in this study), a non-rigid oblique factor rotation 

was used. According to Aczel (1989), an oblique factor 

rotation allows the researcher to "seek the best association 

between factors and variables are included in them, 

regardless of whether the factors are independent of each 

otherw (p. 953). 

As in Bass' (1985) quantitative development of the MLQ, 

two factors emerged from the oblique rotation representing 

.67 and .15 percent of the variance respectively (factor 

extraction method: default). Loading for the first factor 

ranged from .83 to .97 with an eigenvalue of 5.99 and loading 

for the second factor ranged from .51 to .90 and an 

eigenvalue of 1.38 (Table 6). The loadings for 

transformational factors are compatible with those reported 

by Bass (1985). The results of the correlation matrix and 

factor analysis provide adequate support for the validity of 

the MLQ Form 5-x used for this research project. 

Leadership Styles of Program Directors 

The first research objective was to determine if 

transformational leadership behaviors were evident in the 

leadership styles of program directors in small-market radio 

stations. The means and standard deviations for the nine 

leadership factors are presented in Table 7. 

113 



Table 6 
Factor Analysis, Oblique Solution-Orthotran/Varimaxa 

for Nine Leadership Items in the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ Form 5x) 

Leadership Itemb Factor 1 Factor 2 

1. Attributed Charisma .84 

2. Idealized Influence .94 

3. Inspirational Leadership .95 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .97 

5. Individualized Consideration .96 

6. Contingent Reward .97d 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) .53 .90 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) .51 

9 . Laissez-Faire .71 

Variance% .67 .15 

Eigenvalue 5.99C 1.38 

aoblique rather than orthogonal factor rotation was used 
because Transformational and Transactional leadership 
behaviors are not exclusive in nature and are related (see 
Aczel, 1989; p. 953). 

bonly factor loadings above .30 are listed. 

cAccounts for the variation of approximately six variables. 

dThough contingent reward loaded in factor 1 
(transformational factors), it was grouped with elements in 
the second factor (transactional leadership) to conform to 
Bass' (1985) original theoretical model. 
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Table 7 
Means and Standard Deviations for 

Nine Leadership Factorsa 

Leadership Factor Mean Standard Deviation 

Transformational Leadershipb 3.25 .90 

1. Attributed Charisma 3.51 .95 

2. Idealized Influence 3.38 .95 

3. Inspirational Leadership 3.62 .97 

4. Intellectual Stimulation 3.09 .88 

5. Individualized Consideration 3.13 1.03 

Transactional Leadershipb 2.80 .53 

6. Contingent Reward 2.96 1.04 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) c 2.85 .89 

8. Management-by-Exception (p)d 2.61 .96 

Non-Leadership: 

9. Laissez-Faire 2.17 .74 

aMean scores represent those of the entire sample, N=47. 

~eans and Standard Deviations listed for Transformational 
and Transactional Leadership were calculated from leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 

C(A) refers to "activen 

d(p) refers to "passiven 
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The leadership factors were scored on a scale of 1 to 5, 

where 5 indicates leader behavior which occurs "frequently if 

not alwaysw and 1 indicates "not at all." Mean scores for 

each leadership style indicated the thirteen radio station 

managers had higher ratings of transformational leadership 

factors (M=3.25) than transactional leadership factors 

(M=2.80). Transformational leaders do indeed exist in small

market radio stations. 

It should be noted that no attempt was made to conduct 

individual comparisons between the 13 stations. The average 

number of subjects for each station was too small for 

meaningful comparisons (range, 1 to 7 responses per station; 

the mean responses per station was 3.6). Hence, the sample 

of announcers was treated as a single population rather than 

13 individual organizational units. 

The highest rated transformational factor was 

inspirational leadership (INSP, M=3.62). Inspirational 

leadership relates most strongly to a subordinate's feelings 

of loyalty toward the leader. Bass (1985) found correlations 

between inspirational leadership and charisma to be high 

(r=.83; p. 214). Strong correlations between inspirational 

leadership and charisma were also found in this survey 

(r=.86). Some degree of loyalty may also be contributed to 

correlations between INSP and the leaders' individualized 

consideration (r=.89) and intellectual stimulation (r=82) of 

subordinates. 
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Trends in Organizational Commitment 

The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) used 

in this study revealed above average levels of commitment 

among radio announcers. Scored on a scale of 1 to 7, 

commitment levels ranged from a low of 2.1 to a high of 7.0. 

The average level of commitment among all 47 announcers was a 

relatively high 5.5 (Figure 4). According to Mowday et al. 

(1982), the authors of the OCQ, "mean scores are typically 

above the midpoint on the 7-point Likert scale" (p. 222). 

The mean commitment score calculated for this study was 

consistent with this trend. In addition, standard deviations 

were below those deemed acceptable by the authors (for this 

study, S. D.= 1.2). These findings provide evidence that the 

OCQ performed in a manner consistent with its design. 

To provide a more detailed picture of commitment within 

the sample, a frequency distribution was conducted using 

three intervals labeled: low commitment (less than <3.8), 

medium commitment (~3.8 to <5.4), and high commitment (~5.4 

to S7.0). The majority of the announcers (66.0%) fell within 

the third interval of high commitment (Table 8) . Comparisons 

of commitment levels by gender revealed that women (M=5.9) 

were slightly more committed to their stations than men 

(M=5.4). 
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Table 8 
Frequency Distribution for 
Organizational Commitmenta 

Range of Mean Scoresb Count 

Low Commitment: 

~2.1 to <3.8 4 

Medium Commitment: 

~3.8 to <5.4 12 

High Commitment: 

~5.4 to S7.0 31 

Total 47 

Percent 

8.5 

25.5 

66.0 

100.0 

acalculated from the mean scores of 15 items in the 
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ). 

hMean scores of organizational commitment ranged from a low 
of 2.1 to 7.0 on a seven-point Likert scale. 
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Measures of Effectiveness, Satisfaction, 
and Extra Effort 

Hypotheses four, five, and seven were all concerned with 

outcome measures embedded in the MLQ Form 5x (Bass & Avolio, 

1991). When evaluating quantitative measures for leader 

effectiveness, satisfaction with leadership, and extra 

effort, Bass (1985) computed correlation matrices using all 

the questions from each variable. Because the questions were 

designed to measure the same construct, correlations between 

each individual question would then provide a strong measure 

of internal construct validity. 

The mean correlations for the effectiveness, 

satisfaction, and extra effort scales used in this study were 

all above those reported by Bass (1985). These measures were 

therefore deemed reliable indicators of each variable and 

accepted as a solid basis for comparison (Table 9). 

Evaluation of Hypothesized Relationships 

It is important to note that throughout the following 

analysis of leadership and its effects on various dependent 

variables, the general factor of "transformational 

leadership" always is comprised of five components: 

attributed charisma (AC), idealized influence (II), 

inspirational leadership (INSP), intellectual stimulation 

(IS), and individualized consideration (IC). 
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Table 9 
Mean Intercorrelations for Outcome Measures: 

Effectiveness, Satisfaction, 
and Extra Effort 

Outcome Variable # of Items Mean Intercorrelation 

Leader Effectiveness 

Satisfaction with Leadership 

Extra Effort 

4 

2 

3 

.78 

.83 

aBass (1985) reported a mean intercorrelation for extra 
effort of .64 (p. 214). 
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"Transactional leadershipw is calculated from the means of 

three components: contingent reward (CR), active management

by-exception (MBEA), and passive management-by-exception 

(MBEP). Non-leadership is derived from one scale labeled: 

laissez-faire (LF). 

Leadership and commitment 

The first hypothesis addressed the relationship between 

leadership behavior and organizational commitment. 

Hypothesis 1 stated that transformational more than 

transactional leadership factors will be positively related 

to higher levels of organizational commitment. This 

hypothesis tentatively was supported in that transformational 

leadership was correlated with commitment at a much higher 

level (r=.67) than was transactional leadership (r=.12). 

Table 10 lists the correlations for each leadership factor 

and organizational commitment. These findings correspond to 

research using similar leadership measures (inspired vision, 

modeling vision, encouraging innovativeness, and supporting 

employee efforts) and the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (Niehoff et al., 1990). 

Individualized consideration (IC) was the most strongly 

correlated transformational factor with commitment (r=.70). 

It is easy to see how managers who provide special attention 

and consideration for the individual needs of employees could 

facilitate stronger feelings of commitment. 
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Table 10 
Correlations for Organizational Commitment 

and Leadership Factors 

Leadership Factor Correlation R-squared 

Transformational Leadership• .67 .45 

1. Attributed Charisma .62 .38 

2. Idealized Influence .59 .35 

3 . Inspirational Leadership .60 . 36 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .63 .40 

5. Individualized Consideration .70 .49 

Transactional Leadership• .12 .02 

6. Contingent Reward .54 .29 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) .09 .01 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) -.51 .26 

Non-Leadership: 

9. Laissez-Faire -.36 .13 

acorrelations given for Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership were calculated from the means of leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 
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Also notice that contingent reward (CR), a transactional 

leadership factor, moderately correlates with commitment 

(r=.54). In situations where managers and subordinates 

participate in an exchange process (CR) as a normal means of 

doing business, commitment to the source of rewards by a 

subordinate would very likely .. Announcers who function in a 

contingent reward situation may view higher levels of 

commitment as the means by which they get what they want from 

management. High commitment may be the fulfillment of an 

unspoken contract between themselves and a transactional 

leader. Finally, passive management-by-exception (MBEP) had 

the strongest negative relation to commitment (r=-.51), even 

beyond that of non-leadership (LF). Apparently, announcers 

who receive little support in their work, few rewards, and 

are forced to deal with problems themselves, offer little 

commitment to the organization in return. 

While correlations can indicate that some relationship 

exists, according to Aczel (1989), linear regression is a 

valuable tool when attempting to assess the predictive value 

of an independent variable towards a dependent variable (p. 

421-423). Statistical evaluations of dependent variables 

were conducted using the methods employed by Deluga (1988) in 

a study of using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and 

similar dependent variables (see p. 461). A simple 

regression of commitment and the global transformational and 

transactional leadership scores was conducted (the same 
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procedure was used for the remaining dependent variables). 

The regression revealed a significant coefficient of 

determination for transformational leadership and commitment 

of .451 at p<.0001 (Table 11). Therefore, transformational 

factors, by themselves, contributed to 45% of the explained 

variance in organizational commitment. This finding 

strengthens the argument that various transformational 

leadership behaviors contribute to favorable organizational 

outcomes. 

In an attempt to isolate those leadership factors which 

contribute significantly to the observed variance of 

organizational commitment, a multiple regression using all 

nine factors was conducted. Aczel (1989) cautions that, "the 

greater the number of variables in the regression equation, 

the more the regression surface 'chases' the data until it 

overfits them* (p. 498). Multiple regressions using all nine 

factors and using the five transformational and three 

transactional factors independently produced little change in 

the R2 • 

All multiple regression statistics were calculated using 

nine independent variables (9 d. f.). Nevertheless, the 

adjusted R2 should also be considered because, according to 

Aczel (1989), the adjusted multiple coefficient of 

determination accounts "not only for SSE [error of sum 

squares] and SSTO [total sum of squares] but also for the 

appropriate degrees of freedom* (p. 498). 
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Table 11 
Simple Regression Statistics for 

Organizational Commitment and 
Leadership Measures 

Independent Variable df F-test Beta 

Transformational Leadership 

r2 .451 46 

St. Error .148 

Transactional Leadership 

r2 .016 46 

St. Error .337 

ap<.0001 

bp values are not significant 
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Use of the adjusted R2 provides a clearer picture of how the 

variables interact. 

Multiple regression for the nine leadership factors 

revealed that only individualized consideration (IC) provided 

a statistically significant contribution to the regression 

equation (Table 12). Once again the conclusion could be made 

that program directors who provide personal attention to 

their announcers can expects increased levels of commitment. 

Finally, without attempting to infer causality between 

two dependent variables, significant correlations were found 

between commitment and leader effectiveness (r=.67), 

satisfaction (r=.68), and extra effort (r=.66). 

One conservative explanation for these correlations 

would be that they were all components of a situation in 

which announcers were committed, hard working, and generally 

satisfied with the performance and abilities of their 

manager. Another explanation for the correlation between 

extra effort and commitment would be that, at times, they 

were measuring the same thing. For example, the first 

question in the OCQ read, "I am willing to put in a great 

deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help 

this station be successful.w This wording was very similar 

to that found in the scale of extra effort used in the MLQ 

Form 5x. 

127 



Table 12 
Multiple Regression Statistics 
for Organizational Commitment 
and Nine Leadership Factors 

Independent Variables df F-test 

Multiple R2 .541 

Adjusted R2 .430 

46 

Attributed Charisma 

Idealized Influence 

Inspirational Leadership 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Individualized Consideration 

Contingent Reward 

Management-by-Exception (A) 

Management-by-Exception (P) 

Laissez-faire 

ap<.0005 

bp<.01 
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Beta 

.317 

-.281 

-.172 

.45 

1.012b 

-.388 

-.028 

.103 

-.094 



Leadership and Turnoyer 

The second hypothesis stated that transformational more 

than transactional leadership factors would be associated 

with less turnover. An analysis of the data collected failed 

to reject the null hypothesis of no relationship between 

leadership and turnover (Table 13). 

Although the second hypothesis was rejected, previous 

research would seem to indicate that the hypothesized 

relationship leadership behavior and commitment does indeed 

exist (Adams & Fish, 1987; George & Bettenhausen, 1990; 

Jackofsky & Slocum, 1987; Starlin, 1964). The fault may lie 

with the turnover measure used in this study. Turnover was 

measured by asking announcers how long they had been working 

full-time at their present job. A turnover ratio was created 

as follows: 1/time at current job = turnover ratio. As the 

time worked increased, the turnover ratio decreased, and as 

the time worked decreased, the turnover ratio increased. The 

intended result would have been a scale of turnover where 

larger numbers denoted higher levels of turnover. However, 

rather than a true indicator of station turnover, this 

measure could more appropriately be considered a measure of 

longevity or tenure. Correlation statistics with both 

independent and dependent variables revealed no relationship 

between the length of time an announcer had worked for the 

station (1/x) and leadership, organizational commitment, 

leader effectiveness, satisfaction, or extra effort. 
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Table 13 
Correlations for Turnover Ratioa 

and Leadership Factors 

Leadership Factor Correlation R-squared 

Transformational Leadershipb .19 

1. Attributed Charisma .26 

2. Idealized Influence .18 

3 . Inspirational Leadership .21 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .12 

5. Individualized Consideration .11 

Transactional Leadershipb .28 

6. Contingent Reward .26 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) .14 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) .03 

Non-Leadership: 

9 . Laissez-Faire -.16 

aThe turnover ratio was computed as 1/time at current 
station. 

.04 

.07 

.03 

.05 

.01 

.01 

.08 

.07 

.02 

.00 

.02 

bcorrelations given for Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership were calculated from the means of leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 
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In hindsight, the method used in this study to measure 

turnover proved to be an inadequate means of assessing a 

station's true level of turnover. Either a longitudinal 

analysis (several years) or the open revelation of station 

personnel records would have provided a more accurate 

turnover measure. However, both of these options were beyond 

the means of this research project. Furthermore, turnover is 

not merely a function of management style at one's current 

job. Perceived opportunity with a new job, satisfaction with 

community (current or new), interpersonal relationships, and 

other factors all may play a role. 

Commitment and Turnover 

Hypothesis three stated that as organizational 

commitment decreased, turnover would increase. Once again, 

no significant relationship between these variables could be 

determined from the data collected, and thus, hypothesis 

three was rejected. The correlation statistic for the 

computed turnover ratio (1/x) and organizational commitment 

was .094. 

Leadership and Effectiveness 

The fourth hypothesis, which stated that 

transformational more than transactional leadership factors 

would be positively related to high levels of leader 

effectiveness, was supported. This hypothesis stemmed from 
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the notion that leaders who serve as strong role models and 

strive to motivate workers by means other than contingent 

rewards, would also be perceived as highly effective in their 

organizations. 

Transformational leadership was positively correlated 

with effectiveness (r=.68), whereas transactional leadership 

was negatively related to effectiveness (r=-.11). These 

findings for transformational leadership and effectiveness 

are consistent with those of Bass and Avolio (1989), Deluga 

(1988), Waldman, Bass, and Yammarino (1990), and Yammarino 

and Bass (1990). Inspirational leadership (INSP), a sub

factor of charisma, provided the strongest correlation 

(r=.71) with announcers who felt their boss was effective at 

accomplishing organizational objectives (Table 14). 

Linear regression revealed that transformational 

leadership factors contributed to nearly half of the 

explained variance in leader effectiveness (Table 15). The 

multiple regression analysis confirmed the link between 

inspirational leadership and the announcer's perceptions of 

effectiveness (B=.779 at p<.01). Table 16 shows the results 

of the multiple regression. 

By definition, inspirational leadership refers to a 

leader's ability to develop loyalty and create a desire among 

followers to achieve. Statements in the MLQ Form Sx such as 

"Sets high standards," "Expresses confidence that we will 

achieve our goals," and "Shows determination to accomplish 
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Table 14 
Correlations for Leader Effectiveness 

and Leadership Factors 

Leadership Factor Correlation 

Transformational Leadership• .68 

1. Attributed Charisma .65 

2. Idealized Influence .61 

3. Inspirational Leadership .71 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .55 

5. Individualized Consideration .66 

Transactional Leadership• -.11 

6. Contingent Reward .47 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) -.08 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) -.67 

Ron-Leadership: 

9. Laissez-Faire -.63 

R-squared 

.46 

.42 

.37 

.50 

. 31 

.44 

.01 

.22 

.01 

.44 

.40 

acorrelations given for Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership were calculated from the means of leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 
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Table 15 
Simple Regression Statistics for 

Leader Effectiveness and 
Leadership Measures 

Independent Variable df F-test Beta 

Transformational Leadership 

r2 .462 46 38.717a 

St. Error .13 

Transactional Leadership 

r2 .013 46 

St. Error .30 

ap<.0001 

bp values are not significant 
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Table 16 
Multiple Regression Statistics 

for Leader Effectiveness and 
Nine Leadership Factors 

Independent Variables df F-test 

Multiple R2 .700 

Adjusted R2 .627 

46 

Attributed Charisma 

Idealized Influence 

Inspirational Leadership 

Intellectual Stimulation 

9. 57 6a 

Individualized Consideration 

Contingent Reward 

Management-by-Exception (A) 

Management-by-Exception (P) 

Laissez-faire 

ap<.0001 

bp<.01 

Cp<.05 

135 

Beta 

-.034 

.042 

.094 

.219 

-.173 

-.167 

-.294 



what he/she sets out to do,w readily highlight the apparent 

link between inspirational leadership and high levels of 

perceived effectiveness. 

Effectiveness also strongly correlated with satisfaction 

with the leader's methods and abilities (r=.87). Evidently, 

an announcer's satisfaction with his or her leader and the 

announcer's perception of the leader's effectiveness go hand

in-hand. 

Leadership and Satisfaction 

The fifth hypothesis stated that transformational more 

than transactional leadership factors would be positively 

related to high levels of satisfaction with leadership. 

Survey questions in the MLQ that were designed to probe 

satisfaction were primarily concerned with the perceived 

leadership abilities and methods of the announcer's immediate 

supervisor. Satisfaction correlations with transformational 

and transactional leadership factors were .76 and .05, 

respectively, and support hypothesis five (Table 17). Other 

studies using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire have 

reported similar correlations between transformational 

leadership and satisfaction (Bass & Avolio, 1989; Deluga, 

1990; Mullen, Symons, Hu, & Salas, 1988; Niehoff, Enz, & 

Grover, 1990; Singer & Singer, 1989; and Yammarino & Bass, 

1990) . 
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Table 17 
Correlations for Satisfaction with Leadership 

and Leadership Factors 

Leadership Factor Correlation R-squared 

Transformational Leadership• .76 .58 

1. Attributed Charisma .73 .54 

2. Idealized Influence .68 .47 

3. Inspirational Leadership .77 .59 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .62 .38 

5. Individualized Consideration .76 .57 

Transactional Leadership• .05 .00 

6. Contingent Reward .58 .34 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) .04 .00 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) -.64 .40 

Non-Leadership: 

9. Laissez-Faire -.62 . 3 8 

acorrelations given for Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership were calculated from the means of leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 
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All five transformational leadership factors were 

strongly correlated with satisfaction (from .62 to .77), 

however, contingent reward (a transactional factor) was also 

moderately correlated with leader satisfaction (.58). 

These findings are consistent with those reported by 

Bass (1985). He noted that "contingent reward as well as the 

transformational factors correlated highly with an index of 

satisfaction with the supervisorw (p. 227). Because 

transformational and transactional behaviors are not 

exclusive, in some instances, announcers who experience both 

types of behavior could be expected to report high levels of 

satisfaction. Additionally, passive management-by-exception 

and laissez-faire leadership both correlated negatively with 

announcer satisfaction. 

Linear regression revealed that a statistically 

significant portion of the variation in satisfaction was 

attributable to transformational leadership factors, whereas 

transactional behaviors were not significant (Table 18). 

The results of a multiple regression indicated that 

individualized consideration was the strongest predictor of 

satisfaction (Table 19). As in the analysis of leadership 

and commitment, the individual attention (IC) received by 

announcers seemed to have the greatest influence on their 

feelings of satisfaction toward the program director 

(B[IC]=.583). Questions in the MLQ Form 5x for 

individualized consideration (IC) appear to coincide nicely 
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Table 18 
Simple Regression Statistics for 

Satisfaction with Leadership 
and Leadership Measures 

Independent Variable df F-test Beta 

Transformational Leadership 

r 2 • 578 46 

St. Error .133 

Transactional Leadership 

r2 .002 46 -.115b 

St. Error .349 

ap<.0001 

bp values are not significant 
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Table 19 
Multiple Regression Statistics for 

Satisfaction with Leadership 
and Nine Leadership Factors 

Independent Variables 

Multiple R2 .726 

Adjusted R2 .660 

df 

46 

Attributed Charisma 

Idealized Influence 

Inspirational Leadership 

Intellectual Stimulation 

F-test 

10.876a 

Individualized Consideration 

Contingent Reward 

Management-by-Exception (A) 

Management-by-Exception (P) 

Laissez-faire 

ap<.0001 

bp=.067 
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.255 

.044 

.482 

-.186 

.583b 

-.339 

-.017 

-.040 

-.381 



with leader behaviors which could result in high levels of 

satisfaction among announcers: e. g., "Treats me as an 

individual rather than just a member of the group," "Spends 

time teaching and coaching me," and "Give personal attention 

to members who seem neglected." 

The announcers' satisfaction with their program director 

also correlated with commitment (r=.68) and extra effort 

(r=.71). Evidently satisfied announcers were also moderately 

committed to the station and were willing to exert high 

levels of extra effort to be successful. 

Leadership and Extra Effort 

The sixth hypothesis dealt with what is believed to be 

the greatest outcome of transformational leadership behavior. 

It stated that transformational more than transactional 

leadership factors would be positively related to extra 

effort. Correlations and coefficients of determination for 

extra effort and transformational leadership were stronger 

than any other relationships in this study, consequently, 

hypothesis six was accepted. Yammarino and Bass (1990) 

reported similar findings for transformational leadership 

factors and extra effort (correlations ranged from .53 to 

. 68) . 

Bass' (1985) theoretical model of leadership and extra 

effort proposed that transformational factors would be 

stronger predictors of extra effort beyond that of 
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transactional elements. Correlations with extra effort 

heavily favored transformational behaviors (Table 20). Bass 

(1985) also found contingent reward to be correlated with 

extra effort (r=.76) to a similar degree as was determined by 

this study (CR r=.84). 

However, linear regression showed transformational 

factors to be strong predictors of extra effort (r2=.817, 

p<.0001), whereas transactional factors, including contingent 

reward, provided a less powerful coefficient of determination 

of .131 at p<.01 (Table 21). 

To calculate the effects of transactional factors in the 

theoretical model, Bass (1985) notes that "the leaders' 

transformational scores were combined with their 

transactional scores to calculate expected augmentation in 

the extent to which perceived effectiveness ... could be 

attributed to the leadership profile" (p. 228). 

A multiple regression of all nine leadership factors 

increased the (multiple) R2 to .89 (Table 22). Once again, 

these findings were consistent with those reported by the 

Bass (1985) and offer support for the relationship between 

leadership and extra effort. 

Extra effort also correlated with organizational 

commitment (r=.66) and satisfaction with leadership (r=.71). 

However, a meta-analysis conducted by Iaffaldano and 

Muchinsky (1985) revealed only slight positive relations for 

satisfaction and performance measures. 
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Table 20 
Correlations for Extra Effort 

and Leadership Factors 

Leadership Factor Correlation 

Transformational Leadership• .90 

1. Attributed Charisma .78 

2. Idealized Influence .82 

3. Inspirational Leadership .87 

4. Intellectual Stimulation .85 

5. Individualized Consideration .93 

Transactional Leadership• .36 

6 . Contingent Reward .84 

7. Management-by-Exception (A) .29 

8. Management-by-Exception ( P) -.66 

Non-Leadership: 

9 . Laissez-Faire -.44 

R-squared 

.82 

.60 

.67 

.75 

.73 

.86 

.13 

.70 

.09 

.43 

.20 

acorrelations given for Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership were calculated from the means of leadership 
factors 1-5 and 6-8, respectively. 
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Table 21 
Simple Regression Statistics for 

Extra Effort and Leadership 
Measures 

Independent Variable df F-test Beta 

Transformational Leadership 

r2 .817 46 201.19a 

St. Error .100 

Transactional Leadership 

r2 .131 46 -.968b 

St. Error .371 

ap<.0001 

bp<. 01 
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Table 22 
Multiple Regression Statistics for 

Extra Effort and Nine 
Leadership Factors 

Independent Variables 

Multiple R2 .887 

Adjusted R2 .860 

df 

46 

Attributed Charisma 

Idealized Influence 

Inspirational Leadership 

Intellectual Stimulation 

F-test 

32.327a 

Individualized Consideration 

Contingent Reward 

Management-by-Exception (A) 

Management-by-Exception (P) 

Laissez-faire 

ap<.0001 

bp<.001 
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-.056 

-.127 

.172 

.269 

.789b 

.135 

.197 

-.079 

-.182 



The high correlation for extra effort and satisfaction 

found in this study may be more an indication of the 

announcers' attitude toward their work, rather than their 

bosses. 

Leadership and Performance 

The seventh hypothesis concerned the relationship 

between leadership and performance. It stated that managers 

from the top five rated stations would be rated higher on 

transformational leadership factors than managers in the rest 

of the sample. Hypothesis seven was supported. The mean 

transformational leadership scores for the top five rated 

stations were more than one-half a point higher (.57) than 

for the stations in rest of the sample (Table 23). Avolio et 

al. (1988) reported similar connections between 

transformational leadership and higher levels of performance. 

The underlying assumption of hypothesis seven was that 

the cumulative effects of good, solid transformational 

leadership would result in demonstrable differences in 

station performance. Though many internal and external 

factors contribute to a station's market share, these 

findings arguably indicate a measurable difference in the 

perceived leadership style of highly rated stations when 

compared to all other stations. However, this does not 

resolve the issue of causation in the relationship between 

station performance and leadership behavior. 
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Table 23 
Means and Total Differences for the 

Top Five Rated Stations and the 
Rest of the Sample 

Variable 
#1-5 #6-13 
Mean Mean Differencea T-test 

Leadership Measures:b 

Transformational 3.64 3.07 .57 2.41f 

Transactional 2.92 2.71 .21 1.83 

Laissez-faire 1.88 2.45 -.57 -2.s8e 

Outcomes:c 

Leader Effectiveness 3.75 2.91 .84 2.68e 

Satisfaction 3.96 3.13 .83 2.30f 

Extra Effort 3.68 2.63 1.05 2.89e 

Commitmentd 6.09 5.03 1.06 2.84e 

aThe difference was calculated by subtracting the mean for 
each variable of stations ranked #1-5 by that of stations 
ranked #6-13. 

bLeadership was measured on a Likert scale of 1 to 5. 

cTurnover was not listed under outcomes because of sampling 
inadequacy. 

dorganizational Commitment was measured on a Likert scale 
scored 1 to 7. 

ep<.01 

fp<.05 
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Perceptions of leadership have been shown to be 

influenced by the prior performance of the leader (Binning, 

Zaba, & Whattam, 1986). Avolio et al. (1988) suggest that 

"if a person [leader] has been highly successful in previous 

endeavors, others may attribute charismatic qualities to him 

or her based on performance recordw (p. 75). Although the 

thrust of this research project is the effect of leadership 

on outcomes, it is possible that station rank/performance 

affected the perception and subsequent announcer ratings of 

the program directors. 

Announcers at the top five stations also reported higher 

levels of leader effectiveness, satisfaction, extra effort, 

and organizational commitment (Table 23). In addition to 

leadership factors, other elements such as pay or prestige 

may have contributed to the higher scores. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

Bass (1985) hoped that transformational leadership 

theory would "represent a major breakthrough in understanding 

what it takes for leaders to have great effects on their 

followers• (p. xiii) . In every instance, this study 

discovered that the inspirational and motivational behaviors 

of managers related strongly to improved organizational 

outcomes. In fact, the outcomes associated with 

transformational leaders far surpassed those of transactional 

leaders. 

Reyiew of Research Objectives 

The first research objective was to investigate the 

presence of transformational and/or transactional leadership 

behaviors among radio station managers. Because little has 

been known of the leadership styles of radio station 

managers, the initial step was to determine how program 

directors fit into Bass' (1985) transformational leadership 

model. 

Program directors in small market radio stations did 

display a variety of transformational leadership behaviors. 

Inspirational leadership and charisma were rated slightly 

higher than the remaining three transformational factors, 
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however, all were within one-half a point (.53) of one 

another. As competition for highly fragmented audiences and 

elusive advertising dollars increases, so too will the need 

for station managers who are able to communicate and instill 

a vision among announcers. A leader's inspirational 

abilities may be the only thing that differentiates him or 

her from ordinary managers, or from a lower market share. 

The second research objective was to investigate the 

relationship between leadership behavior and various outcomes 

including organizational commitment, turnover, perceived 

leader effectiveness, and satisfaction with leadership. 

Except for turnover, transformational leadership was 

correlated with all of these beyond that of transactional 

leadership. 

Such positive relationships suggest that program 

directors and station managers need to realize that their 

jobs require more of them than merely selling advertising 

time and playing the right music. The door stands wide open 

for managers, even at the smallest stations, to employ 

transformational leadership techniques. Doing so could 

produce less tangible, yet equally important, dividends such 

as a stable, satisfied, committed staff, and improved levels 

of motivation and performance. 

According to Bass (1985), "to achieve follower 

performance beyond the ordinary limits, leadership must be 

transformational ... from a lower to a higher plane of arousal 
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and maturity• (p. xiii). Just as the most intelligent 

students often fail to realize the academic success enjoyed 

by their more diligent peers, deficiencies of raw talent 

could be supplemented with well led announcers driven to 

achieve. As radio station managers become more responsive to 

the individual needs and the unique challenges of their 

environment, this transformation can take place. 

On the comment sheet attached to the back of the survey, 

one announcer echoed similar sentiments: "This station could 

be a very strong station in this market, if only the 

leadership starting at the very top could understand that 

times change.• He went on to assert that if the leadership 

became more responsive, the station "will be able to compete, 

if not lead this market!" These comments highlight the 

latent desire held by some followers to be led by a leader 

with transformational qualities. Although this announcer may 

have lacked the actual knowledge needed to make changes, his 

enthusiasm would be an asset to any manager. 

In sharp contrast were the comments of a long-time (4.5 

years) male announcer. He reported some of the lowest scores 

in the sample for transformational leadership (2.0), 

transactional leadership (2.6), satisfaction with leadership 

(1.5), leader effectiveness (1.5), and extra effort (1.7). 

His striking comments convey a sad mixture of frustration 

with the station's leadership and a stubborn commitment to do 

his job well in spite of the circumstances (he had a high 
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commitment level of 5.3). The dejected announcer's comment 

read as follows: 

While I love this station ... a PD [program 
director] should not exploit those below into doing 
everything ... Program Directors should be involved 
with the station and the well-being of employees. 
Unfortunately, our PD has and will continue to seek 
and act for himself. Oh how I wish I could change 
this ... 

It is not surprising that this announcer also reported a non-

leadership (laissez-faire) score well above (M=3.2) that of 

the research sample (M=2.2). While high transformational 

leadership scores demonstrate the positive organizational 

outcomes possible with good leadership, the responses of 

announcers working under poor leaders reveal the consequences 

of neglect as well. 

Of the five transformational leadership factors, 

individualized consideration had the strongest relation to 

commitment, satisfaction, and extra effort. These findings 

would seem to coincide with those of Adams and Fish (1987), 

who reported that a participative management style which 

takes into account the individual needs of employees results 

in improved organizational outcomes. Only as managers grasp 

the importance of their leadership behaviors will they be 

able to lead effectively. 

The third research objective was to investigate the 

relationship between leadership behavior and performance 

measures including extra effort and market share. Extra 

effort was the most strongly associated variable with 
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transformational leadership factors in the study. In small 

media markets where pay and benefits are low and the hours 

are long, charismatic leaders have a golden opportunity to 

inspire maximum effort in the absence of contingent rewards. 

Transformational leadership was more prevalent in the 

top five rated stations. Whether transformational leadership 

was the cause of high performance or merely the result, a 

growing body of evidence suggests that the two are 

inseparable. 

Contributions and Limitations 
of the Study 

This research project represents a definitive step 

forward in the ongoing effort to fill the media management 

research gap, a gap evident in both communications literature 

and management literature. Though data collection in a large 

number of small organizations remains a difficult 

proposition, this study had demonstrated that such efforts 

are both feasible and productive. Additionally, this study 

is of practical value to station managers. Each of the 

station managers participating in the study were given a 

report detailing the results of the analysis. 

The major limitation of this study was the small sample 

size. There are only so many announcers in a single market. 

Larger samples would provide a more accurate representation 

of program directors and a greater potential for the 

generalization of the results to the radio industry at large. 
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Nevertheless, the use of a single radio market allowed 

comparisons to be made between groups of stations in direct 

competition with one another. 

This study was designed to be both explorative and 

descriptive in nature. Pilot studies often use small samples 

to establish methodology and to determine potential 

relationships between variables. Subsequent research efforts 

then can avoid some of the problems that inevitably emerge. 

For example, future studies of this kind will need to develop 

an alternate method of assessing turnover. In addition, 

though highly descriptive of radio station management, the 

results of this study may not describe the conditions which 

exist in larger or smaller markets. 

The factor analysis of the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire revealed high loadings for contingent reward 

(.97) in the first factor (transformational behaviors), 

rather than in the second factor (transactional behaviors). 

An alternate interpretation of the factor analysis would be 

that the first factor represents active leadership behaviors, 

both transformational and transactional; whereas the second 

factor represents passive leadership behaviors (see Table 6) . 

Subsequently, transactional leadership correlations with 

dependent variables were weakened by the low management-by

exception scores. By itself, the transactional factor of 

contingent reward correlated (to a lesser extent than 

transformational factors) with several of the dependent 
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variables: organizational commitment (.54), leader 

effectiveness (.47), satisfaction (.58), and extra effort 

(.84). Nevertheless, multiple regression did not show 

statistically significant relations between contingent reward 

and these dependent variables. 

Finally, because data for both independent and dependent 

variables was collected from the same source (the announcer), 

the correlations may have been increased. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

The use in this study of established theory and 

measurement instruments would allow replications using a much 

larger sample of radio station announcers. Furthermore, 

similar competitive environments exist for managers and 

employees in other types of media. Newspaper reporters, 

television producers, and news anchors all represent 

significant populations ripe for the study of those who lead 

them and organizational outcomes. 

Future studies could gather larger samples by using 

phone interviews and mail surveys rather than personal 

interviews. In some instances, the only contact with the 

program director was over the phone. The cooperation of 

program directors in distant markets could be obtained over 

the phone and survey mailings could be handled by a third 

party, e.g., the receptionist. 
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The phone script used in this study proved to be a very 

effective means of presenting the research and gaining 

approval. Because the receptionist delivered and collected 

the surveys from the announcers, no personal contact with the 

announcers was necessary. However, this process remains 

somewhat labor intensive. Each station only can employ a 

certain number of announcers to fill shifts in a twenty-four 

hour period, hence the researcher still must contact many 

stations to get a larger sample. 

One of the more intriguing findings of this study was 

the difference between the mean levels of effectiveness, 

satisfaction, extra effort, and organizational commitment 

reported for the two performance groups (stations ranked 1-5; 

stations ranked 6-13). For each of these four dependent 

variables, the top five rated stations reported averages 

approximately one point higher than did the rest of the 

sample (Table 23). Could it be argued that more satisfied 

and committed announcers produce a superior broadcast product 

(and therefore achieve a higher market share), or are these 

differences merely the result of working in a winning 

environment? Future studies aimed at determining causality 

in this relationship are warranted. 

To further explore the possible differences of 

leadership behavior and station performance with regard to 

organizational outcomes, the entire sample (N=47) was sorted 

according to the mean transformational leadership scores. 
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The mean scores for each announcer ranged from a high of 4.73 

to a low of 1.49. The sample was then broken into two groups 

at the 50th percentile of the transformational leadership 

score (Group 1, upper 50%; Group 2, lower 50%). 

Table 24 shows that the differences between Group 1 and 

2 for organizational outcomes are greater than those found in 

the comparisons using station rank (see Table 23). The 

largest difference in mean scores was for the dependent 

variable of extra effort. The announcers in the upper 50% 

(Group 1) of transformational leaders reported a mean extra 

effort score which was a full 2.19 points higher than that of 

Group 2. Group 1 announcers also reported higher levels of 

commitment (+1.04), leader effectiveness (+1.06), and 

satisfaction with leadership (+1.47). 

The opposite trend was found for career demographics. 

Group 1 announcers had worked at their current station for a 

shorter period of time (-9 months), had spent fewer years in 

radio (-5 years), and were younger (-6 years) than Group 2 

announcers. The announcer's perception of the leadership 

style of their boss appears to be a very strong indicator of 

their commitment, satisfaction, and willingness to exert 

extra effort. 

To further explore this finding, responses from the top 

five rated stations were compared with those in the upper 50% 

(Group 1) of transactional scores (Table 25). Comparisons of 
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Table 24 
Means Comparing Upper 50% and Lower 50% 
of Transformational Leadership Ratingsa 

Variable 
Group 1 

N=23 
Group 2 

N=24 Diff. br-test 

Transformational Factors 4.12 2.61 

Transactional Factors 2.97 2.66 .31 -1.75 

Laissez-faire 1.92 2.41 -.49 2.73C 

Outcomes: 

Commitment 6.08 5.04 1.04 -3.72d 

Leader Effectiveness 3.86 2.80 1.06 -4.40e 

Satisfaction 4.28 2.81 1.47 -6.68f 

Extra Effort 4.26 2.07 2.19 -12.76f 

Career Demographics: 

How long at this station? 2.75 3.51 -.76 

Total stations worked for 4.18 4.71 -.53 

Total years in radio 8.89 13.83 -4.94 

Age 30.60 36.50 -5.90 

aThe sample was sorted according to transformational 
leadership scores and divided at the 50th percentile (3.41). 
Mean scores for the top 50% (Group 1) ranged from 3.47 to 
4.73, and for the bottom 50% (Group 2) ranged from 1.49 to 
3.41 

boifference calculated by subtracting Group 2 from Group 1. 

Cp<. 01 
dp<.001 
ep<.0005 
fp<.0001 
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Table 25 
Means Comparing Upper 50% of Transformational 

Leadership Responses with those from 
the Top Five Ranked Stationsa 

Variable 

Transformational Leadership 

Transactional Leadership 

Laissez-faire 

Outcomes: 

Organizational Commitment 

Leader Effectiveness 

Satisfaction with Leadership 

Extra Effort 

Upper 50% Top Five Stations 
N=23 N=23 

4.12 

2.97 

1.92 

6.08 

3.86 

4.28 

4.26 

3.64 

2.92 

1.88 

6.09 

3.75 

3.96 

3.68 

aA total of 15 (62%) respondents appeared in both the upper 
50% sample and the top five stations sample (N=23). The 
observed variance in the means is only attributable to the 
remaining eight respondents. 
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the means for each variable revealed that the high ratings of 

transformational leadership (Group 1} were equally, if not 

slightly stronger indicators of favorable outcomes as were 

the performance measures (station market share}. 

This highlights the strong association between 

transformational leadership and significant organizational 

outcomes. Future research could focus not only on 

quantitative explorations of transformational leadership as a 

predictor of performance, but also on those organizational 

elements which contribute to high performance. 

According to Bass (1985}, "the past half-century [of 

leadership theory] has seen the refinement of the use of more 

carrot and less stick• (p. xiii}. The new trend in 

leadership theory and practice propels us toward the next 

plane of human resource management: more internal motivation 

and less carrot. If managers are able to see how certain 

types of leadership behavior affect morale, commitment, and 

satisfaction, they will then be one step closer to the 

realization of performance beyond expectations. 
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APPENDIX A 

ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE MULTIFACTOR 

LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE FORM SX 

MULTIFACTOR LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE (FORM 5X) 

Bernard M. Bass and Bruce J. Avolio 
Center for Leadership Studies/School of Management 

State University of New York at Binghamton 

This is a questionnaire to provide a description about leadership. In this first part, 
please describe your current immediate superior (or another in your recent past whom 
you know better) . Answer all questions on the provided answer form with a No. 2 
pencil. When the item is irrelevant or does not apply, or where you are uncertain or 
don't know, leave the answer blank. Do not mark the spaces available for your name 
(or use a code name if so instructed), as this questionnaire is to be answered 
anonymously. Make no more than one mark for each question. 

Directions: Listed below are descriptive statements about superiors. For each 
statement, we would like you to judge how frequently your current immediate superior. 
(or another superior in your recent past whom you know better) has displayed the 
behavior described. 

Use the following for the five possible responses: 

Key: A B c D E 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

. 11. I 

12. 
13 
14. 
15. 

Frequently 
if not always 

Fairly 
often 

Sometimes Once in 
awhile 

Makes personal sacrifices for the benefit of others. 
A voids getting involved when important issues arise. 
Talks to us about his/her most important values and beliefs. 

Not 
at all 

It requires a failure to meet an objective for him/her to take action. 
Sets high standards. 

Focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from 
standards. 
Emphasizes the value of questioning assumptions. 
Gives me what I want in exchange for my support. · 
Treats me as an individual rather than just a member of a group. 
Takes no action even when problems become chronic. 

Remains calm during crisis situations • 
Work has to fall below minimum standards for him/her to make improvements. 
Emphasizes the importance of being committed to our beliefs. 
Closely monitors my performance for errors. 
Envisions exciting new possibilities. 

copyright 1991 Bernard M. Bass II Bruce J. Avolio (continued) 
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16. Makes clear what I can expect, if my performance meets designated standards. 
17. Re-examines critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate. 
18. Is absent when needed. 
19. Listens attentively to my concerns. 
20. Fails to intervene until problems become serious. 

21. Instills pride in being associated with him/her. 
22. Spends his/her time looking to "put out fires". 
23. Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose. 
24. Works out agreements with me on what I will receive if I do what needs to be 

done. 
25. Talks optimistically about the future. 

26. Fails to follow-up requests for assistance. 
27. Encourages us to rethink ideas which had never been questioned before. 
28. Tells me what I've done wrong rather than what I've done right. 
29. Provides useful advice for my development. 
30. Keeps track of my mistakes. 

31. Goes beyond his/her own self-interest for the good of our group~ 
32. Negotiates with me about what I can expect to receive for what I accomplish. 
33. Considers the moral and ethical consequences of his/her decisions. 
34. Resists expressing his/her views on important issues. 
35. Expresses his/her confidence that we will achieve our goals. 

36. Things have to go wrong for him/her to take action. 
37. Questions the traditional ways of doing things. 
38. Enforces rules to avoid any mistakes. 
39. Focuses me on developing my strengths. 
40. Provides his/her assistance in exchange for my effort. 

41. Provides reassurance that we will overcome obstacles. 
42. Avoids making decisions. 
43. Displays conviction in his/her ideals, beliefs, and values. 
44. Shows he/she is a firm believer in "If it ain't broke, don't fix it". 
45. Provides continuous encouragement. 

46. Directs his/her attention toward failure to meet standards. 
47. • Seeks differing perspectives when solving problems. 
48. Tells me what to do to be rewarded for my efforts. 
49. Spends time teaching and coaching me. 
50. Delays responding to urgent questions. 
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51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 

56. 

57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 

61. 
62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 

66. 
67. 
68. 
69. 
70. 

71. 
72. 
73. 
74. 
75. 

76. 
77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 
81. 

Displays extraordinary talent and competence in whatever he/she undertakes. 
Problems must become chronic before he/she will take action. 
Takes a stand on difficult issues. 
Searches for mistakes before commenting on my performance. 
Focuses my attention on "what it takes" to be successful. 

Makes sure that we receive appropriate rewards for achieving performance 
targets. 
Suggests new ways of looking at how we do our jobs. 
Diverts his/her attention away from addressing work-related problems. 
Treats each of us as individuals with different needs, abilities, and aspirations. 
He/she motivates me to do more than I thought I could do. 

His/her actions build my respect for him/her. 
I earn credit with him/her by doing my job well. 
Clarifies the central purpose underlying our actions. 
Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished. 
Encourages me to express my ideas and opinions. 

Teaches me how to identify the needs and capabilities of others. 
Displays a sense of power and confidence. 
Talks about how trusting each other can help us to overcome our difficulties. 
Arouses awareness of what is essential to consider. 
He/she heightens my motivation to succeed. 

Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission. 
Articulates a compelling vision of the future. 
Gets me to look at problems from many different angles. 
Promotes self-development. 
Behaves in ways that are consistent with his/her expressed values. 

Shows determination to accomplish what he/she sets out to do. 
Encourages non-traditional thtnktng to deal with traditional problems. 
Gives personal attention to members who seem neglected. 
He I she gets me to do more than I expected I could do. 
Expresses his/her satisfaction when I do a good job. 
Encourages addressing problems by using reasoning and evidence, rather than 
unsupported opinion. 

(continued) 
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Key: 

Use this key for the five possible responses to items 82-85. 

A 

Not effective 

B 

Only slightly 
effective 

c D 

Effective Very effective 

E 

Extremely 
effective 

82 · The overall effectiveness of the group made up of the leader, yourself, and 
colleagues (supervisees, and/or your co-workers) can be classified as 

83. How effective is the leader in representing his or her group to higher authority? 
84. How effective is the leader in meeting the job-related needs of those with whom 

he/she works? 
85. How effective is the leader in meeting the requirements of the orgli.nization? 

86. In all, how satisfied are you with the leadership abilities of the person you are 
rating? 
A. Very ·dissatisfied 
B . Somewhat dissatisfied 
C. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
D. Fairly satisfied 
E. Very satisfied 

87. In all, how satisfied are you with the methods of leadership used by the person 
.you are rating to get your group's job done? 
A. Very dissatisfied · 
B. Somewhat dissatisfied 
C. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
D. Fairly satisfied 
E. Very satisfied 

88. My position is . (leave blank if not applicable) 
A. First-level (lowest level of supervision or equivalent) 
B. Second-level {supervises first-level) 
C. Third-level 
D. Fourth-level 
E. Fifth-level or higher 

89. Of the alternatives below, which is the highest level existing in your 
organization? {leave blank if not applicable) 
A. First-level {lowest level of supervision or equivalent) 
B. Second-level {supervises first-level) 
C. Third-level 
D. Fourth-level 
E. Fifth -level or higher 

90.• My primary educational background is {mark as many as apply). 
A. Science, engineering or technical 
B. Social Science or humanities 
C. Business 
D. Professional {law, health field, social services) 
E. Other educational background 
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APPENDIX B 

APPROVAL FOR THE USE OF THE MULTIFACTOR 

LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE FORM SX 

November 6, 1992 

Scott Watson 
3217 33rd. Street 
Lubbock, TX 79410 

Dear Mr. Watson: 

CENTER FOR 

LEADERSHIP STUDIES 

This letter Is in response to your request to use the latest version of 
the MLQ. We do have an experimental copy for acade"iiiiC"'Nsearch that 
we can provide to you tree of charp. 

Attached is the copy ot the MLQ-5x an experimental form ot MLQ-5, 
which is the form commercially available from ConaultfnC Paychololfata 
Press, Inc. (tel I 1-800-624-1785). 

I grant you permission to make copies of MLQ 5x provided you use the 
form in Its entirety. I also would want to receive a copy ot your 
research report when It has been complet•d. In addition, please send 
us a copy of the raw data you collect on disk. 

If you have any questiona, please feel tree to contact me directly at 
(607) 777-2544. 

Cord!ally, 

Bruce J. Avolio 

BJA/sp 
(watson.ltr) 

Attachment 

Sdlool or MIDqeiDCDt, State UDiveniry or New York II Binallamtoa, P.O. Box 6000, Biqhamtoo, NY 13902-6000 
TelcpboDC (607) m.)007, ~ll; FAX (607) m~JII; BITNET BOUI40BINOVMB 
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APPENDIX C 

ORIGINAL VERSION OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL 

COMMITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE (OCQ) 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) 

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of 

organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-247. 

Instructions: 

Listed below are a series of statement that represent possible feelings that individuals 

might have about the company or organization for with they work. With respect to your 

own feelings about the organization for which you are now working, please indicate the 

degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by checking one of the 

seven alternatives below each statement 

Measures: 

A 7-point scale is used with the anchors labeled 1) strongly disagree; 2) moderately 

disagree; 3) slightly disagree; 4) neither disagree nor agree; 5) slightly agree; 6) moderately 

agree; 7) strongly agree. 

(R) denotes negatively worded questions. Simply reverse score them. 

Questions: 

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that nonnally expected in order to help 

this organization be successful. 

2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 

3. I feel very little loyalty to this organization. (R) 

4. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for this 

organization. 

5. I fmd that my values and the organization's values are very similar. 

6. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 
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7. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the type of work 

were similar. (R) 

8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 

9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this 

organization. (R) 

10. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was 

considering at the time I joined. 

11. There's not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization indefinitely. (R) 

12. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on important matters 

relating to its employees. (R) 

13. I really care about the fate of this organization. 

14. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 

15. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part. (R) 
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APPENDIX D 

PHONE SCRIPT 

My name is Scott Watson, and I'm with the Texas Tech 

school of Mass Communications. We're conducting a major 

research project involving all the radio stations in the 

Lubbock area (This is not a class project). 

It basically involves a survey of your full-time 

announcers to gather information on station management and 

employee commitment. 

All we're doing now is setting up a quick five minute 

meeting with PDs just to explain the survey and answer any 

questions you might have. 

Close: I'd like to get together with you. Would you be free 

tomorrow, or would some time next week be better? 
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APPENDIX E 

RADIO STATION EMPLOYEE SURVEY 

Radio Station Employee Survey Call Letters: __ _ 

This is a questionnaire to provide a description about leadership and 
organizational commitment. It should take you anywhere from 15 to 20 
minutes to complete. Please, take your time! Be as accurate as possible. 
Your answer to each question is very important to us. Just circle your 
answer with the pencil provided. Only mark one answer for each question. 

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THIS SURVEY. When you are 
finished, please seal your survey in the envelope provided and give it to the 
receptionist. 

Directions: Listed below are descriptive statements about superiors. For each statement, we 
would like you to judge how frequently your current immediate superior has displayed the 
behavior described. 

Key: A ------------- B ------------- C ------------- 0 ------------- E 
Frequently Fairly often Sometimes Once in Not at all 
if not always awhile 

1. Makes personal sacrifices for the benefit of others. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

2. Avoids getting involved when important issues arise. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

3. Talks to us about his/her most important values and beliefs 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

4. It requires a failure to meet an objective for him/her to take action. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

5. Sets high standards. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

6. Focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions, and deviations from standards. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

7. Emphasizes the value of questioning assumptions. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

8. Gives me what I want in exchange for support. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

9. Treats me as an individual rather than just a member of a group. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

10. Takes no action even when problems become chronic. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 
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Key: A B C 
Frequently Fairly often Sometimes 
if not always 

11. Remains calm during crisis situations. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------~ 

0 
Once in 
awhile 

E 
Not at all 

12. Work has to fall below minimum standards for him/her to make improvements. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

13. ~mphasizes the importance of being committed to our beliefs. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------~ 

14. Closely monitors my performance for errors. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------~ 

15. Envisions exciting new possibilities. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

16. Makes clear what I can expect, if my performance meets designated standards. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

17. Re-examines critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

18. Is absent when needed. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

19. Listens attentively to my concerns. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

20. Fails to intervene until problems become serious. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

21. Instills pride in being associated with him/her. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

22. Spends his/her time looking to "put out fireS." 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

23. Specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

24. Works out agreements with me on what I will receive if I do what needs to be done. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

25. Talks optimistically about the future. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

26. Fails to follow-up requests for assistance. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

27. Encourages us to rethink ideas which had never been questioned before. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

28. Tells me what I've done wrong rather than what I've done right. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

29. Provides useful advice for my development. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 

30. Keeps track of my mistakes. 
A------IJ-------C-------0-------E 
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Key: A B C 
Frequently Fairly often Sometimes 
if not always 

D 
Once in 
awhile 

E 
Not at all 

31. Goes beyond his/her own self-interest for the good of our group. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

32. Negotiates with me about what I can expect to receive for what I accomplish. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

33. Considers the moral and ethical consequences of his/her decisions. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

34. Resists expressing his/her views on important issues. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

35. Expresses his/her confidence that we will achieve our goals. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

36. Things have to go wrong for him/her to take action. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

37. Questions the traditional way of doing things. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

38. Enforces rules to avoid any mistakes. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

39. Focuses me on developing my strengths. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

40. Provides his/her assistance in exchange for my effort. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

41. Provides reassurance that we will overcome obstacles. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

42. Avoids making decisions. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

43. Displays conviction in his/her ideals, beliefs, and values. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

44. Shows he/she is a fmn believer in "If it ain't broke, don't fix it" 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

45. Provides continuous encouragement 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

46. Directs his/her attention toward failure to meet standards. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

47. Seeks differing perspectives when solving problems. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

48. Tells me what to do to be rewarded for my efforts. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

49. Spends time teaching and coaching me. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 

50. Delays responding to urgent questions. 
A------13-------C-------D-------E 
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Key: A B C 
Frequently Fairly often Sometimes 
if not always 

D 
Once in 
awhile 

E 
Not at all 

51. Displays extraordinary talent and competence in whatever he/she undertakes. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

52. Problems must become chronic before he/she will take action. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

53. Takes a stand on difficult issues. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

54. Searches for mistakes before commenting on my perfonnance. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

55. Focuses my attention on "what it takes" to be successful. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

56. Makes sure that we receive appropriate rewards for achieving perfonnance targets. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

57. Suggests new ways of looking at how we do our jobs. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

58. Diverts his/her attention away from addressing work-related problems. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

59. Treats each of us as individuals with different needs, abilities, and aspirations. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

60. He/she motivates me to do more than I though I could do. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

61. His/her actions build my respect for him/her. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

62. I earn credit with him/her by doing my job well. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

63. Clarifies the central purpose underlying our actions. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

64. Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

65. Encourages me to express my ideas and opinions. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

66. Teaches me how to identify the needs and capabilities of others. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

67. Displays a sense of power and confidence. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

68. Talks about how trusting each other can help us to overcome our difficulties. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

69. Arouses awareness of what is essential to consider. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 

70. He/she heightens my motivation to succeed. 
A------B-------C-------D-------E 
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Key: A B C 
Frequently Fairly often Sometimes 
if not always 

D 
Once in 
awhile 

E 
Not at all 

71. Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

72. Articulates a compelling vision of the future. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

73. Gets me to look at problems from many different angles. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

74. Promotes self-development 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

75. Behaves in ways that are consistent with his/her expressed values. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

76. Shows determination to accomplish what he/she sets out to do. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

77. Encourages non-traditional thinking to deal with traditional problems. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

78. Gives personal attention to members who seem neglected. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

79. HeJshe gets me to do more than I expected I could do. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

80. Expresses his/her satisfaction when I do a good job. 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

81. Encourages addressing problems by using reasoning and evidence, rather than 
unsupported opinion. 

A------B-------C-------0-------E 

Use this key for to answer questions 82-85. 
A B C 

Not Only slightly Effective 
effective effective 

D 
Very 
effective 

E 
Extremely 
effective 

82. The overall effectiveness of the group made up for the leader, yourself, and co-workers 
can be classified as ... 

A------B-------C-------0-------E 
83. How effective is the leader in representing his or her group to higher authority? 

A------B-------C-------0-------E 
84. How effective is the leader in meeting the job-related needs of those with whom heJshe 

works? 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

85. How effective is the leader in meeting the requirements of the organization? 
A------B-------C-------0-------E 

86. In all, how satisfied are you with the leadership abilities of the person you are rating? 
A. Very dissatisfied 
B. Somewhat dissatisfied 
C. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
D. Fairly satisfied 
E. Very satisfied 
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87. In all, how satisfied are you with the methods of leadership used by the person you are 
rating to get your group's job done? 

A. Very dissatisfied 
B. Somewhat dissatisfied 
C. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
D. Fairly satisfied 
E. Very satisfied 

Listed next are statements that represent possible feelings that people 
might have about the station for which they work. 

With respect to your own feelings about this radio station, please 
indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement by circling one of 
the seven alternatives below each question. 

Key: 
1 
Strongly 
disagree 

2 3 
Moderntely Slightly 
disagree disagree 

4 
Neither 
disagree 
nor agree 

5 
Slightly 
agree 

6 7 
Moderately Strongly 
agree agree 

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help 
this station be successful. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
2. I talk up this station to my friends as a great station to work for. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
3. I feel very little loyalty to this station. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
4. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working for this 

station. 
Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

5. I fmd that my values and the station's values are similar. 
Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

6. I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this station. 
Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

7. I could just as well be working for a different station as long as the type of work were 
similar. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
8. This station really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree . 
9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me to leave this 

station. 
Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

10. I am extremely glad that I chose this station to work for over the others I was 
considering at the time I joined 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
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11. There's not too much to be gained by sticking with this station for long. 
Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

12. Often, I fmd it difficult to agree with this station's policies on important matters 
relating to its employees. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
13. I really care about the fate of this station. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
14. For me this is the best of all possible stations for which to work. 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 
15. Deciding to work for this station was a defmite mistake on my part 

Strongly Disagree 1 --- 2 --- 3 --- 4 --- 5 --- 6 --- 7 Strongly Agree 

Finally, we need some general information about yourself. 

1. How long have you been working full-time at this radio station? 
__ years, months 

2. How many stations have you worked for, including this one? 
stations --

3. How many years/months (total) have you been in radio? 
__ years, months 

4. How old are you? __ 
5. Are you: male or female ? 
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Any Comments? 

Thanks again for your help. 
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APPENDIX F 

SURVEY INSTRUCTION SHEET 

Read This First! 
Survey Instructions 

This research is being conducted with the Texas Tech School of Mass 
Communications and the approval of your employer. You are a part of one 
of the very frrst major studies of on-air personnel and radio station 
management ever attempted here. All Lubbock area radio stations are 
participating. 

You will be answering some very detailed questions about your boss. 
Please be as honest possible. Your superior will never see your answers. 
ALL RESPONSES WILL BE HELD STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. We 
do not want to know who you are. Do not put your name on anything 
provided. 

Please take this survey seriously by completing it alone either before 
or after you go on the air today. Do not discuss your answers with your 
co-workers until you've finished. 

To insure confidentiality, WE Wll..L PICK UP YOUR 
COMPLETED SURVEY FROM THE RECEPTIONIST IN JUST TWO 
DAYS. Try to complete it as soon as possible. 

This is your chance to express some honest opinions about your boss 

and your radio station. Please make it count. 

Thanks for your help. 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact Scott Watson at 791-3679. 

188 



APPENDIX G 

RESEARCH PROPOSAL 

Proposal for Research Activity Using Human Subjects 

Submitted to: The Texas Tech University Committee 

for the Protection of Human Subjects 

March 25, 1993 

Scott c. Watson 

295-50-6628 
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Texas Tech University Complex 

Proposal for Activity Using Human Subjects 

I. Title of Research Project: The Effect of Transformational 

and Transactional Leadership Behavior on Organizational 

Commitment and Turnover in Radio Stations. 

II. Rationale: The application of established management 

theory to media organizations and radio stations in mass 

communications and business literature is, at best, sparse. 

Mass communications research has been primarily concerned 

with the content, process, and effects of communication, not 

management issues. A more complete understanding of the types 

of management used in radio stations and their relationship 

to employee commitment is needed. 

A significant segment of the American work force 

currently holds jobs in the mass media. In addition, radio 

stations comprise the majority of media organizations in the 

u. s. The Broadcasting and Cable Market Place (1992) reported 

that by the end of 1991, there were 11,024 radio stations 

operating in the United States (p. xxxii). 

The purpose of this study is to contribute to the 

academic literature in the areas of management behavior, 

employee commitment, and turnover in radio stations, and to 

provide valuable information to practitioners in the radio 
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industry. This will be accomplished through the systematic 

study of the presence of transformational and/or 

transactional leadership behavior among radio station 

managers, and its effect on organizational commitment and 

turnover. It is hypothesized that higher levels of 

transformational leadership will correlate with higher levels 

of organizational commitment. 

III. Subjects 

A. Type: The population used for this study consist of on-air 

personnel or "disc jockeys" employed full-time at radio 

stations in the Lubbock metro area. 

B. Sources: A listing of Lubbock area radio stations was 

obtained from the ratings published by the Arbitron Co. for 

the Lubbock Area of Dominant Influence (ADI) in 1992. 

c. Recruitment: Human subjects will be recruited through 

phone conversations with all radio station general managers 

and/or Program Directors. During the initial contact, a face

to-face meeting will be scheduled to explain the purpose and 

benefits of the research project to the managers. 

The meetings with the radio station managers will serve 

to: 1) detail the purpose of the study, 2) explain the 

testing procedure, 3) assure total participant 

confidentiality, 4) schedule interview times for their 
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subordinates, and 5) answer any questions the managers might 

have. 

After meeting with the managers, each employee whom 

fulfills the research model requirements will be pre

interviewed individually to communicate all of the above 

information. In addition, they will be informed that 

participation in the survey is totally voluntary and may be 

terminated at any time they choose. 

D. Protocol: Once the subjects have been selected and pre

interviewed as detailed above, they will be administered a 

105 question survey. Pretests have shown the survey process 

to require approximately 30 minutes from start to finish. 

After they have completed the survey, they will be given the 

opportunity once again to ask questions and make comments 

about the procedure. 

Risks: There are two risks that may be perceived by 

subjects involved in this study. First, they will be 

commenting on the management behavior of their employer and 

the level of their personal organizational commitment. It is 

possible they could fear reprisal for negative responses from 

their superior. To alleviate such concerns, respondent 

confidentiality will be insured. The only identifiable marks 

on the questionnaires will be the call letters of the station 

for which they work. After completion, the subjects will 

themselves seal their responses in large envelopes, only to 
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be opened at a different location after all data has been 

collected at their particular station. 

Secondly, because the survey will be administered while 

they are in the work place, subjects may be concerned that 

taking time to participate would adversely affect their 

performance or their status with management. By 1) initiating 

this process with the managers themselves, 2) administering 

the test before or after the subjects begin work, and 3) 

assuring the subjects that the project is being conducted 

with management approval, these concerns should be adequately 

alleviated. 

v. Consent: verbal consent will be obtained from the 

management and all subjects after complete explanation of the 

project. 
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APPENDIX H 

APPROVAL FOR THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

IN THESIS PROJECT 

Office of Research Services 

203 Holden Hall 
Lubbock. Texas 79409-1035 
(806) 742 3884/FAX (806) 742-3892 

Scott Watson 
3217 33rd Street 
Lubbock, Texas 79410 

Dear Scott: 

March 31, 1993 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has 
approved your project, 'The Effect of Transformational and Transactional Leadership 
Behavior on Organizational Commitment and Turnover in Radio Stations. Your 
approval will extend for one year from March 30, 1993. You will be reminded of the 
pending expiration one month before your approval expires so that you may request an 
extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

JS/law 
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Sincerely, 

James L Smith, Chairman 
Human Subjects Use Committee 
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