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This study examines the impact of transformational and
transactional leader behaviors on the sales performance
and organizational citizenship behaviors of salespeople,
as well as the mediating role played by trust and role ambi-
guity in that process. Measures of six forms of trans-
formational leader behavior, two forms of transactional
leader behavior, trust, and role ambiguity were obtained
Jrom 477 sales agents working for a large national insur-
ance company. Objective sales performance data were ob-
tained for the agents, and their supervisors provided
evaluations of their citizenship behaviors. The findings
validate not only the basic notion that transformational
leadership influences salespeople to perform “above and
beyond the call of duty” but also that transformational
leader behaviors actually have stronger direct and indi-
rect relationships with sales performance and organiza-
tional citizenship behavior than transactional leader
behaviors. Moreover, this is true even when common
method biases are controlled. The implications of these
findings for future research are discussed.

In recognition of the fact that the sales function is vital
to the success of organizations, practitioners have long
attempted to identify variables that influence the perfor-
mance of individual salespeople. According to Kohli
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{(1989), these variables can be categorized into one of three
general classes: (1) salespeople’s characteristics and role
perceptions (Bagozzi 1980; Behrman, Bigoness, and
Perreault 1981; Churchill, Ford, and Walker 1976; Cron,
Dubinsky, and Michaels 1988; Ingram and Bellenger
1983; Sujan, Sujan, and Bettman 1988), (2) task character-
istics (Becherer, Morgan, and Richard 1982; Teas and
Horrell 1981; Tyagi 1985), and (3) supervisory behaviors
(Kohli 1985, 1989; Teas and Horrell 1981; Teas, Wacker,
and Hughes 1979, Tyagi 1982; Walker, Churchill, and
Ford 1975, 1977). This research focuses on the third cate-
gory of variables—that is, on what a sales manager can do
to enhance the attitudes, role perceptions, and perfor-
mance of his or her salespeople.

Transactional and
Transformational
Leadership Behaviors

Research examining supervisory behaviors in a sales
context has drawn extensively from leadership theories of
organizational behavior. Perhaps the most commonly
studied leader behavior in the sales management literature
is supervisory feedback (cf. Becherer et al. 1982; Jaworski
and Kohli 1991; Kohli 1985; Teas and Horrell 1981; Teas
etal. 1979), which relates to the theory of leader-reinforc-
ing behavior (e.g., Hollander and Julian 1978; Podsakoff,
Todor, Grover, and Huber 1984; Scott 1977). According to
this approach, the key to influencing salesperson perfor-
mance is for the manager to provide positive feedback
(e.g., recognition and/or approval) and negative feedback
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(e.g., reprimands and/or disapproval) to salespeople con-
tingent on their effort or performance. Because of the
give-and-take exchange process associated with this style
of leadership, supervisory feedback behaviors such as
contingentreward and punishment behaviors have come to
be called transactional leader behaviors (Bryman 1992).
As such, the underlying influence process is one of instru-
mental compliance (cf. Kelman 1958) rather than internal-
ization or identification.

In general, research on transactional leadership has
been somewhat disappointing, in that these leader behav-
iors have not accounted for as much of the variance in per-
formance and other criterion variables (Bryman 1992) as
initially expected. In reaction to this, theories of leadership
began to emphasize the effects that exceptional leaders can
have on their subordinates and their organizations (cf.
Bass 1985; Bennis and Nanus 1985; Burns 1978; Conger
and Kanungo 1987; House 1977; Kuhnert and Lewis
1987; Sashkin 1988; Trice and Beyer 1991). House refers
to these types of leaders as “charismatic leaders” (House
1977; House and Shamir 1993), while Bass (1985) prefers
to call them “transformational leaders.” We will use the
broader term transformational because charisma is
viewed as a component of transformational leadership.
However, regardless of which term is used, trans-
formational leadership differs from transactional leader-
ship in two fundamental ways.

Differences between transformational and transactional
leadership. First, the process through which transforma-
tional leaders influence their followers is different.
Transformational leadership involves fundamentally
changing the values, goals, and aspirations of followers, so
that they perform their work because it is consistent with
their values, as opposed to the expectation that they will be
rewarded for their efforts. For example, as noted by
Kuhnert and Lewis (1987), transformational leadership “is
made possible when a leader’s end values (internal stan-
dards) are adopted by followers thereby producing
changes in the attitudes, beliefs, and goals of followers”
(p. 653).

Similarly, Bryman (1992) has noted that

transforming leadership entails both leaders and fol-
lowers raising each other’s motivation and sense of
purpose. This higher purpose is one in which the
aims and aspirations of leaders and followers con-
geal into one. . . . Both leaders and followers are
changed in pursuit of goals which express aspira-
tions in which they can identify themselves. (P. 95)

Thus, in contrast to transactional leadership, trans-
formational leadership influences followers through a pro-
cess of internalization and/or identification (cf. Kelman
1958) rather than instrumental compliance.
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Second, the behaviors through which transformational
leaders influence their followers are also different.
Indeed, a review of the leadership literature by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) indicates that
transformational leaders get followers to perform above
and beyond expectations by articulating a vision, provid-
ing an appropriate role model, fostering the acceptance of
group goals, providing individualized support and intel-
lectual stimulation, and expressing high performance
expectations. These forms of behavior are quite different
from contingent reward and punishment behavior, which
is typically associated with transactional leadership. Thus,
the forms of transformational leadership behaviors are dis-
tinct from the forms of transactional leadership behaviors,
and the processes through which they work are different.

The potential augmenting effects of transformational
leadership behavior. However, despite these differences,
the two forms of leadership are hypothesized to be com-
plementary rather than competing. For example, Bass and
his colleagues argue that transformational leadership be-
haviors are important because they augment the effects of
transactional leadership behaviors:

A key concept of this model of leadership involves.. . .
the “augmentation effect.” The augmentation effect
predicts that by measuring transformational leader-
ship behaviors, we can achieve a higher level of pre-
cision in predicting extra levels of effort and other
relevant criteria, than if we simply rely on previous
models of transactional leadership. In the same vein,
transformational leadership theory can be viewed as
building on earlier theories of leadership in a con-
structive and integrative manner to explain more
fully the range of behaviors and outcomes impacted
by various styles of leadership. (Bass and Avolio
1993:53)

Although conceptually distinct, contingent-reward
and charismatic leadership both may be displayed
by the same individual leader. . . . Thus contin-
gent-reward behavior can be viewed as the basis of
effective leadership, and charismatic leadership can
be viewed as adding to that base for greater leader ef-
fectiveness. (Waldman, Bass, and Yammarino
1990:384)

In other words, theories of transformational leadership
posit that most leaders engage in transactional forms of
leader behavior by providing feedback contingent on per-
formance, but exceptional leaders go beyond this and also
engage in transformational forms of leader behavior. Con-
sequently, these transformational leader behaviors aug-
ment or enhance the effectiveness of the leader over and
above what she or he could achieve through transactional
leadership alone.



Purpose of the Study

Although the augmenting effects of transformational
leadership behavior have been examined across a wide
variety of samples in both business and nonbusiness set-
tings (see Shamir, House, and Arthur 1993), a number of
key issues have not been addressed by previous research.
First, Bass’s research has focused almost exclusively on
the augmenting effects of transformational leadership on
self-reported measures of extra effort, rather than objective
measures of in-role sales performance. This is important
because (1) it is not clear that the concept of extra effort is
the same as performance; (2) research by Bommer, John-
son, Rich, Podsakoff, and MacKenzie (1995) indicates
that subjective measures of performance and objective
measures of performance are not highly correlated and
therefore may be differentially affected by these forms of
leader behavior; and (3) Bass’s measures of extra effort
have typically been obtained from the same source as the
ratings of leader behavior, which may introduce common
method variance (Cote and Buckley 1987; Podsakoff and
Organ 1986) into the relationships.

Second, very little research has looked at the augment-
ing effects of transformational leadership behavior on
extra-role behavior. This is important because virtually all
theories of transformational leadership (e.g., Bass 1985;
Burns 1978; House 1977; House and Shamir 1993) argue
that the key attribute of transformational leaders is that
they cause followers to perform “beyond expectations.”
Although this may take the form of higher than expected
levels of in-role performance, it is more likely to take the
form of extra-role behavior. Indeed, Podsakoff et al.
(1990) have hypothesized that transformational leaders
(e.g., those who motivate followers “beyond expecta-
tions”) should have greater effects on extra-role than
in-role behaviors.

Third, little is known at the present time about the
mechanisms through which these forms of leader behavior
influence performance. For example, previous research
has documented relationships between various types of
transformational leadership and extra effort, but this
research provides little insight into why these leader
behaviors are associated with higher levels of extra effort.
Yukl (1989) has speculated that one of the reasons why fol-
lowers are motivated by transformational leaders to per-
form “beyond expectations” is that followers trust and
respect them. Indeed, Kouzes and Posner (1987) cite sev-
eral studies indicating that honesty, integrity, and truthful-
ness are the leader characteristics most valued by follow-
ers. Thus, trust may play an important mediating role in the
transformational leadership process. Alternatively, it is
possible that transformational leadership is associated
with extra effort because it provides followers with a
clearer perspective on their work and reduces role ambigu-
ity. Thus, role perceptions may also mediate the impact of
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transformational leadership on performance, as previous
research (cf. Kohli 1985, 1989; Teas 1983; Teas et al.
1979; Walker et al. 1975) has shown that role ambiguity
mediates the relationship between other forms of leader
behavior and subordinate criterion variables. Clearly, a
better understanding of the factors mediating the relation-
ship between transformational leadership and perfor-
mance is needed.

Fourth, little is known about the effects of
transformational leadership on the job attitudes, role per-
ceptions, or performance of salespeople. This is important
since there are many reasons why the unique nature of the
sales job should especially lend itself to the influence of
transformational leadership. Relative to those in most
other occupations, salespeople experience more role stress
and are more likely to face heavy emotional demands (cf.
Chonko, Howell, and Bellenger 1986; Cordes and
Dougherty 1993). In addition, salespeople often operate
with little or no direct supervision and yet must work
closely with a divergent set of role partners (cf. Singh,
Goolsby, and Rhoads 1994). Finally, salespeople have a
tendency to “plateau” or experience career “burnout” (cf.
Cron et al. 1988; Singh et al. 1994). Transformational
leadership should be especially effective in these types of
situations because Bass and his colleagues (Bass, Seltzer,
and Numerof 1989) have reported that transformational
leadership reduces employee stress and burnout, and
Bryman (1992) has argued that transformational leader-
ship plays a major role in establishing core values, which
guide the behavior of employees even when the leader is
not present.

Therefore, the objective of this research is to examine
the effects of transformational leadership behaviors on
salespeople in the context of transactional leadership
behaviors. In the remainder of this article, we discuss the
forms of transactional and transformational leadership
identified in the research literature. Following this, a con-
ceptual model is developed that links these leader behav-
iors to the in-role (i.e., sales productivity) and extra-role
(i.e., organizational citizenship behavior) performance of
salespeople. Both transformational and transactional
leader behaviors are included so that the augmenting
effects of transformational leadership can be examined.
Finally, a set of hypotheses that ties the leader behaviors to
performance, both directly and indirectly through two
potential mediators (job satisfaction and trust in one’s
sales manager), is presented and tested.

TRANSACTIONAL
LEADER BEHAVIORS

The vast majority of sales leadership research has
examined the effects of supervisory behaviors that have
come to be known as transactional leadership (Bryman
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1992). Transactional leader behaviors involve an
exchange between the leader and follower, such that the
leader provides rewards in return for the subordinate’s
effort (Burns 1978). According to Bass (1985), there are
two main forms of transactional leadership behavior. One
is contingent reward behavior, which is analogous to posi-
tive supervisory feedback—perhaps the most commonly
studied supervisory behavior in sales research (cf.
Becherer et al. 1982; Jaworski and Kohli 1991; Kohli
1985; Teas and Horrell 1981; Teas et al. 1979). Sales
researchers generally regard positive feedback as a sales
manager’s praise or recognition directed toward a subordi-
nate salesperson performing at or above expectations (e.g.,
*you did a super job on that sale”). The other form of
transactional leadership is called “management by excep-
tion” by Bass (1985) and contingent punishment by others
(Podsakoff et al. 1984). This behavior consists of a variety
of forms of negative feedback (e.g., correction, criticism,
and/or other forms of punishment), administered by the
manager contingent on poor performance. It is the contin-
gency of the punishment that makes this a transactional
behavior and distinguishes it from what Kohli (1985)
called “arbitrary and punitive behavior.”

TRANSFORMATIONAL
LEADER BEHAVIORS

Although transformational leadership theories (cf.
Bass 1985; Bennis and Nanus 1985; Burns 1978; House
1977) are complementary, they each specify a somewhat
different set of leader behaviors. In a review of this emerg-
ing stream of research, Podsakoff et al. (1990) identified
six key classes of transformational leadership behaviors:
articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model (e.g.,
leading by example), fostering the acceptance of group
goals, having high performance expectations, providing
individualized support, and providing intellectual stimu-
lation. The construct definition of each of these
transformational leadership behaviors is presented in
Table 1, along with a brief discussion of why each behav-
ior is especially relevant to a sales context.

The basic types of transformational leadership summa-
rized in Table 1 differ from transactional leadership behav-
ior in several ways. First, the most obvious difference is
that the forms of transformational leadership behavior
involve far more than just the administration of rewards
and punishments. Second, as previously noted, the pro-
cess through which transformational leadership influ-
ences followers is different from the process involved in
transactional leadership. Transformational leadership
involves fundamentally changing the values, goals, and
aspirations of followers, so that they perform their work
because it is consistent with their values, as opposed to the
expectation that they will be rewarded for their efforts.
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Finally, the transformational behaviors tend to be more
proactive ways of influencing subordinates, whereas the
transactional behaviors tend to be more reactive.

THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

The conceptual model to be tested in this research is
portrayed in Figure 1. The leader behaviors are hypothe-
sized to affect the performance dimensions, both directly
and indirectly through the two mediators (role ambiguity
and trust in one’s manager). This model indicates that
transactional and transformational leadership behaviors
may have their effects on in-role and extra-role perfor-
mance directly (independent of trust and role ambiguity),
indirectly (mediated by trust and role ambiguity), or both
directly and indirectly. In the figure, the indirect paths
from the leader behaviors to the performance dimensions
are represented by solid lines, and the direct paths are rep-
resented by dotted lines. Thus, trust and role ambiguity are
hypothesized to be partial mediators of the relationships
between transformational and transactional leadership
and in-role and extra-role performance. In the following
section, the specific hypotheses regarding these direct and
indirect effects are discussed.

Direct (Unmediated) Effects of
Leader Behaviors on Performance

In-role sales performance. In this study, a distinction is
made between in-role and extra-role performance. In-role
performance is defined as those activities or formal re-
quirements that a salesperson is expected to perform to
meet the prescribed requirements of the job (MacKenzie,
Podsakoff, and Fetter 1991, 1993; Podsakoff and Mac-
Kenzie 1994; Williams and Anderson 1991). Indeed, this
is the construct of interest in the vast majority of sales per-
formance studies (cf. Churchill, Ford, Hartley, and Walker
1985). In particular, sales performance is generally de-
fined narrowly and associated with the salesperson’s sales
productivity or sales volume (Brown and Peterson 1993).
This stems from the fact that salespeople are traditionally
evaluated on sales output measures, which tend to be eas-
ily assessed and readily available—not to mention vital to
the success of the firm.

As discussed previously, transformational leader
behaviors should inspire salespeople to perform beyond
the minimum levels specified by the organization and thus
should positively affect in-role sales performance. This
link between transformational leader behaviors and
in-role performance has been established in both a labora-
tory experiment (Howell and Frost 1989) and a number of
field studies (Bass 1985). The one exception to this is intel-
lectual stimulation. As noted earlier, leaders who continu-
ally encourage or exhort followers to search for new and
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TABLE 1

Forms of Transformational Leadership Behavior and Their Potential Importance in a Sales Context

Types of Transformational Leadership

Potential Importance in Sales Context

Articulating a vision—bchavior on the part of a
manager that is aimed at the identification and
expression of a clear vision of the future

Providing an appropriate model-—behavior on
the part of the sales manager that sets an
example for salespeople to follow that is
consistent with both the values the sales
manager espouses and the goals of the
organization

Fostering the acceptance of group goals—

behavior on the part of the sales manager aimed

at promoting cooperation among subordinates
and getting them to work together toward a
common goal, even at the expense of their
personal goals and aspirations. In other words,
leaders exhibiting this behavior emphasize
collective identities and encourage self-
sacrifice for the sake of the group.

High performance expectations—behavior that
demonstrates high expectations for excellence,

quality, and/or high performance on the part of

salespeople

Providing individualized support—providing
individualized support is defined as behavior
on the part of a manager that indicates that he
or she respects subordinates and oversees their
individual development with concern about
their personal feelings and needs

Intellectual stimulation—behavior on the part

of a sales manager that encourages salespeople
to reexamine assumptions about their work and

to find creative ways of improving their
performance

All transformational leadership theories regard “vision” as an important component of the
transformational leadership process. According to House and Shamir (1993), a vision is “an
ideological goal that describes a better future for followers” (p. 97). Given the variable nature
of sales situations and the fact that salespeople often face these situations by themselves, such
a vision should be especially effective at clarifying a salesperson’s role, which should alleviate
stress and help them to focus their efforts on the appropriate objectives. Of course, to be
useful, the vision should be both viable and consistent with the goals of the organization.
Furthermore, unless the vision is clearly expressed in a persistent and vigorous manner, it
will never be realized.

By providing an appropriate role model, a leader becomes an image that helps define for
followers just what kinds of traits, values, beliefs, and behaviors it is good and legitimate to
develop (House and Shamir 1993). As with a viable vision, a leader who “leads by example,”
by modeling behaviors that are consistent with an organization’s goals, should be particularly
effective at clarifying a salesperson’s role within that organization.

This leader behavior is important in a sales context because salespeople typically work closely
with a divergent set of role partners (which has become even more true with the growing
prominence of team selling in organizations). Hence, an organization greatly benefits from
having sales managers who can successfully persuade subordinates to sacrifice their own
personal goals for the sake of the team.

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) found this behavior to be negatively
associated with employees’ trust in their leaders. This suggests that high performance expecta-
tions may have both beneficial and harmful effects. High performance expectations may have
beneficial effects on sales productivity (¢.g., “in-role” performance) but harmful effects on
other aspects of performance (¢.g., “extra-role” performance) through its negative effect on
trust. However, since Podsakoff ¢t al. (1990) did not use a sales sample or include measures of
in-role performance in their study, this hypothesis could not be tested. In view of the revenue-
producing responsibilities of salespeople and the fact that a selling organization is greatly
served by having its sales force operate at high levels of performance, this hypothesis warrants
further testing in a sales sample in which both in-role and extra-role measures of performance
are obtained.

Less consensus is reached regarding whether this behavior is indicative of transformational
leadership. However, Bass (1985) does identify “individual consideration” as a transforma-
tional leader behavior and has found empirical support that “charismatic” leaders are
generally perceived as being “considerate.” Providing individualized support may be
particularly important in a sales context because salespeople are under heavy emotional
demands due to the inevitable ups and downs associated with their job and because their
boundary-spanning roles are inherently more stressful. Certainly, the practitioner literature
(e.g., Pacetta 1994:42, 55, 58) recognizes that providing individualized support is especially
effective in helping sales managers motivate their salespeople.

Although Bass (1985) originally hypothesized that this type of leader behavior would have
positive effects (perhaps because it is an effective way of enhancing learning and combating
“plateauing” and “burnout”), subsequent empirical research has not supported this prediction.
Instead, intellectual stimulation has frequently been found to be (1) negatively related to trust
and job satisfaction (Podsakoff et al. 1990), (2) positively related to role conflict (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, and Bommer 1996a), and (3) positively related to bumnout and stress (Bass,
Seltzer, and Numerof 1989). One possible reason why intellectual stimulation may be
dysfunctionally related to subordinate criterion variables may have to do with the destabilizing
nature of intellectual stimulation itself. According to Avolio and Bass (1988), intellectual
stimulation causes a “cognitive reappraisal of current circumstances,” thus possibly reversing
an individual’s “figure-ground” and leading to a questioning of “old” and perhaps comfortable
assumptions. It may be that this process is dissatisfying and that leaders who continually do
this are less predictable and/or dependable, or they are viewed as being impossible to please.
In the short run, this may lead to increases in role ambiguity, conflict, or stress and decreases
in trust and satisfaction. However, in the long run, the effects could be beneficial if intellectual
stimulation causes salespeople to experiment with different sales techniques or methods—
some of which may prove to be more effective than the ones they are currently using.
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FIGURE 1
A Conceptual Model of the Relationships Between Transformational and
Transactional Leadership Behaviors and Salesperson Performance
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NOTE: Solid arrows are used to depict indirect, mediated relationships; dashed arrows represent direct relationships.

better methods of doing things may increase in-role per-
formance in the long run but decrease it in the short run.
The reason for this is that intellectual stimulation may
cause salespeople to focus more of their attention on iden-
tifying ways of working “smarter” at the expense of work-
ing “harder.” Another reason that intellectual stimulation
may have negative effects on in-role sales performance is
that continually pressuring salespeople to search for new
and better ways of selling is likely to result in more trial
and error, and some of the methods tried simply may not be
as effective as the current ones.

Transactional leadership should also lead to greater
in-role performance. This behavior should serve a motiva-
tional function (cf. Podsakoff et al. 1984; Porter and
Lawler 1968), reminding salespeople that their perfor-
mance is being monitored and that future rewards and pun-
ishments are contingent on their level of performance.
Thus, a direct linkage should exist between both forms of
transactional leader behavior and in-role sales perfor-
mance. In general, the empirical evidence supports the re-
lationship between contingent reward behavior (positive
supervisory feedback) and in-role performance (Jaworski
and Kohli 1991; Tyagi 1985) but is less supportive of the
relationship between contingent punishment and in-role
performance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer

1996a). Nevertheless, based on the above discussion, we
expect the following:

Hypothesis la: The core transformational leadership
behaviors (i.e., articulating a vision, providing an
appropriate model, and fostering the acceptance of
group goals), individualized support, and high per-
formance expectations will be positively related to a
salesperson’s in-role sales performance.

Hypothesis 1b: Intellectual stimulation will be neg-
atively related to a salesperson’s in-role sales
performance.

Hypothesis 2: Transactional leader behavior, in the form
of contingent reward behavior and contingent pun-
ishment behavior, will be positively related to a
salesperson’s in-role sales performance.

Extra-role performance. Another distinct aspect of per-
formance that has been found to be important to the suc-
cess of an organization is extra-role performance. As noted
by MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Paine (1999), extra-role
performance is defined as behavior on the part of a sales-
person that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly rec-
ognized by the formal reward system, and that is believed
to promote the effective functioning of the organization.
Typically, these are not behaviors that (1) are part of one’s



job description, (2) one is trained to perform, and/or (3)
one would be punished for failing to exhibit. Podsakoff
and MacKenzie (1994) found that several forms of extra-
role behavior (helping, sportsmanship, and civic virtue)
had significant effects on sales unit performance and to-
gether accounted for approximately 17 percent of the vari-
ance. Similar results have also been reported by Walz and
Niehoff (1996), who found that the combination of helping
behavior, sportsmanship, and civic virtue accounted for an
average of about 29 percent of the variance in six objective
measures of unit performance (operating efficiency, reve-
nue to full-time equivalent, food cost percentage, cus-
tomer satisfaction, customer complaints, and overall
quality of performance) in limited-menu restaurants.
Finally, Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie (1997) ex-
amined the effects of helping behavior, sportsmanship,
and civic virtue on both the quantity and quality of the pa-
per produced by work crews at a paper mill. These predic-
tors accounted for nearly 26 percent of the variance in
production quantity and almost 17 percent of the variance
in production quality.

Interestingly, Podsakoff et al. (1990) argue that “the
most important effects of transformational leaders should
be on extra-role performance, rather than in-role perfor-
mance” (p. 109). Such leadership is proposed to “lift ordi-
nary people to extraordinary heights” (Boal and Bryson
1988:11) and to cause followers to “do more than they are
expected to do” (Yukl 1989:272) and “perform beyond the
level of expectations” (Bass 1985). All of this points to
behaviors that are of a discretionary nature that are not part
of the employee’s formal role requirements. Hence, there
is strong conceptual support for the notion that
transformational leaders motivate their followers to
exhibit extra-role behaviors. The one exception to this is
intellectual stimulation, which is expected to be negatively
related to extra-role performance because the continual
pressure to think of new and better ways of selling is likely
to cause salespeople to increase their focus on in-role
aspects of their behavior at the expense of extra-role
behavior and/or cause salespeople to discount the impor-
tance of extra-role behavior.

The question of whether transactional leadership re-
sults in higher levels of extra-role performance is complex.
Certainly, if sales managers provide positive feedback
contingent on particular “citizenship behaviors,” then a
positive relationship should exist. Podsakoff et al. (1990)
used this rationale to explain their finding of a significant,
direct linkage between contingent reward behavior (i.c.,
feedback) and organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs). Indeed, it makes sense that if rewards are admin-
istered on a contingent basis, then employees will perceive
that they are being treated fairly and trust their managers,
thus increasing the likelihood that they would be willing to
engage in extra-role behavior (cf. Farh, Podsakoff, and
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Organ 1990). By a similar logic, punishment adminis-
tered contingent on low levels of OCBs should be per-
ceived as fair, thus leading to higher levels of citizenship
behavior. Thus, two hypotheses are advanced with regard
to the relationship between leader behaviors and extra-role
performance:

Hypothesis 3a: The core transformational leadership
behaviors (i.e., articulating a vision, providing an
appropriate model, and fostering the acceptance of
group goals), individualized support, and high per-
Jormance expectations will be positively related to a
salesperson’s extra-role performance.

Hypothesis 3b: Intellectual stimulation will be negatively
related to a salesperson’s extra-role performance.

Hypothesis 4: Transactional leader behaviors, in the
form of contingent reward behaviors and contingent
punishment behaviors, will be positively related to a
salesperson’s extra-role performance.

Indirect (Mediated) Effects of
Leader Behaviors on Performance

As previously suggested, leader behaviors are likely to
have important indirect effects on performance through
potential mediator variables. This section addresses the
mediating role of two variables: role ambiguity and trustin
the sales manager. These variables are important in their
own right as criterion variables. However, they are of spe-
cial interest to us here because of their potential to help us
better understand the mechanisms through which
transformational and transactional leader behaviors influ-
ence in-role and extra-role performance.

Role ambiguity. Role ambiguity is defined as the dis-
crepancy between the amount of information that a person
has and the amount that is required to perform the role ade-
quately (cf. Kahn 1973:9) and has been frequently studied
in the marketing literature (cf. Teas et al. 1979). Contin-
gentreward and punishment behaviors involve a timely as-
sessment (e.g., through praise or reprimand) of a
salesperson’s performance. This should increase a sales-
person’s understanding of his or her role in the organiza-
tion and thus lead to reduced role ambiguity. This
proposed relationship between feedback in the form of
contingent reward and punishment behavior and role am-
biguity has received both conceptual (Walker et al. 1977)
and empirical support {cf. Kohli 1985, 1989; Teas et al.
1979; Walker et al. 1975).

With the exception of intellectual stimulation,
transformational leadership behavior should also decrease
role ambiguity. For example, transformational leaders
clarify a salesperson’s role in the organization in two
ways: (1) by clearly identifying and articulating a vision
that followers are inspired to pursue and (2) by being role
models that set an example for their salespeople to follow.
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However, as noted earlier, in the case of intellectual stimu-
lation, it can be argued that leaders who continually urge or
exhort followers to search for new and better methods of
doing things can create ambiguity, conflict, or other forms
of stress in the minds of those followers. Based on this ra-
tionale, the following is expected:

Hypothesis 5a: The core transformational leadership
behaviors (i.e., articulating a vision, providing an
appropriate model, and fostering the acceptance of
group goals), individualized support, and high per-
formance expectations will be negatively related to
role ambiguity.

Hypothesis 5b: Intellectual stimulation will be positively
related to role ambiguity.

Hypothesis 6: Transactional leader behaviors, in the
form of contingent reward behavior and contingent
punishment behavior, will be negatively related to
role ambiguity.

Role ambiguity has been found to negatively influence
in-role performance in a number of studies (e.g., Jaworski
and Kohli 1991), including Brown and Peterson’s (1993)
meta-analysis. In fact, in another meta-analysis, Churchill
et al. (1985) reported that role perceptions were more
strongly associated with salesperson performance than
any other category of variables examined. The reasoning is
simply that salespeople can better focus on appropriate ob-
jectives and thus achieve higher performance when they
are clear about what they are expected to accomplish.
Thus, the next hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7: Role ambiguity will be negatively related
to salespeople’s in-role sales performance.

Trust in the leader. Trust in one’s leader is defined as the
amount of confidence salespeople have in the fairness and
integrity of their leader. The development of a follower’s
trust in his or her leader is a central element of many
transformational leadership theories. For example, Bennis
and Nanus (1985) stress the importance of this concept for
effective leadership by writing that “trust is the lubrication
that makes it possible for organizations to work” (p. 43).
Trust also plays a critical role in the transformational lead-
ership writings of Boal and Bryson (1988), Kouzes and
Posner (1987), and Yukl (1989). The only empirical study
to examine this variable with respect to transformational
leadership has been the study by Podsakoff et al. (1990). In
this study, trust was conceptualized as faith in and loyalty
to the leader and was found to be directly influenced by
transformational leadership behaviors. Trust was also
important in that it was a key mediator of the relationship
between transformational leader behaviors and organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors (see discussion below). Addi-
tional support for this relationship was recently provided
by Netemeyer, Boles, McKee, and McMurrian (1997),
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who found that perceptions of fairness (which are likely to
be related to trust) were positively related to organizational
citizenship behaviors.

However, intellectual stimulation is expected to have
the opposite effects on trust. This is because, as noted by
Avolio and Bass (1988), intellectual stimulation causes a
“cognitive reappraisal of current circumstances,” thus pos-
sibly reversing an individual’s “figure-ground” and lead-
ing to a questioning of “old” and perhaps comfortable
assumptions. This process may create emotional distress
and cause leaders who continually do this to be trusted less
because they are perceived as being less predictable,
dependable, and/or impossible to please.

Contingent reward and punishment behaviors are also
expected to increase a salesperson’s trust in his or her sales
manager, for several reasons. Several authors have noted
that an employee’s trust in his or her leader is fundamen-
tally based on the extent to which the employee feels the
manager treats him or her fairly (cf. Alexander and
Ruderman 1987; Folger and Konovsky 1989), and these
perceptions of fairness depend on the extent to which em-
ployees perceive that significant rewards and punishments
are distributed according to agreed-on criteria. Thus, as
noted by Farh et al. (1990:707), the allocation of feed-
back contingent on performance can be viewed as an at-
tempt on the part of the leader to fairly administer rewards
and punishments according to these criteria. This leads to
the next hypotheses:

Hypothesis 8a: The core transformational leadership
behaviors (i.e., articulating a vision, providing an
appropriate model, and fostering the acceptance of
group goals), individualized support, and high per-
Jformance expectations will be positively related to
salespeople’s trust in their sales manager.

Hypothesis 8b: Intellectual stimulation will be nega-
tively related to salespeople’s trust in their sales
manager.

Hypothesis 9: Transactional leader behavior, in the form
of contingent reward behavior and contingent pun-
ishment behavior, will be positively related to sales-
people’s trust in their sales manager.

In a nonsales sample, Podsakoff et al. (1990) found
trust to be the key mediator of the relationship between
transformational leader behaviors and extra-role perfor-
mance. This relationship is proposed to hold up in a sales
context. A sales manager with honesty, integrity, and
truthfulness will not only be trusted but will also proba-
bly encourage subordinates to demonstrate the same char-
acteristics toward each other—in the form of extra-role
behaviors. Thus, the final hypothesis:

Hypothesis 10: Trust will be positively related to extra-
role performance.



METHOD
Sample and Data Acquisition

The sample for this study comprised 477 sales agents
working for a large national insurance company. The
agents in this sample sold multiple lines of life insurance
and were paid primarily on a commission basis. Data were
collected via questionnaires distributed to sales agents (for
the measures of transformational leadership, supervisory
feedback, role ambiguity, and trust in one’s manager) and
their managers (for measures of helping, sportsmanship,
and civic virtue), primarily at regional sales meetings.
Completed surveys were returned by the respondents
directly back to the researchers, mostly in person but a few
by mail. Given that most surveys were obtained at regional
sales meetings, the response rate was very high (91%).
Data on commissions, policies sold, and percentage of
quota were obtained from company records. Approxi-
mately three quarters of the respondents (77.8%) were
male, and their average age was 35 years. About two thirds
(66.5%) of the agents had obtained a bachelor’s or
advanced college degree. The agents had an average com-
pany tenure of 3.51 years and had worked with their man-
agers an average of 2.38 years.

Measures

Transformational leadership behaviors. Podsakoff
et al’s (1990) transformational Leadership Behavior In-
ventory (TLI) was used to assess the leader behaviors mea-
sured in the study. This scale measures six dimensions of
transformational leadership, including articulating a vi-
sion, providing an appropriate model, fostering the accep-
tance of group goals, having high performance
expectations, providing individualized support, and pro-
viding intellectual stimulation. Previous research (cf.
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer 1996b; Podsakoff
et al. 1990) has provided strong evidence supporting the
hypothesized factor structure, internal consistency reli-
ability, and concurrent and discriminant validity of the
scale. However, three dimensions (articulating a vision,
providing an appropriate model, and fostering the accep-
tance of group goals) were found to be highly
intercorrelated and were modeled as indicators of a sec-
ond-order construct called core transformational leader
behavior, as in Podsakoff et al. (1990).

Transactional leadership behaviors. A four-item con-
tingent reward behavior scale (cf. Podsakoff et al. 1984;
Podsakoff and Organ 1986) was used to assess the degree
to which a leader provides positive feedback, such as rec-
ognition, informal rewards, and approval, contingent on
high performance levels. Contingent punishment was as-
sessed with three items from Podsakoff et al.’s (1984) con-
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tingent punishment scale. Prior research (Podsakoff et al.
1984; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Fetter 1993; Podsakoff,
Niehoff, MacKenzie, and Williams 1993) has shown these
two scales to be unidimensional and to possess good
psychometric properties.

Role ambiguity. A six-item version of Rizzo, House,
and Lirtzman’s (1970) scale was used to measure role am-
biguity—the discrepancy between the amount of informa-
tion that a person has and the amount that is required to
perform the role adequately (cf. Kahn 1973:9). This scale
was selected because it is the most commonly used mea-
sure of role ambiguity in both the marketing and manage-
ment literatures (Jackson and Schuler 1985); it appears to
be reasonably reliable and valid (Schuler, Aldag, and Brief
1977), and it is substantially shorter (6 items vs. 45 items)
than some of the more “fine-grained” measures that have
recently been developed (e.g., Singh and Rhoads 1991).

Trust in the manager. Trust was assessed with a modi-
fied version of the scale developed by Podsakoff et al.
(1990, 1996b). Their scale measured both trust in a leader
and loyalty to him or her. However, to maximize the com-
parability between this research and Netemeyer et al.’s
(1997) recent research, only the items related to how fairly
agents felt they were treated by their managers were used:
“I feel quite confident that my supervising manager will
always try to treat me fairly,” “My supervising manager
would never try to gain an advantage by deceiving his/her
agents,” and “I have complete faith in the integrity of my
supervising manager.” Thus, the trust scale taps the agent’s
perceptions of the fairness and trustworthiness of their
managers.

In-role performance. In-role sales performance was
measured using company records. A salesperson’s total
commissions, number of policies sold for the year, and
percentage of sales quota attained were obtained approxi-
mately 6 months after the agents’ survey. These measures
were then used as multiple indicators of the latent in-role
sales performance construct.

Extra-role performance. The scales to measure extra-
role performance were developed by Podsakoff and Mac-
Kenzie (1994). Three aspects of extra-role behavior were
measured——helping behavior, sportsmanship, and civic
virtue. Helping behavior is a second-order latent con-
struct, consisting of Organ’s (1988) altruism and courtesy
constructs, both of which share the theme of helping co-
workers to solve or avoid work-related problems. This
more abstract helping behavior construct was preferred
over its more specific subdimensions because previous
empirical research by MacKenzie et al. (1991, 1993) indi-
cates that even though altruism and courtesy are conceptu-
ally distinct, managers have difficulty making these fine
distinctions and tend to lump them together. Perhaps this
should not be too surprising since even Organ (1988:12)
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has noted the potential difficulty of making some of these
discriminations.

Seven-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 7 (strongly agree) were used to assess all of the
constructs measured in the present study, with the excep-
tion of the objective “in-role” performance measures,
which were obtained from company records. The means
and standard deviations for the measures are provided in
Table 2.

Analytical Procedures

The data analysis was conducted in four major phases.
First, we investigated the factor structure, reliability, and
discriminant validity of all constructs. Next, we estimated
the hypothesized model shown in Figure 1 and tested
whether the four transformational leader behaviors, as a
group, augmented the effect of the two transactional leader
behaviors on the criterion variables. Following this, we
removed the nonsignificant paths and examined the medi-
ating effects more closely. Finally, since the leader behav-
ior, trust, and role ambiguity data all came from similar
response scales (5- to 7-point paper-and-pencil scales) and
from the same source (the salespeople), we evaluated the
extent to which the relationships among these constructs
might be due to common method variance.

RESULTS

Confirmatory Factor Analysis
and Assessment of Reliability
and Discriminant Validity

The first step in the analysis was to evaluate the factor
structure, reliability, and discriminant validity of all con-
structs using confirmatory factor analysis. The overall fit
of the 11-construct confirmatory factor model to the data
was good, even though the x* (df) was 1515.86 (792).
Bentler’s (1990) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was .94,
Joreskog and Sorbom’s (1993) Goodness-of-Fit Index
(GFI) was .88, the root mean square error of approxima-
tion (RMSEA) was .04, and the associated probability of a
close fit was 1.00. In addition, each of the hypothesized
factor loadings was statistically significant at the .01 level,
and the completely standardized factor loadings were
quite high. As shown in Table 2, only 2 of the 43 loadings
were below .50.

Table 3 reports the Cronbach alpha internal consistency
reliabilities, average shared variance estimates, and latent
construct intercorrelations. Construct reliability was eval-
uated using Cronbach’s alpha and average shared variance
estimates. As indicated in this table, the Cronbach alpha
internal consistency reliability estimates were all above
Nunnally’s (1978) recommended level of .70, except for
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helping behavior, which had an alpha of .69. Fornell and
Larcker’s (1981) index of the average amount of variance
of each latent factor accounted for in its indicators (P,
was above the recommended level of .50 for all of the con-
structs, except for role ambiguity (.42) and civic virtue
(.47). Evidence of discriminant validity comes from the
fact that all the construct intercorrelations were signifi-
cantly (p < .05) less than 1.00, and the shared variance
among any two constructs (i.e., the square of their
intercorrelation) was less than the average variance
explained in the items (p,.(,,) by the construct (Fornell and
Larcker 1981). The only exception to this was in the case
of intellectual stimulation and the core transformational
leader behavior construct, which met the first requirement
but did not quite meet the second. Thus, taken together, the
08, PS> and tests of the construct intercorrelations pro-
vided good evidence of the convergent and discriminant
validity of the constructs.

Test of the “Augmentation” Effects
of Transformational Leadership

Since the hypotheses predicted that the trans-
formational leader behaviors (as a group) would augment
the impact of the transactional leader behaviors (as a
group) on the mediators and criterion variables, it was
important first to establish whether this was true. This
required the estimation of three models: (1) a combined
effects model that included all of the hypothesized effects
of both transactional and transformational leadership
behaviors, (2) amodel that included only the hypothesized
effects of the transactional leadership behaviors, and (3) a
model that included only the hypothesized effects of the
transformational leader behaviors. The results of this anal-
ysis are summarized in Table 4. The top row in this table
shows the total proportion of variance in the criterion vari-
ables (role ambiguity, trust, sales performance, helping
behavior, sportsmanship, and civic virtue), accounted for
by the combination of the transactional and transformatio-
nal leadership constructs. The next two rows show the pro-
portion of variance in the criterion variables accounted for
by either transactional leadership alone (row 2) or
transformational leadership alone (row 3). The difference
between the amount of variance accounted for by the com-
bination of transactional and transformational leadership
constructs, and the proportion accounted for by trans-
formational leadership alone, is the unique proportion of
variance accounted for by the transactional leadership
behaviors (see row 4). Similarly, the difference between
the amount of variance accounted for by the combination
of transactional and transformational leadership con-
structs, and the proportion accounted for by transactional
leadership alone, is the unique proportion of variance
accounted for by the transformational leadership behav-
iors (see row 5).
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TABLE 2
Item Means, Standard Deviations, and Standardized Factor Loadings

Standard  Standardized

Item Mean Deviation Loading
Core transformational lcader behavior
X; Articulating a vision® 5.1 1.43 0.77
X, Providing an appropriate model® 513 1.62 0.88
X, Facilitating the acceptance of group goals® 5.18 144 0.78
High performance expectations
X, Makes it clear to me that she or he expects me to give 110 percent all of the time 5.29 1.70 0.79
Xs Insists on only the best performance 544 1.49 0.93
Xs Will not settle for second best 5.01 173 0.74
Supportive leader behavior
X5  Acts without considering my feelings (R) 5.10 1.96 0.68
Xg Considers my personal feclings before acting 494 1.74 0.83
X; Shows respect for my personal feelings 544 1.66 0.87
X Treats me without considering my personal feelings (R) 5.26 1.83 o
Intellectual stimulation
X;; Challenges me to think about old problems in new ways 5.12 1.56 0.80
Xz Asks questions that prompt me to think about the way I do things 5.29 1.53 0.85
X3 Has stimulated me to rethink the way I do some things 523 1.56 0.89
X4 Has ideas that have challenged me to reexamine some of my basic assumptions about my work 5.16 1.53 0.83
Contingent reward behavior
X)s Always gives me positive feedback when I perform well 592 1.53 0.74
X)¢ Gives me special recognition when I produce at a high level 5.68 1.48 0.75
X;7 Commends me when I exceed my productivity goals 5.86 1.36 0.82
X;s Frequently does not acknowledge my good performance (R) 573 1.53 0.75
Contingent punishment behavior
X;9 Would indicate his or her disapproval if I performed at a low level 5 1.55 0.70
Xyo Lets me know about it when I perform poorly 5.55 1.52 0.80
X,; Points it out to me when my productivity is not up to par 5.64 146 0.74
Role ambiguity
Y; [1have clear, planned goals and objectives for my career as an agent. (R) 2.50 1.54 0.56
Y, Iknow when I have divided my schedule properly. (R) 242 1.35 048
Y; know what my responsibilitics are as an agent. (R) 1.65 093 071
Y, Iknow exactly what is expected of me as an ageat. (R) 1.97 124 0.79
Yy 1 fecl certain about how much authority I have as an agent. (R) 2.64 1.55 0.58
Ys Theagent’s job has been clearly explained to me. (R) 2.18 144 0.72
Trust in manager (faimess)
Y, Ifeel quite confident that my supervising manager will always try to treat me fairly. 5.88 151 0.82
Ys My supervising manager would never try to gain an advantage by deceiving his or her agents. 5.61 1.83 0.85
Yy have complete faith in the integrity of my supervising manager. 5.68 1.72 0.88
Objective sales performance
Yo Total commissions (in $100.00s per week) 3.10 1.38 0.84
Y,; Number of applications per week 113 044 0.68
Y), Percentage of weekly quota 0.98 0.37 0.54
Helping behavior
Y3 Altruism? 530 115 0.65
Y4 Courtesy® 5.42 1.06 0.81
Sportsmanship
Y,s Consumes a lot of time complaining about trivial matters (R) 5.08 1.80 0.79
Y s Always finds fault with what the agency/company is doing (R) 532 1.67 0.80
Y;; Tends to make “mountains out of molehills” (makes problems bigger than they are) (R) 4.81 1.77 0.78
Y;s Always focuses on what’s wrong with his or her situation, rather than the positive side of it (R) 4.92 1.64 0.75
Y9 Is the classic “squeaky wheel” that always needs greasing (R) 492 1.86 0.66
Civic virtue
Yy, “Keeps up” with developments in the agency/company 472 1.68 0.81
Y,; Attends functions that are not required but that help the agency/company image 432 1.65 045
Y, Reads and keeps up with the agency/company announcements, messages, memos, etc. 4.96 1.61 0.75

NOTE: (R} indicates that the scores on the items have been reversed. All estimates significantatp < .01, Compamnvcm Index = .94; Normed Fit Index = .88;
Goodness-of-Fit Index = .88; root mean square error of approximation (pclose) = .044 (1.00); and x was 1515.86 with 792 degrees of freedom (p < .01).
a. Five-item scale from Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990).

b. Three-item scale from Podsakoff et al. (1990).

¢. Four-item scale from Podsakoff et al. (1990).

d. Three-item scale from MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1993).

¢. Two-item scale from Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994).
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TABLE 3
Construct Intercorrelations and Reliability Estimates
Core- SALES
O Py CPB CRB TLB SUP HPE IS ROLAMB TRUST PERF HELP SPORT CIVIC
Contingent punishment (CPB) 087 056 1.00
Contingent reward (CRB) 079 059 056 100
Core transformational
leadership (Core-TLB) 086 066 055 077 100
Individualized support (SUP) 085 060 0.4 068 070 1.00
High performance
expectations (HPE) 090 068 080 057 072 032 100
Intellectual stimulation (IS) 088 071 060 071 085 059 064 100
Role ambiguity (ROLAMB) 081 042 038 -034 -048 -028 -0.38 -0.35 1.00
Trust (TRUST) 088 072 041 074 085 076 055 066 -043 1.00
Sales performance
(SALES PERF) 086 068 -0.06* 007* 005* 0.13 0.01* -005*+ 020 0.08* 1.00
Helping (HELP) 069 054 023 022 029 020 020 02! -012 027 006* 1.00
Sportsmanship (SPORTS) 087 057 016 013 023 013 023 023 -006* 018 006* 073 100
Civic virtue (CIVIC) 0.70 047 -0.09* 0.04* -0.02* 0.10 -0.05* -007* 003* -002* 013 061 026 100
*Not significant at .05 level.
TABLE 4
Partitioning of Variance in Subordinate Criterion Variables
by Transformational and Transactional Leadership Behaviors
Role Trust  Objective Sales Helping  Sportsmanship  Civic
Ambiguity (%) (%)  Performance (%) Behavior (%) (%) Virtue (%) x2 df
Total variance accounted for
by both transactional and
transformational leadership
behavior 29 80 10 11 7 6 1518.16 797
Variance explained by
transactional leadership alone 21 75 7 8 5 4 1694.89 821
Variance explained by
transformational leadership alonc 26 80 9 9 6 5 1549.07 809
Ay’ Adf
Unique variance attributable to
transactional leadership 3 0 2 1 1 3091 12(p<.01)
Unique variance attributable to
transformational leadership 8 5 3 2 2 176.73 24 (p< 0l)

As shown in the bottom two rows in this table,
transformational leadership uniquely accounts for more
variance in every one of the criterion variables than
transactional leadership. This pattern is particularly strong
for the mediators, in which transformational leadership
accounts for almost three to five times more variance than
the transactional leadership behaviors. Moreover, the
additional variance uniquely attributable to trans-
formational leader behaviors is statistically significant.
This was tested by calculating the difference between the
chi-square associated with the combined model in the top
row of the table ()?= 1518.16, df="797) and the chi-square
associated with the transactional leadership—only model in

row 2 of the table (% = 1694.89, df = 821). This difference
of 176.73 was significant (p < .01) at 24 df and indicates
that the transformational leader behaviors have a signifi-
cant effect over and above the effect of the transactional
leader behaviors. Thus, as predicted, the findings indicate
that transformational leadership augments the impact of
transactional leadership.

Hypothesis Testing
Next, the hypothesized model shown in Figure 1 was

estimated, nonsignificant paths were trimmed from the
model, and the overidentifying restrictions were tested.
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FIGURE 2
Corrected® and Uncorrected” Standardized Estimates for the Confirmed Relationships
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a. Standardized estimates corrected for measurement error and common method variance are shown in italics and parentheses.
b. Standardized estimates corrected for measurement error only are shown in bold.

*p < .05, one-tailed. **p < .01, one-tailed.

The results are shown in Figure 2. Overall, this model ade-
quately fit the data. The chi-square (df) was 1548.52 (822),
the CFI was .94, the GFI was .88, the RMSEA was .04, and
the associated probability of a close fit was 1.00. In the
remainder of this section, the tests of the individual
hypotheses will be reported.

Direct relationships with in-role sales performance.
Hypothesis 1a predicted that the transformational leader
behaviors (core transformational leader behaviors, indi-
vidualized support, and high performance expectations)
would be positively related to in-role sales performance.
As indicated in Figure 2, this hypothesis received mixed
support. Individualized support was positively related (B =
.22) to in-role sales performance, but high performance
expectations and the core transformational behaviors were
not. Hypothesis 1b predicted that intellectual stimulation
would be negatively related to in-role sales performance,
and this hypothesis was confirmed (8 = —.26). Finally,
transactional leader behavior was predicted in Hypothesis 2
to be positively related to in-role sales performance. How-
ever, this hypothesis was not confirmed for either contin-
gent reward or contingent punishment behavior.

Direct relationships with extra-role performance. Gen-
erally speaking, the direct relationships between the leader

behaviors and extra-role performance predicted by Hy-
pothesis 3a, Hypothesis 3b, and Hypothesis 4 received
only minimal support from the data. Of the 18 relation-
ships predicted, the only significant ones were the positive
relationship between individualized support and civic vir-
tue (B = .25), the positive relationship between high per-
formance expectations and sportsmanship (B = .14), and
the negative relationship between intellectual stimulation
and civic virtue ( = -.22). Thus, the findings provide only
modest support for Hypothesis 3b, weaker support for Hy-
pothesis 3a, and no support for Hypothesis 4.

Indirect relationships mediated by role ambiguity. Hy-
pothesis Sa predicted that the core transformational leader
behaviors, individualized support, and high performance
expectations would be negatively related to role ambigu-
ity. This hypothesis received mixed support. As expected,
the core transformational leader behaviors were nega-
tively related to role ambiguity (B = —.59). However, high
performance expectations were not related to role ambigu-
ity. Hypothesis 5b predicted that intellectual stimulation
would be positively related to role ambiguity, and it was
(B = .26). Hypothesis 6, which predicted that contingent
reward and contingent punishment would have negative
relationships with role ambiguity, was partially confirmed.
Contingent punishment was negatively related to role am-



128 JOURNAL OF THE ACADEMY OF MARKETING SCIENCE

biguity (B = —.20) as expected, but contingent reward be-
havior was not. Finally, Hypothesis 7 predicted that role
ambiguity would be negatively related to in-role sales per-
formance. This hypothesis was supported (B = —.23).

Indirect relationships mediated by trust. Trust was hy-
pothesized to be positively related to the core
transformational leader behaviors, individualized support,
and high performance expectations (Hypothesis 8a); nega-
tively related to intellectual stimulation (Hypothesis 8b);
and positively related to both contingent reward and pun-
ishment behaviors (Hypothesis 9). Generally speaking,
these hypotheses received a considerable amount of sup-
port. The core transformational leader behaviors were pos-
itively related to trust (B = .74), as were individualized
support (B =.25) and contingent reward behavior (B=.17).
Intellectual stimulation was negatively related to trust (f =
—23). Finally, reasonably strong support was found for
Hypothesis 10. Trust was positively related to helping be-
havior (§ = .30) and sportsmanship (B =.12), as expected,
but was not related to civic virtue.

In summary, if one only looks at the direct relationships
between the transformational and transactional leader
behaviors and the performance constructs, or only at the
direct relationships between the leader behaviors and the
mediators, support for the hypothesized effects is only
modest. Greater than chance to be sure (12 of 36 relation-
ships were supported), but not overwhelming. However,
when the direct and indirect relationships are taken
together as summarized in Table 5, a more interesting and
coherent picture of the impact of these two fundamental
forms of leader behavior emerges. As indicated in this
table, two forms of transformational leadership behavior
(individualized support and intellectual stimulation) had
direct or indirect relationships with in-role sales perfor-
mance and all three forms of extra-role behavior. Core
transformational leadership behavior had indirect rela-
tionships with in-role sales performance and two of the
three forms of extra-role behavior. The leader behavior
with the fewest relationships was high performance expec-
tations, having only a direct relationship with sportsman-
ship. Finally, contingent reward behavior had an indirect
relationship with helping behavior and sportsmanship, and
contingent punishment behavior had an indirect relation-
ship with in-role sales performance. Overall, this indicates
that transformational leadership has some significant
effects on in-role and extra-role performance over and
above those produced by transactional leadership
behaviors.

Proportion of Variance Accounted
for by Predictor Variables

Generally speaking, the findings indicate that the
transformational and transactional leader behaviors
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accounted for substantial proportions of the variance in
trust and role ambiguity and more modest proportions of
variance in the performance constructs. Trust was influ-
enced by both transformational and transactional leader-
ship, and together these behaviors accounted for 79 per-
cent of the variance of a salesperson’s trust in his or her
manager. Both forms of leadership also influenced role
ambiguity, and together these behaviors accounted for 26
percent of the variance in this criterion variable. Similarly,
the direct and indirect effects on in-role sales performance
involved both forms of leader behavior, and together they
accounted for 9 percent of the variance in in-role sales per-
formance. This is significant, in that the in-role sales per-
formance construct was measured with three different
objective measures of sales performance. Finally, the
direct and indirect effects of the transformational and
transactional behaviors accounted for 9 percent of the vari-
ance in helping behavior, 5 percent of the variance in
sportsmanship, and 5 percent in civic virtue.

Assessment of the Effects
of Common Method Variance

One partial explanation for these rather dramatic differ-
ences in the amount of variance explained in the different
criterion variables is that the leader behaviors, trust, and
role ambiguity measures were all filled out by the same
person, and thus they may share common method variance
(cf. Cote and Buckley 1987; Podsakoff and Organ 1986).
The performance measures, on the other hand, do not share
this source of bias because they were either obtained from
sales managers or company records. As noted by Cote and
Buckley (1987), common method biases can increase or
decrease the observed relationships.

To assess the potential impact of this form of bias on the
hypothesized relationships, we refit the model with a
same-source first-order factor added. This extra factor was
defined as having all 30 of the salespersons’ self-report
measures as indicators (i.¢., the 14 transformational and 7
transactional leader behavior measures, 3 trust measures,
and the 6 role ambiguity measures) and thus captures any
additional systematic method variance common to these
measures (e.g., common rater bias, social desirability,
“yea saying,” etc.). This procedure of controlling for com-
mon method artifacts has been employed in several previ-
ous studies (cf. MacKenzie et al. 1991; MacKenzie et al.
1993; MacKenzie et al. 1999; Podsakoff et al. 1990). The
estimates of the relationships after correcting for common
method variance are shown in italics in Figure 2.

Three conclusions are warranted. First, as shown by the
differences in the corrected and uncorrected parameter
estimates, common method variance had little effect on the
strength or significance of the observed relationships.
Thus, the relationships between the leader behaviors,
mediators, and criterion variables were not substantially
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TABLE 5
Summary of Significant Direct and Indirect Relationships
Between Leader Behaviors and Salesperson Performance

Extra-Role Performance
Leader Behaviors In-Role Performance Helping Behavior Sportsmanship Civic Virtue
Core transformational leadership Indirect effect (via role ambiguity) Indirect effect (via trust) Indirect effect (via trust) —
Individualized support Direct and indirect effect Indirect effect (via trust) Indirect effect (via trust)  Direct effect
(via role ambiguity)
Intellectual stimulation Direct and indirect effect Indirect effect (via trust) Indirect effect (via trust)  Direct effect
(via role ambiguity)
High performance expectations — — Direct effect —
Contingent reward behavior — Indirect effect (via trust) Indirect effect (via trust) —

Contingent punishment behavior

Indirect effect (via role ambiguity)

influenced by common method variance. Second, we
found that the inclusion of a common method factor
reduced the amount of variance accounted for in both trust
and role ambiguity. The proportion of variance in trust
decreased from 79 percent to 71 percent, and the propor-
tion of variance in satisfaction decreased from 26 percent
to 20 percent. Third, when this factor was added, the pro-
portion of variance accounted for in helping behavior
increased from 9 percent to 14 percent, and the proportion
of variance accounted for in both civic virtue and sports-
manship increased from 5 percent to 6 percent. This hap-
pened because adding the common method factor slightly
changed the factor loadings for the leader behavior, role
ambiguity, and trust constructs, which in turn affected the
relationships between these constructs and the extra-role
performance constructs.

DISCUSSION AND MANAGERIAL
IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study indicate that transformational
leader behaviors augment the impact of transactional
leader behaviors on a variety of mediators and criterion
variables, thus validating the basic notion that
transformational leader behaviors influence followers to
perform above and beyond the call of duty. Moreover, this
pattern of effects is impressive because the transforma-
tional leader behaviors generally had stronger direct and
indirect relationships with the mediators and the criterion
variables than the transactional leader behaviors studied
so frequently in the sales literature (cf. Becherer et al.
1982; Jaworski and Kohli 1991; Kohli 1985, 1989; Teas
etal. 1979). Ata minimum, this suggests that sales man-
agers may be able to improve their effectiveness sub-
stantially by paying more attention to their transforma-
tional leadership behavior. This means that they need to
think more carefully about how they can do a better job of
articylating a vision, providing an appropriate model,

fostering the acceptance of group goals, and providing
individualized support.

However, it is one thing to say a sales manager should
do a better job of “articulating a vision,” “providing an
appropriate model,” “fostering the acceptance of group
goals,” and “providing individualized support”; it is quite
another matter to specify exactly how a sales manager
might exhibit these behaviors. Although future research
should examine more closely the particular form these
behaviors should take (being careful to recognize that it
might vary across sales contexts), Table 6 takes a first step
in this direction by outlining how one sales manager
exhibited these forms of behavior in a difficult situation. In
his book, titled Don’t Fire Them, Fire Them Up, Frank
Pacetta (1994), a sales manager for Xerox Corporation,
discussed the style of leadership he used to turn around the
poor performance of his sales force. Although unaware of
the theories of transformational leadership, Pacetta rec-
ommended a variety of leadership practices that are clear
examples of these forms of leadership behavior.

For example, Pacetta (1994) emphasizes the impor-
tance of vision articulation when he says, “Troubled orga-
nizations don’t have the faintest idea where they are going,
and the uncertainty is corrosive. Whether you see yourself
as the coach or the cavalry, tell ’em where they’re headed!
That’s job one” (p. 24). Similarly, he notes the importance
of providing an appropriate model when he states, “I
believe in the power of personal example. You can rant and
rave and threaten, but the most effective way to get results
is to show someone what you want done” (p. 22). The
importance of fostering the acceptance of group goals is
reflected in his comment that “the hardest, most rewarding
thing a leader is called on to do is to build a team. The
flashiest rhetoric, slickest marketing strategy, and most
sophisticated marketing techniques are useless without an
effective team” (p. 103). Finally, Pacetta’s recognition of
the importance of providing individualized support is
clear from his comment that “to succeed in a turnaround
situation as I did . . . what you need—and I don’t care
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TABLE 6

Examples of Transformational Leader Behaviors in a Sales Context

Transformational Leader Behaviors

Excerpts From Don'’t Fire Them, Fire Them Up, by Frank Pacetta (1994)

Articulating a vision

Providing an appropriate role model

Fostering the acceptance of
group goals

Individualized support

“Many times—probably most of the time—{failure is due to] poor leadership. That’s why on a sports team,

when there’s a losing streak, the coach gets fired, not the players. The players have the skills and the
desire, otherwise they wouldn’t have made the cut; what’s missing is the direction, the coordination, the
motivation that can only be provided by a leader. Making a statement early—and itself, that's powerful
and reassuring news. Even more important, though, is the central message of this truism—if you don’t
know where you’re going, you’ll never get there. Troubled organizations don't have the faintest idea
where they’re going, and the uncertainty is corrosive. Whether you see yourself as a coach or the cavalry,
tell ’em where they’re headed! That’s job one.” (pp. 23-24)

"As I spoke, I had been clutching a black knitted ski cap in my left hand. I held it up so they could see the
logo of a popular New York State resort. ‘This is where we’re headed next year,” 1 said. ‘I want all of you
to join me there to celebrate. We're going to have an tremendous blowout. And you're going to deserve it
because we're going to be back on top, where we belong.” The ski cap was a symbol of the vision—
Cleveland number one district—and I carried that damned cap to every meeting.” (p. 35)

“I believe in the power of personal example. You can rant and rave and threaten, but the most effective way
to get results is to show someone what you want done. . . . I was at my desk the first day—and every
day—by 7 am. The management staff didn’t have to be charter members of Mensa . . . to know that it
made sense for them to roll in at about the same time.” (p. 22)

“At the end of our first meeting, I turned to my managers and said, ‘I hope everybody has a full day planned.
I'know I do.’ I told them that when the meeting adjourned, all of us were going to hit the street. All of
us—myself included.” (p. 52)

A rep has “to get the message and get it straight: A lone wolf doesn’t succeed. The team succeeds. . . . So
who cares if a rep is standoffish as long as he or she is selling copiers? I care. I need forty people selling
copiers, not just a handful of hotshots. If one person doesn’t make his or her budget, the whole district
will be dragged down. I want the strongest performers to help energize the not-so-strong.” (p. 57)

“The hardest, most rewarding thing a leader is called on to do is build a team. The flashiest rhetoric, slickest
marketing strategy, and most sophisticated management techniques are useless without an effective
team.” (p. 103)

“I often head off trouble by suggesting that the strongest performers help those who are struggling. If I have
reps who have difficulty closing a sale, I'll approach my best closers and ask them to work with those
people and give them some pointers. I could do it myself, but it’s better to foster interaction between
colleagues. I'm dissolving and merging the isolated pockets of excellence and mediocrity. Also, the
attitude that success comes at the expense of one’s colleagues (talk about poison!) can be held in check.”
(p- 146)

“In Cleveland my objective was to mentor each of my managers directly. In turn, I wanted them to serve as
mentors to the reps.” (p. 42)

“To succeed in a turnaround situation, as I did . . . what you need—and I don’t care where it comes from—
is respect for people. If it’s not there, please do something else with your career. Forget management.
Leadership starts and ends with people.” (p. 55)

“Before I set foot in Cleveland, [ knew the names of my new managers and reps. I had reviewed their
business backgrounds and acquainted myself with important aspects of their personal lives—spouses,
kids, hobbies. Believe me, it isn’t hard to do. . . . By hitting the road with the reps immediately after the
first meeting, I did two things: one, I let them know I was going to be a hands-on manager—a leader—
who gets out in front of the customer, and two, that I intended to stay in close personal contact with the
reps and managers.” (p. 58)

where it comes from—is respect for people. If it’s not
there, please do something else with your career. Forget
management. Leadership starts and ends with people”
(p. 55). These quotes, along with the more specific exam-
ples provided in Table 6, show how a sales manager can
begin to exhibit key transformational leadership behaviors
in the workplace.

Of course, this is not to say that sales managers should
ignore the potential impact of transactional leadership
behaviors. In the present study, we found that contingent
reward behavior had positive effects on helping and sports-
manship, mediated by trust; contingent punishment

behavior also had a positive effect on in-role sales perfor-
mance, mediated by role ambiguity. The indirect effect of
contingent reward behavior on helping behavior and
sportsmanship suggests that sales managers who carefully
monitor the performance of their sales personnel and make
a point of commending, praising, and/or recognizing their
contributions to the organization will be rewarded by
higher levels of employee performance. Similarly, sales
managers who make a point of disciplining sales represen-
tatives who are not living up to performance expectations
will increase in-role sales performance by reducing role

ambiguity.



The functional effects of contingent punishment on role
ambiguity and in-role sales performance observed in the
present study are particularly interesting when compared
with Kohli’s (1985) research on the effects of supervisory
reward and punishment behaviors. Kohli hypothesized
that arbitrary and punitive supervisory behavior would be
positively correlated with role clarity (or negatively corre-
lated with role ambiguity) but found that it was negatively
correlated with role clarity. He speculated that

punishment may have a negative impact [on role
clarity] primarily when a leader is indiscriminately
punitive. That is, punishment meted out in response
to and with the intention of modifying specific unde-
sirable subordinate behaviors may have a positive
rather than a negative impact. (P. 429)

This is precisely what we found. Indeed, our results sug-
gest that contingent punishment (e.g., punishment that is
administered in response to poor or ineffective sales be-
havior) reduced role ambiguity. Thus, as suggested by
Kohli (1985), punishment has beneficial effects, when it is
made contingent on inappropriate or dysfunctional behav-
ior, and harmful effects, when it is arbitrarily adminis-
tered. Overall, this suggests that in addition to trans-
formational behaviors, leaders also need to be careful to
administer verbal rewards and punishments contingent on
appropriate performance.

Finally, the results showed that managers who continu-
ally try to get their subordinates to identify better and
better ways of doing their jobs tend to have subordinates
who are less productive and are less willing to help others,
be good sports, and exhibit civic virtue. In part, this is
because intellectual stimulation tends to diminish trust and
increase role ambiguity. At a minimum, these findings
suggest that the effects of intellectual stimulation are more
complex than Bass (1985) originally thought. Although
intellectual stimulation may indeed produce the desirable
effects expected by Bass in the long run, it appears that in
the short run, leaders who continually urge or exhort fol-
lowers to search for new and better methods of doing
things create ambiguity and thereby diminish in-role per-
formance and are perceived as less trustworthy, thus reduc-
ing extra-role performance. Indeed, this is consistent with
recent research (cf. Podsakoff et al. 1990) that also sug-
gests that intellectual stimulation decreases citizenship
behavior (e.g., helping behavior and sportsmanship) by
decreasing trust.

SUGGESTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

The findings of this study suggest several interesting
avenues for further investigation. One might be to examine
additional consequences of transformational leadership.
The relationship between transformational leadership and
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a salesperson’s goal orientation (cf. Sujan, Weitz, and
Kumar 1994) could be a good place to start. For example, it
would not be unreasonable to expect a manager’s intellec-
tual stimulation behavior to enhance a salesperson’s learn-
ing orientation (and perhaps diminish his or her perfor-
mance orientation) or to expect a manager’s constant
emphasis on high performance expectations to increase a
salesperson’s performance orientation, perhaps at the
expense of his or her learning orientation. It might also be
worthwhile to examine the effects of transformational
leadership on job attitudes and turnover. For example, one
could hypothesize that when sales managers articulate a
vision, their salespeople become more satisfied with their
jobs (perhaps because articulating a vision enhances their
perceptions of the meaningfulness of their work and/or
convinces them that the manager knows what she or he is
doing), more committed to the organization (perhaps
because they are excited by the plans for the future of the
organization or unit), and, as a result, less likely to volun-
tarily leave the organization. Finally, Boal and Bryson
(1988) suggest that transformational behavior on the part
of the leader will enhance the self-esteem of subordinates,
arouse their needs, prompt them to accept challenging
goals, and enhance their performance expectations;
Kuhnert and Lewis (1987) also note the ability of
transformational leaders to “motivate followers to accept
and accomplish difficult goals that followers would have
not normally pursued” (p. 653) and get followers to inter-
nalize the values of the leader. Thus, there may be addi-
tional benefits of transformational leadership that need to
be examined.

It might also be interesting to investigate the dynamic
effects of transformational leadership over time. This
would not only serve to better confirm the hypothesized
direction of causality but might also help us to better
understand the nature of some of the relationships exam-
ined in this research. For example, intellectual stimulation
was negatively related to performance in the short run, but
it is not clear whether this would also be true in the long
run. If, indeed, intellectual stimulation increases a per-
son’s learning orientation, and if learning orientation
increases effort and performance (cf. Sujan et al. 1994), it
may be that the benefits of intellectual stimulation will
only be seen after a strong learning orientation (or learning
culture) develops. This might also suggest that the poten-
tial benefits of this form of behavior will only be found in
environments where employees stick around long enough
to learn from the trial-and-error experimentation process
stimulated by a manager’s intellectual stimulation behav-
ior. The life insurance industry that provided the context of
this research is notorious for high rates of turnover, as are
several other industries such as retailing. Perhaps in sales
environments with less turnover, the observed relationship
between intellectual stimulation and performance would
be different.
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Finally, future research should also examine why a
number of hypothesized effects were not supported. When
the pattern of nonsignificant relationships is examined, it
is clear that almost all of the nonsignificant relationships
either involved the hypothesized effects of high perfor-
mance expectations or were hypotheses positing a direct
relationship between a leader behavior and extra-role per-
formance. Although it is not immediately obvious why
high performance expectations had so few effects, it may
have had to do with the way in which high performance
expectations were measured. House (1977) suggests that
two aspects of high performance expectations are impor-
tant. One is that the leader must demonstrate high expecta-
tions for excellence to his or her subordinates. The other is
that the leader must express confidence that his or her fol-
lowers can achieve the expected level of performance. In
retrospect, our measures do a good job of tapping the for-
mer component but not the latter. It may be natural for a
salesperson to distrust a manager who continually
demands high levels of performance without ever express-
ing any confidence in his or her ability to achieve those
expectations. Therefore, future research focusing on the
effects of high performance expectations should be careful
to measure both the level of expectations set as well as the
extent to which the leader expresses confidence in the
salesperson’s ability to meet those sales expectations.

In retrospect, the fact that many of the direct effects of
the transformational and transactional leader behaviors on
extra-role performance were nonsignificant is perhaps
easier to understand. The overall pattern of findings dem-
onstrates that trust is a key mediator of the relationships
between transformational and transactional leadership
and organizational citizenship behaviors. Indeed, with the
exception of high performance expectations, all of the
leadership behaviors influenced trust, and trust subse-
quently influenced two of the three forms of extra-role per-
formance. This is consistent with the findings of Podsakoff
et al. (1990) and suggests that anything leaders can do to
build the trust of their sales representatives will improve
the effectiveness of their sales unit. Indeed, there has been
an increasing amount of interest in the sales literature dur-
ing the past decade on the importance of building trust in
relationship marketing (cf. Morgan and Hunt 1994), in
channel relationships (cf. Ganesan 1994; Morgan and Hunt
1994), and in marketing research providers (cf. Moorman,
Deshpande, and Zaltman 1993; Moorman, Zaltman, and
Deshpande 1992). Our study suggests that sales managers
would be wise to pay additional attention to the trust they
develop with their salespeople as well.

Ganesan (1994) and Ganesan and Hess (1997) have
proposed two distinct dimensions of trust (credibility and
benevolence). Each of these dimensions of trust can be
conceived of as relating to several levels within an organi-
zation (e.g., coworkers or supervisors) or to the organiza-
tion itself. It may be that these dimensions of trust have
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differential effects on extra-role behaviors and/or are dif-
ferentially affected by transformational leadership. For
example, it may be that sportsmanship and civic virtue are
driven more by a person’s trust in the benevolence of one’s
supervisor (i.e., faith in his or her good intentions and con-
cern for you) than by other forms of trust directed at other
levels; civic virtue may also be determined less by trust in
the benevolence of one’s coworkers than by trust in the
benevolence of one’s supervisor or in the organization.
Similarly, it is possible that articulating a vision has a
stronger effect on subordinates’ trust in the credibility of a
manager (i.e., belief in his or her competence, depen-
dability, and predictability) than on trust in the benevo-
lence of a manager, while individualized support has a
stronger impact on trust in the benevolence of a manager
than on trust in the credibility of a manager. Thus, future
research needs to investigate the nature of the role played
by trust in mediating the impact of specific forms of
transformational and transactional leadership behaviors
on salesperson performance.
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