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SOCIAL PROCESSES OF LEADERSHIP: A NEW PERSPECTIVE ON LEADERSHIP AND ITS EFFECT 
ON WORK BEHAVIOUR 

Abstract 

The paper presents a new model of social processes of leadership and their influence on work place trust and 
team cohesion. Social processes of leadership were derived from previous grounded theory work. Using a cross-
sectional sample of 467 New Zealand managers, it is shown that the social processes of optimising and 
enhancing adaptability are predicting trust, which in turn is related to both task and social cohesion. The social 
process of resolving uncertainty has a direct effect on social cohesion. Implications for leadership research are 
discussed.  
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Introduction 

Social processes of leadership are central for organizational functioning. These processes are dynamic and 
involve the transformation of beliefs, actions and motivations of employees over time through complex 
interactions between various individuals at many different levels within an organization. Traditionally, theories 
of leadership have assessed relationships between leaders and followers as a predominantly top-down process, 
but often do not consider the leadership interactions between and among employees within a workplace and 
throughout an organization. A search in PsycInfo using the keywords ‘social processes’ and ‘leadership’ 
between 1990 and 2004 yielded only 5 articles that discussed some form of social processes of organizational 
leadership. Therefore, in the present article, we outline a new approach to social processes of leadership at a 
work group level and present data relating these processes to variables such as trust within work groups, social 
and task cohesion.   

Social Processes of Leadership 

Traditional leadership theories have conceptualized leadership as a behavior or style of a specific 
individual, usually the manager of a team or organization. The main assumption is that leadership is 
individualized and a predominantly top-down process, with the leader exerting influence upon followers. In 
contrast to this mainstream approach, we adopt a different position. In agreement with Yukl (2002), we see 
leadership as a ‘shared influence process’. Similar, Conger (1998) asserts that leadership is a dynamic process, 
involving multiple levels of phenomena and possessing a dynamic character and a symbolic component. It is a 
highly complex phenomenon involving multiple actors and their actions, behaviors and relationships (Horner, 
1997). Therefore, leadership as the behavior of an individual is no more important than the social processes of 
leadership within a work-unit, exhibited and enacted concurrently by and between multiple individuals.  

Leadership involves a transformation in the views, beliefs, attitudes and motivations of followers (Bass, 
1985). The transformation is about influence relationships based on persuasion, not coercion, and it is about 
people intending real changes to happen. Implicit within this persuasive influence is a generation of willingness 
within followers, as opposed to the sullen compliance which often accompanies the authoritarian application of 
power. The transformation in motivations and actions involves also an insistence that the changes reflect the 
mutual purposes of the people engaged in the transformation. Rost (1993) also emphasized that people, their 
interactions, and the mutuality of their purpose are axiomatic of leadership. Hence, within these interpretations 
of leadership is the implication that leadership entails a social influence process. This last point is also supported 
by Hunt (1991) and Locke et al. (1991).  

Yukl (2002) suggested that there is a strong view among leadership theorists that leadership is a social 
influence process which occurs naturally within a social system, and is shared among various members of that 
social system. Sandberg (2000), Conger (1998) and Chen and Meindl (1991) have argued that leadership is not a 
simple reflection of objective reality, but is a socially constructed process wherein the desired influence 
interactions can be produced and reproduced over time. All this implies that leadership needs to be researched as 
a process, rather than through the study of leaders alone (Yukl, 2002). In one of the few sociological 



interpretations of leadership, Selznick (1957) concluded that understanding leadership required an appreciation 
of a broader social context.   

            Using grounded theory methods (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), Parry (1999) developed and supported an 
empirical model of social processes of leadership (SPL). He argued that there are three main processes. The first 
process is called optimising and is derived from extensive qualitative research of nursing leadership by Irurita 
(1996). Optimising refers to the process of ‘making the best of the situation, making compensate for the state of 
retardation and to move beyond mediocrity toward excellence (Irurita, 1996, p. 129)’. Optimising processes 
depend on the organizational context. During phases of basic survival, optimising processes focus on 
transforming the organization to overcome retardation and mediocrity. In times of turbulence, optimising takes 
the form of investing in order to progress to periods of continuous development and transformation. Finally, in 
periods of development and transformation, optimising is seen as maintaining and raising levels of excellence.  
This concept of optimising is conceptually similar to transformational leadership (Bass & Avalio, 1993; 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). In these theories, leaders are seen as transforming, inspiring 
and empowering subordinates. Therefore, there are similarities between optimising and transformational 
leadership,  however, the main difference lies in the origin and social nature of these processes. We see them as 
emerging in the interactions between multiple individuals, rather than behaviour exhibited by one specific 
individual. 

The second process was identified by Parry (1999) as resolving uncertainty. Parry (1999) argued that 
the presence of effective leadership strategies, behaviours and activities provides a mechanism for reducing 
uncertainty of change for both followers and leaders. In absence of effective leadership, individuals can become 
consumed with uncertainty. As a result knowledge, performance and morale may drop. Inaccurate and 
maladaptive perceptions of the work group and the environment will be maintained in these situations. A clear 
understanding of roles, especially the roles of leaders are important. Therefore, the main characteristics of this 
social process of reducing uncertainty are initiatives to improve knowledge and accuracy of perceptions and 
enhancing role clarity and personal adaptability. However, resolving uncertainty is a reactive process and 
represents a short-term rather than long-term strategy. It is more effective to help others to prepare for the future 
by developing personal capabilities, such as adaptability, that can pre-empt the negative effects of change 
(Cabana, 1996; Parry, 1998).  

Therefore, Parry (1999) proposed enhancing adaptability as a third process.  Key strategies that can be 
used to enhance adaptability beyond immediate uncertainty reduction include attempts to change other people’s 
perceptions of events by providing rational explanations, consistent and clear communication of desirable 
messages, highlighting complementarity of values of individuals and the organization, increasing cooperation 
and inducing persistence and determination to reach work group goals. Again, these activities are similar to 
transformational leadership, because transformational leaders need to be self-confident and clear of their 
purpose and direction in order to motivate, stimulate and inspire (Avalio, 1996). Again, we are focusing on the 
social processes displayed in work groups involving multiple individuals compared with the traditional approach 
to focus on a single leader, which is mostly a supervisor.  

Effects of social processes on work group trust and cohesion 

            Trust has received considerable attention. Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995) defined trust as a 
willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on expectations that the other will perform an 
action important to the trustor, but without an ability of the trustor to either monitor or control the other party. 
This definition is focused on dyadic relationships. Webber (2002) extended this definition to a team level. She 
defined trust at a team level as the perception shared by the majority of individuals within a team that 
individuals perform particular actions that are important to team members and similarly that individuals 
recognize and protect rights and interests of all members in the team in the pursuit of their joint goal. Trust in 
relationship has been shown to affect many desirable variables in an organizational context, such as levels of 
commitment, job satisfaction and levels of citizenship behaviour as well as reducing undesirable behaviours and 
attitudes such as intention to leave (Aryee, Budhwar & Chen, 2002; Goris, Vaught, & Pettit, 2003;  McAllister, 
1995; Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999; Tan & Tan, 2000). Therefore, it seems important to maintain high 
level of trust within work groups.  

Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard and Werner (1998) developed an elaborate model that specified specific 
dimensions of trustworthy behaviour of leaders that are necessary but not sufficient to engender employees’ 
trust in them. They argued that behavioural consistency; behavioural integrity; sharing and delegation of control; 



communication factors such as accuracy, providing explanations and openness, and demonstration of concern 
are factors positively influencing levels of trust. Research by Pillai et al. (1999) and Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Moorman and Fetter (1990) demonstrated that transformational leadership has a strong direct influence on trust, 
indicating that transformational leaders earn the trust of their followers. Bass (1985) argued that trust is 
important because transformational leaders need to mobilize follower commitment towards the vision expressed 
by the leader. This suggests that leadership is important for initiating and maintaining trust in the work group. 
Therefore, we will investigate whether leadership processes are also related to trust in the work place.  

Optimising involves moving beyond mediocrity towards excellence, which involves transforming and 
motivating work group members so that they can focus more effectively on the task at hand. This is very similar 
to transformational leadership behaviour, which has been shown to be related to trust (Podsakoff et al., 1990). 
Therefore, we propose that high levels of optimising are associated with greater levels of trust in the work 
group. 

Hypothesis 1: The social process of optimising will generate trust within work groups. 

Enhancing adaptability of team members is achieved by behaving with integrity and honesty or by 
providing accurate information and adequate explanations for decisions. Whitener et al. (1998) argued that 
behavioural integrity and openness and accurate communication are important precursors for establishing trust. 
Therefore, we predict that enhancing adaptability is associated with greater trust in work groups. 

Hypothesis 2: The social process of enhancing adaptability will generate trust in work groups. 

Resolving uncertainty is a process focusing on effective strategies, behaviours and activities of multiple 
leaders for reducing ambiguities and uncertainty. Whitener et al. (1995) argued that leaders behaving 
consistently over time and situations leads to predictable and positive behaviour in the work place, which is 
associated with higher levels of trust. Therefore, we propose that processes of resolving uncertainty are 
associated with trust in work groups. 

Hypothesis 3: The social process of resolving uncertainty will generate trust in work groups. 

Cohesion has been another important variable in organizational research. Cohesion has been linked to 
task performance (Greene, 1989; Gully, Devine, & Whitney; 1995; Mullen & Cooper, 1994). Research has also 
shown that task characteristics influence cohesion (Carless & De Paola, 2000). Previous research has 
differentiated between social and task cohesion (Carless & De Paola, 2000). Task cohesion refers to the 
identification with and commitment to the task, whereas social cohesion refers to the extent to which individuals 
interact socially. Previous work has shown that work characteristics such as team spirit, cooperation within 
teams and workload sharing are related to both aspects of cohesion (Carless & De Paola, 2000). Therefore, it is 
likely that SPL also influences cohesion. However, we propose that such a link is indirect through levels of trust 
at a group level. Social processes will generate trust that then in turn creates stronger cohesion in work groups. 
Lind (2001) argued that people constantly evaluate their relationship to their group and authorities. This takes up 
considerable cognitive resources and energy and employees are less likely to focus on the task at hand. If people 
feel that they can trust their co-workers, they are more likely to focus on the task at hand and are more likely to 
feel committed to the task at hand. Therefore, trust is expected to lead to higher levels of task cohesion. 

Hypothesis 4: Trust is positively associated with task cohesion. 

Similarly, if people they can trust their co-workers, they are more likely to frequently interact with 
other team members. Therefore, we propose that trust at a group level is associated with increase levels of social 
cohesion. 

Hypothesis 5: Trust is positively associated with social cohesion.  

All the proposed relationships are graphically displayed in Figure 1. As can be seen there, we propose 
that the SPL dimensions optimising, enhancing adaptability and resolving uncertainty are associated with higher 
levels of trust which in turn is related to both task and social cohesion.  

  



Figure 1. Proposed relationship between SPL, trust and work group cohesion 

 

Method 

Sample 

Data were collected from surveys completed by middle and senior managers drawn from a membership 
list of the New Zealand Institute of Management.  Questionnaires were mailed to members with a letter of 
support from the CEO of the Institute. Completed surveys were returned in reply-paid envelopes.  A total of 
2235 questionnaires were mailed out and 474 responses were received (response rate 21 percent).   

Because the research was aimed at workplaces or ‘work units’, responses that indicated a work unit 
size of greater than 200 people were withdrawn from analysis.  Accordingly 7 responses were removed, leaving 
467 usable responses.  The majority of the final sample were from the private sector (57.8 percent), with the 
remainder from the public sector. The average size of work units was 20 members, with 11 men and 9 women.  
Gender of the respondents was not evenly distributed (69.7 percent men, 30.3 percent women). The age of 
respondents ranged between 21 and 79 years with a mean of 47.0 (SD = 9.11). 29.1 percent indicated they were 
CEO, 39.4 percent came from senior management, 24.4 percent were middle level managers, 4.1 percent were 
supervisors and the remainder were process and clerical workers.  These statistics suggest that a large proportion 
of the work unit sample probably operated at management or senior management level.  Apart from the obvious 
potential limitation of low response rate, another potential source of bias is that respondents were predominantly 
senior managers.  All respondents are members of the New Zealand Institute of Management, therefore would 
most likely self-classify as ‘managers’. It is quite possible that many respondents are the manager in charge of 
their work unit. We cannot confirm or refute that. All we do know is that they are all members of the work unit 
upon which they are reporting.  

 

Measures 

Social processes of leadership. The SPL were developed by Parry (1999) based on grounded theory 
methods. The 20 items measure a diverse set of activities and processes that have been identified as relevant and 
important in organizations for understanding SPL. Therefore, the scale has high ecological validity. This scale 
measures the frequency with which leadership is displayed within work units.  On a ratio-level scale from 0 ‘not 
at all’ to 4 ‘frequently, if not always’ scale (Bass, Cascio & O’Connor, 1974), respondents were asked to 
indicate how frequently people in their work unit do certain things.  Although these social processes are 
conceptually and empirically similar to the constructs of transformational leadership and constructive 
transactional leadership, this instrument focuses on leadership processes within a work unit, rather than the 
leadership demonstrated by a single leader.  

In the present study, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to further assess the dimensionality 
of the scale. Using LISREL 8.52, the individual items were forced to load on their intended factor. Several fit 
indices were compared. The Chi square statistic has traditionally been used to evaluate model fit, however 
several authors identified various problems (e.g., Bentler & Bonnett, 1980; Bentler, 1990, Bollen, 1989, Mulaik, 



James, Van Alstine, Bennett, Lind, & Stilwell, 1989). Therefore, some other fit indices are also evaluated. First, 
some incremental or comparative fit indices are examined. The comparative fit index (CFI) as proposed by 
Bentler (1990) compares the model against a base line model. The Tucker-Lewis Fit index (TLI) or nonnormed-
fit-index (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980) has been found to be very robust and relatively sample size independent 
(Mulaik et al., 1989). Values ranging from the high 0.80’s to 0.90’s indicate a good fit (Marsh, Balla & 
McDonald, 1988). A second set of indices are lack of fit indices. Here, the Standardised Root Mean Square 
Residual is considered. Values smaller than .05 are indicative of good fit. Furthermore, the Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1992) is used since it takes degrees of freedom into 
account and punishes less parsimonious models. A value of less than 0.05 is ideal, values ranging between 0.06 
and 0.08 are acceptable and values larger than 0.10 indicate poor fit.  

The proposed three factor solution yielded acceptable fit indicators: χ² (167) = 582.68, p < .01; CFI = 
.97; TLI = .96; SRMR = .05 and RMSEA = .07. Therefore, the fit indices are acceptable. We also compared the 
three factor solution with a single factor solution. The fit indicators were worse: χ² (170) = 716.76, p < .01; CFI 
= .96; TLI = .95; SRMR = .06 and RMSEA = .09. The chi square difference between the two models was 
significant: Δχ² (3) = 134.08, p < .0001, indicating that the three factor model provided a better fit than the one 
factor model. The scale was based on ground theory methodology, which led to the development of a 
comprehensive and inclusive list of social process activities. Given the breath of the diverse activities covered 
by the scale the relatively good fit is impressive. See Table 1 for the factor loadings of all individual items.  
Cronbach alpha for the individual scales were .86, .78 and .77 for optimising, enhancing adaptability and 
resolving uncertainty, respectively.  

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the SPL scale. 

People in my work unit …  Optimising Enhancing 
adaptability 

Resolving 
uncertainty 

Effectively plan ahead for variation in workloads 1.00     
Take personal responsibility to educate themselves where needed 0.98     
Display a clear perception of their own leadership role within the work-unit 1.28     
Attempt to move the work unit forward 1.20     
Display sound management practice within the work unit 1.15     
Prioritize their own work tasks 0.93     
Facilitate the flow of information within the work unit 1.16     
Distribute tasks and responsibilities where appropriate 1.18     
Co-operate to get things done   1.00   
Share information needed to help make decisions   0.98   
Try to provide rational explanations for why things happen   0.75   
Persist in efforts to achieve work unit goals   1.02   
Display personal values that complement those of the organization   0.92   
Take advantage of opportunities when they arise   0.83   
Have face-to-face or phone discussions about change     1.00 
Discuss where the organization is heading     0.97 
Resolve the uncertainty that other members feel about the future     1.07 
Seek to resolve any personal uncertainty about the future     0.97 
Rely on each other for information about work     0.78 
Rely on each other for support     0.91 

  

Trust. The current study used a scale developed by Pearce, Branyiczki, & Bakacsi (1994), and modified 
by Jarvenpaa, Knoll and Leidner (1998) measuring trust within teams. Example items are  ‘Overall, the people 
in my group are very trustworthy’ and ‘ There is no ‘team spirit’ in my group’ (reverse coded). Answers were 
recorded on a five point scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Cronbach’s alpha for the 
eight item scale was .88.  

Cohesion. Task and social cohesion were measured with scales developed by Carless and De Paola 
(2000). Examples for task cohesion items are  ‘My team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance’ 
and ‘I am unhappy with my team’s level of commitment to the task’ (reversed scored). Social cohesion was 
measured with items like ‘ Members of our team do not stick together outside of work time’ (reverse scored) 



and ‘Our team would like to spend time together outside of work hours’. Responses were recorded on a five 
point scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. The alpha for the four item task cohesion scale 
was .76 and the alpha for the four item social cohesion scale was .82. 

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on these three constructs. The fit indicators were within 
acceptable levels: χ² (101) = 342.85, CFI = .97; TLI = .97; GFI = .91; SRMR = .05 and RMSEA = .07. A single-
factor solution fared much worse: χ² (104) = 1066.73, CFI = .90; TLI = .89; GFI = .76; SRMR = .10 and 
RMSEA = .15. The chi-square difference was highly significant: Δχ² (3) = 723.88, p < .00001, suggesting that 
the three factor solution fit the data significantly better than the one factor solution.  

Finally, we examined whether SPL and the outcome variables were empirically distinct by conducting 
an overall confirmatory factor analysis. The fit indices were very good considering the number of constructs and 
indicators involved: χ² (579) = 1389.43, CFI = .98; TLI = .98; SRMR = .05 and RMSEA = .057. This provides 
further evidence for our claim that social processes are empirically distinct from other team related variables 
such as work group cohesion and trust. Table 2 shows all the means, standard deviations and scale 
intercorrelations in the present sample. 

Table 2. Means, standard deviations and correlations 

  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Optimising 2.83 0.61 (.86)           
2. Enhancing adaptability 3.03 0.54 .70 (.78)         
3. Resolving uncertainty 2.73 0.60 .71 .67 (.77)       
4. Trust 3.27 0.62 .65 .63 .55 (.88)     
5. Task cohesion 2.91 0.81 .57 .62 .48 .70 (.76)   
6. Social cohesion 1.99 0.89 .40 .40 .41 .40 .35 (.82) 

Note: All correlations are significant p < .01. Cronbach’s alpha are displayed in the diagonal. All dimensions are 
measured on a five scale from 0 indicating ‘strongly disagree’ to 4 ‘strongly agree’ 

  

Results 

To test the proposed model, we used LISREL 8.52. We used a mixture of single-item indicators and scale scores 
to test our hypotheses, because previous research has found that models involving more than 30 indicators are 
difficult to fit even with strong theoretical support (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986). As discussed previously, the 
confirmatory factor analyses confirmed the three dimensional nature of the SPL scale and the distinctiveness of 
the social processes, cohesion and trust measures. Therefore, the scale scores were used as indicators for the 
latent constructs. To adjust for measurement error, we followed procedures outlined by Williams and Hazer 
(1986). They suggested setting the path from the latent variable to the indicator equal to the product of the 
square root of the scale reliability and the scale standard deviation. The error variance is set to be equal to the 
variance of the scale score times by one minus the reliability. Netemeyer, Johnston and Burton (1990) have 
shown this technique to yield reasonable approximations for error variance and this procedures has subsequently 
been widely applied (e.g., Clugston, 2000; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1992; Moorman, 1991). 

            The overall fit for the proposed theoretical model was generally acceptable: χ² (7) = 55.19, CFI = .98; 
TLI = .96; GFI = .96; SRMR = .05. Only the RMSEA of  .12 suggested that the model could be improved. The 
path from resolving uncertainty to trust was not significant: β = -.12, standard error = .15, z = -.84. An 
examination of the residuals suggested that freeing the path from resolving uncertainty to social cohesion would 
improve fit. Therefore, this revised model showed significantly better fit: χ² (7) = 25.80, CFI = .99; TLI = .98; 
GFI = .98; SRMR = .03 and RMSEA = .07. Therefore, these indicators are within an acceptable to good range 
(Marsh et al., 1988). Figure 2 shows the revised model with the raw path coefficients. 

 

 



 

Figure 2. Revised model  

 

Note: * p < .05; ** p < .01  

  

Discussion 

We presented a new model of leadership processes and tested a model focusing on the effects of these processes 
on trust and cohesion in work groups. The social process model of leadership was based on extended grounded 
theory work and we presented evidence that these grounded theory constructs are empirically distinct. 
Furthermore, in this large sample of New Zealand managers, the social processes of optimising and enhancing 
adaptability were predictive of trust in work groups. Both processes are focused on the task. Optimising is the 
social process of transforming the current work unit by making the most effective and optimal use of all 
available and potential resources. These behaviours are theoretically related to transformational leadership in 
which individual leaders show exemplary behaviours in trying to transform and change the work unit. These 
behaviours will inspire and motivate employees and create trust (Conger, Kanungo & Menon, 2000). Similarly, 
enhancing adaptability creates trust because it empowers and enhances the adaptability of team members. 
Therefore, these two leadership processes are crucial for creating and maintaining trust within work teams. Trust 
in turn significantly predicted task cohesion and to a lesser extent, social cohesion. This is interesting and 
suggests that trust within work units is associated with a greater task focus, whereas trust is not necessarily as 
strongly related to a willingness of team members to socialize outside work.  

However, reducing uncertainties is predictive of social cohesion. We did not find a direct effect of 
resolving uncertainties on trust, but the direct effect on social cohesion was significant. As discussed before, 
trust is being formed when individuals are vulnerable to the actions of others without having opportunities to 
control or monitor the actions. Reducing uncertainties is a reactive strategy and remedies existing confusion 
among employees, but it does not help individuals with their task at hand and it does not involve taking risks 
that would inspire trust. However, clarifying roles, a reduction of ambiguities and uncertainties in work 
procedures and having face-to-face discussions about uncertainties and future activities will create an 
atmosphere where people feel attracted to each other and socialise even outside work. Probably, this relationship 
oriented way of reducing uncertainties about the mutual future creates a bond and helps discover communalities 
that lead to greater willingness to spend time with work members outside work. Having opportunities to interact 
with others face to face will increase social attraction and increase social cohesion. Future research should focus 
on the relationship between the leadership processes and social cohesion and also investigate how social 
cohesion influences other work related variables such as task performance and employee well-being.  

            Our study has demonstrated that leadership processes that focus on task behaviour such as transforming 
the current work unit and empowering the adaptability is creating trust within work teams. This trust is 
necessary for and a strong predictor of workplace cohesion. Therefore, leadership processes impact task 
cohesion (a) if they are focused on the task at hand and (b) if they are able to create trust within the team. On the 
other hand, reactive leadership processes that are focused on reducing uncertainties rather than empowering and 
transforming work members is less likely to create trust, although it seems to be related to interpersonal 
attraction and stronger interest in socializing outside work.  



Limitations and Conclusions 

We used perceptions of mainly senior managers about their work group leadership processes. Therefore, we 
asked participants to report on processes going on in their respective work unit. This raises the problem of 
common method variance. Crampton & Wagner (1994) analysed over 11,000 correlations based on self-report 
measures published by organisational researchers between 1965 and 1990 and found that self-report measures 
do not have the broad and comprehensively negative qualities as claimed by some critics (e.g., Avolino, 
Yammarino & Bass, 1991; Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 1989). In particular, they showed that perceptions of 
visible and external events that could easily be verified were less susceptible to inflated correlations or biases. 
The present study focuses on perceptions of concrete processes that can be observed by outsiders as well as 
insiders and can be easily verified. Such an approach is less likely to be subject to cognitive biases or impression 
management. We have shown in our confirmatory analyses that our measures are valid and empirically distinct. 
They are measuring the intended constructs. The final confirmatory factor analysis lends strong support to the 
claim that our relationships are not strongly influenced by common method variance but rather reflect 
substantive relationships.  

            Another potential problem is the appropriate level of analysis. In the present study we asked managers to 
report on processes in their work unit. Previous research has demonstrated that this is a useful technique for 
researching important organizational phenomena (Miller, Cardinal & Glick, 1997). We used a referent shift 
consensus model (Chan, 1998), by asking about social leadership processes in their work unit.  Therefore, we 
had one informant per unit and therefore the level of analysis was simultaneously the individual and group 
(since we had one member from each group). Future research could separate these effects by measuring these 
processes within teams using multiple respondents, and then aggregate perceptions to the team level if there is 
consensus within the team (Klein, Dansereau & Hall, 1994).  

            Nevertheless, the present study provides an important step towards a better understanding of the social 
processes of leadership (Yukl, 1999) and we hope that future research will broaden and enrich traditional 
leadership research by including social processes of leadership and the interdependencies and relationships of 
multiple actors across levels and time in organizational settings. This will provide us with a more accurate and 
realistic picture of leadership in organizations. 
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