Journal of Science, Technology, and Humanities : January - June 2005, Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 13-32.

TRANSFORMATIONAL AND TRANSACTIONAL LEADERSHIP AND
- PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES OF JAPANESE AND U.S. MANAGERS IN THAILAND

Suda Suwannapirom

Graduate School of Commerce, Burapha University, Bangsaen, Chonburi 20131, Thailand.

Al

Received June 2005; accepted July 2005.

ABSTRACT

This research was aimed to study the leyel of transfoxmational and transactional
leadership of the Japanese and U.S. managers working in Thailand and their leadership
effectiveness as measured by the performancé ouicomes comprising job satisfaction, extra
effort, and effectiveness. The multifactor\leadership questionnaire (MLQ) was ‘sexit, i
50 Japanese superiors, 50 U.S. superiors, and 500 Thai subordinate to measurecthe scores
on transformational and transactional leadership and the performance-outcomes as rated
by the superiors and subordinates. e scores were apalyzed in terms ‘of descriptive
statistics;and the kypotheses were tested by the Pearson’s courelation (r-value), p-value,
t-testy and the multiple regressions at the 0:05(evel of siguificance.

It-was found that transformational and transactional leadership of Japanese and
U.S. superiors, as rated by superiors and subordinates, were positively correlated with
the performance outcomes, Overall, the”Japanese superiors’ scores were significantly
higher than those of thein subordinates on transformational leadership but not on
transactional leadership. The US. superiors’ scores were not significantly different from
those ofctheir subordinates on both leadership styles. However, the US. superiors’ scores
were \significantly higher than those of the Japanest superiors, and the scores of the
subordinates of U.S. superiors were also significantly higher than those of the subordinates
of Japanese superiors on both transformational and transactional leadership dimensions.
Finally, the multiple regressions showed that most transformational and transactional
leadership dimensions could explain the performance outcomes at approximately 47.7%.
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INTRODUCTION —

Thailand’s-economy is heavily dependent
on international trade and foreign direct investment.
Thailand’s merchandise exports ($68.9 billion in
2002) account for 55% of its GDP (Bank of Thailand,
2003). Foreign direct investment (FDI) is an
important source of emp\}oyment and new
technologies and processes. The cumulative level
of FDI in Thailand at the end of 2002 was
estimated at $32.5 billion (UNCTAD, 2005).
Thailand’s top trading partners in 2002 were Japan,
the United States, Singapore, China, and Malaysia
and the top three sources of FDI in Thailand
were Japan, the United States, and Singapore
(UNCTAD, 2005).

Although FDI inflows to the Southeast
Asian nations had dropped signifi¢antly, \during
1998-2003, the United Nations Confererice’on Trade
and Development (UNCTAD,\2005) reported a
rebound of FDI in2004, with a greater contribution
from the services sector as well as the so-called
South-t&2South investment trend among developing
economies. The upward trend is likely to continue
in 2005 due to positive factors of world irivesiment.
In 2004, Thailand remained a populan investment
destination ranking’the 10th, with 'US$1.8 billion
in FDL while China-fariked the fitst with $53 billion
(UNCTAD, 2005), Figures at the Thailand’s Board
of Invastment (BOX) also showed an upward trend
of investment in 2004. The number of applications
for investment promotion in the first 10 months
was 1,049 projects, worth 4825 billion baht, up
from 768 projects for 256.8 billion baht in the same
period of 2003. The total applications in 2003 were
for 961 projects with a combined investment
value of 304 billion baht.

For years, Japanese and U.S. companies have
made considerable FDI in Thailand. During 2002-
2004, Japan invested in 308 start-ups, with total
value of $2.7 billion, whereas the U.S. invested in
49 start-ups, with total value of $783 million, in
Thailand. Due to their huge presence in Thailand,
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Japaneser and the US. multinational firms have
sent expatriate superiors to oversee their businesses.
The leadership of these expatriates is thus important
to the success of businesses. They must not only
be able to successfully manage the internal
environments they oversee through regulations of
such functions as capital budgeting, project
management, cost control, human resource
management, etc, but also be adept at managing
cultural differences that, i turnyinfluence leadership
styles, norms, role~expectations, and traditions
governing the relationship among various members
of society: Leaders of multinational enterprises have
to  respond effectively to the dynamics of their
own organizational culture and the multicltural
staff and the country in which they are based.
According to Fatehi (1996), tultural
differences are strong determinants of effective
leadership %havior in 'a\society. He also argued
that whateonstitutes a-good leader in one culture
may Yot constitdte a good leader in other cultures.
Henge, possible conflicts between foreign superiors
and Thai staff might arise partly because of
different perceptions of leadership styles. For
instance, leadership styles that Japanese or US.
superiors consider effective might not work for
Thai subordinates due to differences in their
perceptions. Consequently, this research will explore
the differences between Japanese and U.S.
superiors’ perceptions and their Thai subordinates’
perceptions of effective leadership styles.

Significance of the study

Leadership is crucial for the success of
business since leaders, through their actions and
personal influence, bring about change and affect
organizational performance (Dubrin, 1998). There
is a general agreement that good leadership
is fundamental for effective organizational
performance and that strong leadership positively
affects the satisfaction and performance of
individuals, teams, and organizations (Barling, 1996).
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Thus, in an intensely competitive environment,
effective leadership is seen as indispensable in
enhancing the performance and competitiveness
of organizations.

According to Bass’ (1985) theory of trans-
formational and transactional leadership,
transformational leadership is seen as an effective
leadership é’ryle, but the best leadership style seems
to be a combination of both transformational and
transactional approaches. Transformational
leadership is thought to augment the effectiveness
of transactional leadership; it does not, however,
replace transactional leadership entirely as a
leadership style (Waldman et al., 1990).

Bass (1985) developed the multifm
leadership questionnaire (MLQ) to identiX the

behaviors underlying the transfq
transactional leaders%T
validated in various s

cultures. Much

behavior
0ss samples and cultures seems to

o specific thought processes, w :
understandings, or beha A

‘ les, both trans-

6 and\tyansaetional leadership have

become mgjor )topics of research (Yulk, 2002).
Although
conducted on transformational and transactional
leadership in different cultures, only a few studies
have been conducted in the Thai culture. In

atany different studies have been

addition, no transformational and transactional
leadership studies have examined the performance
differences between Japanese and US. superiors
in Thailand. Therefore, this study will contribute
to the existing literatures by examining the
transformational and transactional leadership
styles of these superiors and their performance
outcomes.

ion in leadership .

cﬂﬁ%i:a
beeh observed using this _
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Transformational and transactional leadership
With some related ideas, Burns (1978)
provided the first comprehensive theory to explain
the differences between transactional and
transformational leaders. He noted that transfor-
mational leaders might recognize the follower’s
needs in terms of Maslow’s (1954) need hierarchy.

He believed that transformational @ﬂ%‘sjcﬁonal
leadership are at opposite ery the dontinuum

985), transformational and
but _not

S

y exclusive processes. He Brgpes
transformational leadership sup v‘ 0

leadership are distinct

or her to a higher level of motivation, and
inducing subordination of individual self-interests
to super-ordinate organizational goals.

Yulk (1997) defined transformational
leadership as the process of influencing major
changes in the attitudes and assumptions of
organizational members and building commitment
for the organization’s mission, objectives, and
strategies. More recent studies on the subject of
leadership have focused on transformational
leadership that concerns the leader’s effect on
followers (Bass and Avolio, 1992). Followers of a
transformational leader feel trust, admiration,
loyalty and’ respect toward the leader, and they
are motivated to do more than they originally
expected to do (Yulk, 1997).

Transformational and transactional leader-
ship behaviors are described in terms of two broad
categories of behavior, each with specific sub-
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categories (See Table 1). This taxonomy was iden-
tified primarily through factor analysis of data
collected through a behavior description
questionnaire called the multifactor leadership
questionnaire (MLQ).

Table 1. Transforrgational and transactional
leadership dimensions.

Tranformational leadership Transactional leadership

Idealized influence (charisma)
Intellectual stimulation

Contingent reward
Active management by exception
Individualized consideration  Passive management by exceptiofy

Inspirational motivation

Source: Bass (1996).

Transformational leadership

Bass (1985, p.14) believed that the trans-
formational leader could be described as “one who
motivates us to do more than we originally expected
to do.” Similarly, Robbins (1996, p329)( defined
transformational leaders as“leadats who inspire
followers to transcend their ‘0w self-interest for
the good of the brganization and who are capable
of having a profound and extraordinary effect
on their followers.”

Fransformational leadership can be concep-
tually divided into four distinct factors: (1) idealized
influence (charisma), (2) individualized considera-
tion, (3) intellectual stimulation, and (4) inspirational
motivation.

Idealized influence (charisma): Charismatic
leadership is thought to be a central component of
the transformational process. Charismatic leaders
have extraordinary influence on followers.
According to the theory, they create feelings in
subordinates that exceed ordinary esteem, affection,
respect, and trust. They vary greatly in their
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“pragmatism, flexibility, and opportunism in

achieving their objectives. Charismatic leaders also
appear at various levels in organizations.

Ingpirational motivation: Inspirational
leaders help followers feel more powerful by setting
desirable goals and providing the means to achieve
them (McClelland, 1985). According to Yukl and
Van Fleet (1982, p.87), an inspirational leader
“stimulates enthusiasm among subordinates for
the work of the group-and:says thing to build
their confidence jri-their\ ability to successfully
perform assignments and attain group objectives.”

Inspirational leadership communicates a
visienwith fiuency and confidence, increasing
optimism and enthusiasm among subordinates
t0 build their confidence in their ability to
successfully perform assignment \and goals.
Inspirational leaders haye fhe ability-to influence
subprdinates to achigve subordinates’ expectations
and self-interests. Thef€mphasize high expectations
to suboTdinates, communicate important purposes -
in \common ‘ways and use symbols, images and
vision to focus their extra efforts. According to
Downtown (1973), if subordinates are drawn to
the leaders’ objectives and goals, but not to the
leader, the leader will be inspirational but not
necessarily charismatic.

Intellectual stimulation: A transformational
leader provides intellectual stimulation to help
people use new ways of looking at old problems,
and reason and evidence to support his/her
opinions. Orientations are shifted, awareness is
increased concerning the tensions between visions
and realities, and experiments are encouraged by
these leaders (Fritz, 1986). Though intellectual
stimulation is often associated with charisma and
inspiration, it is thought to involve some differences.
Intellectually stimulating leaders foster in their
subordinates creativity, rethinking and reexami-
nation of assumptions underlying problems.
Intellectual stimulation contributes to the indepen-
dence and autonomy of subordinates and prevents
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#habituated follower-ship,” characterized by
unquestioning trust and obedience (Graham, 1973).
{followers become more effective problem solvers,
and utilize innovative analysis and conflict
tesolution strategies for problems. Intellectual
#timulation can move subordinates out of conceptual
Yuts by reformulating the problems that need to
e solved. However, there is a difference between
possessing task competence, knowledge, skil, ability,
fptitude, and intelligence and being able to translate
these qualities into action. This requires intellectual
- gtimulation from a leader.

b Individualized consideration: Interpersonal
-~ bompetence is fundamental to successful and
. effective leadership. While a leader can utilize
. idealized influence, inspirational motivation, and
- intellectual stimulation as manipulatiye)tedls to
~ further his own ends without regafd to followers’
- development, a leader who ‘demonstrates indi-

 specificallyaildred opportunities for learning and

- deyelopient.\Leaders should have the ability to

- ‘diagnose-situations and to understand othe

. gupordinates’ attitudes, motives, \ahd current

~ levels of effectiveness. As Bass: (1960, p.115)
indicated “It is not enpugh for a leader to know

" how to get what {ollowers wants, or to tell them
how toget what they want. The leader must be able
to know\what followers want, when they want it,
and what ‘prevents them from getting what they
want..”

Transactional leadership

Burns (1978) described transactional leaders
as leaders who exchange one thing for another,
for example, jobs for votes or tasks for special
rewards. Bass (1985) added that a transactional
- leader pursues a cost-benefit; economic exchange
- to meet subordinate’s current motivational and
~ psychic needs in return for contracted reviews
rendered by the subordinates.’

vidualized considerationi recognizes and values -
' diversity while. providing each follower with
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Schermerhorn (1988, p.514) described
transactional leadership as “a leadership style
whereby the leader exerts influence during daily
leader-subordinate exchanges without much
emotion.”

Leadership is understood, here, as a
transactional exchange of materials, and social and
psychological benefits. The exchange is fair if
“the leader gives things of value to-fellowers such
as a sense of direction, vajue \and recognition,
and receives other things in returnesuch as esteem
and responsiveness’ Fundamentally, there is a
psychologicalcontract between the leader and
follow er's,\ whithGdepends upon a variety of
expectations and actions on both side (Hollander,
1987).

Therefore, transactional leadets \identify
and communicate the work that must be done by
subordinates, and heW to _suceessfully complete
the stated Objectiyves. that lead to the desired job

* rewards (Avolio. et al, 1988; Avolio et al, 1991;

Bass,\ 1990; Bass and Avolio, 1990, 1993). Tran-
sactional leaders use rewards and punishments.
They always respond on the basis of an accurate
diagnosis of the situational factors and the
expectations. Transactional leadership is typically
classified into two dimensions: (1) contingent
reward &nd (2) management by exception.

Contingent reward: Contingent-reward
leaders contribute to subordinates’ effort and
performance by clarifying the subordinates’
expectations. They contribute directly to
subordinates’ satisfaction by giving them rewards
that are contingent on their performance (Podsakoff
and Schriesheim, 1985).

Management by exception: When a leader
takes corrective actions and intervenes only when
failures and deviations occur, he/she practices
management by exception either actively or
passively (Harter and Bass, 1988; Yammarino and
Bass, 1989). The active practice of management
by exception deals with monitoring and searching
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for subordinates’ deviations from standards and
making suitable corrections. On the contrary, the
passive practice of management by exception
involves only reacting when deviations are brought
to his or her attention (Avolio et al, 1988; Bass,
1990).

Although transactional leadership may work
well in many situationis, it has considerable
limitations. Contingent rewards may sometimes
fail because there are no clear differentiation
between adequate function and inadequate
performance. The impact on the subordinates’
behavior, here, will depend on subordinates’
perception of the supervisor’s intentions. Whether
the supervisor likes or dislikes the subordinate
may also make a difference as relates to followers’
performance (Bass and Avolio 1990, 1993) Podsakoff
and Todor, 1985; Yammarino (and Bass, 1989
Yammarino and Dubingky, 1990; Yukl, 1989).

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The primary purpose of this study was to
explore\ transformational and transactional
leadership styles of Japanese and-US. supériors
and their performance outcomes\ a§ \measured
by employees’ jéb satisfaction, (work effort, and
perception of leader effectivaness. The transfor-
mational and transactionalleadership styles and
perfotmance-outeomes were evaluated from both
superiors'-and subordinates’ perspectives. The
secondary purpose was to apply the MLQ in the
Thai context.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS/HYPOTHESES

This study attempted to answer the following
questions:

1. What are the levels of transformational
and transactional leadership, and performance
outcomes of Japanese and U.S. superiors as
evaluated by superiors themselves?

2. What are the levels of transformational
and transactional leadership, and performance
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outeomes of Japanese and U.S. superiors as
evaluated by their Thai subordinates?

3. Isthere any significant difference between
leadership styles of Japanese superiors and those
of US. superiors in Thailand?

4. What are the relationship between
transformational and transactional leadership of
Japanese and US. superiors and the performance
outcomes in Thailand?

The research/questions can be used to
develop the following null hypotheses:

Hlo: Transformiational leadership of Japanese
superiors\(as xated- by Thai subordinates) does not
correlate with their performance outcomes (as rated
by Thai subordinates).

H2o: Transformational leadesship of Japanese
superiors (as rated by Japanese superiors) does
not carrelate with theif performance outcomes
(as ratedy by Japanése superiors).

H3g\[ransformational leadership of US.
stiperirs (éé’rated by Thai subordinates) does not
correlate\with their performance outcomes (as rated
by Thai subordinates).

H4o: Transformational leadership of the
US. superiors (as rated by U.S. superiors) does not
correlate with their performance outcomes (as rated
by US. superiors). .

Hb50: Transactiortal leadership of the Japanese
superiors (as rated by Thai subordinates) does not
correlate with their performance outcomes (as rated
by Thai subordinates).

Héo: Transactional leadership of Japanese
superiors (as rated by Japanese superiors) does
not correlate with their performance outcomes (as
rated by Japanese superiors).

H70: Transactional leadership of U.S.
superiors (as rated by Thai subordinates) does not
correlate with their performance outcomes (as rated
by Thai subordinates).

H8o: Transactional leadership of U.S.
superiors (as rated by US. superiors) does not
correlate with their performance outcomes (as rated
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by US. superiors). ' -
H90: There is no statistically significant
difference between the transformational leadership
seores of the Japanese superiors and those of the
{J.S. superiors as perceived by the Thai subordinates
of each group.
H100: There is no statistically significant
difference between the U.S. superiors’ self
perceptions and the Japanese superiors’ self-
jperceptions on transformational leadership.
, Hllo: There is no statistically significant
' difference between transactional leadership scores
: of the Japanese superiors and those of the US.
- superiors as perceived by the Thai subordinates of
- each group.
i H120: There is no statistically significant
-~ difference between the U.S. superiors\self
perceptions and the Japanese superiofs’ self-
- perceptions on transactiorial leadership: X
H130: There is.tio statistically signiﬁcah\
relationship between\transformational and
- transactiofia]\ Jeadership dimensions and the
petformance outcomes.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
’ There were 927 Japanese and 382 US. foreign
companies as shown.inlthe book “The foreign
companies in Thailand yearbook 2004: The No.1
source for_corporate.data on foreign subsidiaries,
joint ventures; and associate companies in Thailand.”
A total of 100 firms, 50 U.S. and 50 Japanese,
were randomly selected from the book above so
that they covered various industries. Then, the
subjects (superiors and subordinates) were chosen
using convenience-sampling method. The target
ratio between a superior and subordinates was
1:5. Therefore, the samples comprised 50 U.S.
superiors, 50 Japanese superiors, and 500 Thai
subordinates. These samples were collected from
October 1, 2004 to March 31, 2005.
The main data collection instrument for
this research was the MLQ (Form 5x-Short)
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questionnaire developed by Bass and Avolio in
1995 and revised in 2000. The questionnaire
instructed respondents to judge how often their
manager displays 45 items of behavior, using the
five-point scale from ‘not at all = 0’ to ‘frequently
or always = 4.

The MLQ scores are the average scores for
the items on the five-point scale with assigning
score: not at all = 0, once in a while’="1)sometimes
= 2, fairly often = 3, and frequently or always = 4.
The score can be defived kY| summing the item
scores and dividing by the number of items that
make up the scale.

[here \are 20 items comprising the trans-
formational leadership dimension as follows:

Attributed charisma: The itéms include
“Instills pride in me for being associated \with him/
her,” “Goes beyond self-interest foy the good of
the group,” “Acts in fays'that builds my respect,”
.and “Displays @ sense_of power and confidence.”

* Idealized inftuence: The items include “Talks
about their most important values and beliefs,”
‘Specifies the importance of having a strong sense
of purpose,” “Considers the moral and ethical
consequences of decisions,” and “Emphasizes the
importance of having a collective sense of mission.”

Inspirational motivation: The items include
“Talks optimistically about the future,” “Talks
enthusiastically about what needs to be accom-
plished,” “Articulates a compelling vision of the
future,” and “Expresses confidence that goals will
be achieved.”

Intellectual stimulation: The items include
“Re-examines critical assumptions to question
whether they are appropriate,” “Seeks differing
perspectives when solving problems,” “Gets me to
look at problems from many different angles,”
and “Suggests new ways of looking at how to
complete assignments.”

Individual consideration: The items include
“Spends time teaching and coaching,” “Treats me
as an individual rather than just as a member of



20 Suwannapirom

a group,” “Considers me as having different needs,
abilities, and aspirations from others,” and “Helps
me to develop my strengths.”

There are 12 items comprising the tran-
sactional leadership as follows:

Contingent reward: The items include
“Provides me with assistance in exchange for my
efforts,” “Discusses in specific terms who is
responsible for achieving performance targets,”
“Makes clear what one can expect to receive when
performance goals are achieved” and “Expresses
satisfaction when I meet expectations.”

Active management-by-exception: The items
include “Focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes,
exceptions, and deviations from standards,\
“Concentrates his/her full attention on dealing with
mistakes, complaints, and failures,™ “Keeps track
of all mistakes,” and “Difects my: attention toward
failures to meet standard.”

Passive’ 'management-by-exception: The
items inciude/ “Fails to interfere until problems
bécome ‘serious,” “Waits for things to go wrong
beforé taking action,” “Shows that he/she.is /4 firm
believer in “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it,” and
“Demonstrates that problems must’become chronic
before taking action.”

There are 4/ items comprising laissez-faire
leadership as follows:

Laissez-faire leadership: The items include
“Avoids getting involved when important issues
arise,” “Is absent when needed,” “Avoids making

decisions,” and “Delays responding to urgent .

questions.”

Outcome measures

There are three outcome measures on the
MLQ Form (5x-Short): extra effort (3 items),
effectiveness (4 items), and satisfaction (2 items).
The items in each outcome measure are shown
as follows:
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Extra effort (3 items): “Gets me to do more
than I expected to do,” “Heightens my desire to
succeed,” and “Increases my willingness to try
harder.”

Effectiveness (4 items): “Is effective in
meeting my job-related needs,” “Is effective in
representing me to higher authority,” “Is effective
in meeting organizational requirements,” and “Leads
a group that is effective.”

Satisfaction (2, items)™*Uses methods of
leadership that are satisfying,” and “Works with
me in a satisfactory way.”

RESULTS

Table 2 shows that the transformational 'and
transactional leadership scores as-tated “by \the
Japanese and the US. superiois, and \their_Thai
subordinates positively correlated with the
perfori{lance outcomes \at the 0.05 level of
significance’ Therefore, the null hypotheses were
fejected; \

Table 2. The correlation values (r-values) between
transformational and transactional
leadership scores and the performance
outcomes.

¥

Rated by U.S. superiors Japanese superiors
r  p-value t  p-value

Subordinates

Transformational 0731  0.000 0.340 0.000

Transactional 0.675 0.000 0257  0.000

Superiors

Transformational 0690 0.000 0.295 0.038

Transactional 0739 0.000 0352 0012

Table 3 suggests that the Japanese superiors’
self-perceptions of transformational leadership were
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gher than their Thai subordinates’ perceptions
| ramsformational leadership with mean scores
i 2.55 and 239 respectively. The results of the
n difference testing using the t-test showed a

ore of 3.069 and a p-value of 0.002, suggesting
it there was a statistically significant difference
jiween the Japanese superiors’ self perceptions
md their’ subordinates’ perceptions of their

,, Regarding the components of transformational
Jsadership, the results suggested that there were
aitistically significant differences between Japanese
periors’ self perceptions and their subordinates’
perceptions on idealized influence (behaviors) and

leadership.
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individualized consideration, with Japanese
superiors rating these dimensions higher, but no
statistically significant differences on idealized

.influence (attributes), inspirational motivation, and

intellectual stimulation.

On the overall transactional leadership
dimension, there was no statistically significant
difference between Japanese superiors’ self
perceptions and subordinates’ perceptions.
Regarding the components of transactional
leadership, however, thera|\was, a statistically
significant differerice-on the management-by-
exception (active) dimension with the significant
level at0.05, whilezJapanese superiors rating this
dimension-higher.

Table 3. The analysis of factors concerning self-perceptions among Japanese superiors-and, their
' subordinates was done in-both dimensions of transformational leadership and transactional

Idealized influence (attributes)

Inspirational \motivation

Individualized consideration

Contingent rewards

Management-by-exception (passive) 230

Transactional 234

55 235 53 0217

35 230 36 0482
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Table 4. The analysis of factors concerning self-perceptions among U.S. superiors and their subordinates
was done in both dimensions of transformational leadership and transactional leadership.

Idealized influence (attributes) 2.86

Inspirational motivation 2.82

Individualized consideration 293

Contingent rewards 277

259

Management-by-exception (passive)

267

Transactional

55 274 69 1413  0.161

57 275 69 0672 0502

52 277 74 1.805-<N\0.074

71 235 89 3616  0.001

73 252 88 0538 0592

42 257 63 135  0.178

i

Table’4 shows that the U.S. superiors’ self-
perceptionis-of Transformational Leadership were
higher than their Thai subordinates’ perceptions
of Transformational Leadership with mean scores
of 2.87 and 2.75 respectively. The results of mean
difference t-testing showed a score of 1.888 and
p-value of 0.062, suggesting no statistically significant
difference between superiors’ self perceptions and
their subordinates’ perceptions on transformational
leadership at the 0.05 level of significance.

Regarding the components of transformational
leadership dimensions, the results showed a
statistically significant difference between superiors’
self perceptions and subordinates’ perceptions on

intellectual stithulation, with the US. superiors
rating themselves significantly higher, but no
statistically significant differences on idealized
influence (behaviors), idealized influence (attributes),
individualized consideration, and inspirational
motivation.

On overall transactional leadership, there was
no statistically significant difference between the
US. superiors’ self perceptions and the subordinates’
perceptions. Regarding the components of
Transactional Leadership, however, there was a
statistically significant difference on contingent
rewards, with the U.S. superiors rating themselves
higher, at the significant level of 0.05.
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Table 5 shows that the US. superiors’ scores
of transformational leadership were significantly
higher than the Japanese superiors’ scores, with

mean scores of 2.87 and 2.55 respectively. The results .

of mean difference t-test showed a score of 4494
and p-value of 0.000, suggesting a statistically
s1gmf1cant difference between these two groups of
superiors ‘on transformational leadership at the
significant level of 0.05.

Regarding the components of transformational
leadership dimensions, the results showed
statistically significant differences on all dimensions,
except idealized influence (behaviors), with the U.S.

Leadership in transformatlon transaction and performance outcom

dninvetya umIinnaoyIm )

’nsm§ fmuimzaﬁqﬁ

superiors rating themselves significantly higher
than their Japanese counterparts.

On overall transactional leadership, there
were statistically significant differences between
the US. superiors’ scores and the Japanese superiors’
scores, with the US. superiors rating themselves
significantly higher with mean scores of 2.67 and
2.34 respectively.

Regarding the compon€ts of transactional
leadership, the US. superiors rated themselves
significantly higher that did \the Japanese superiors
on all dimensions excépt laissez-faire.

Table 5. The analysis of factors concerning self-perceptions among U.S. superiors and Japanése stiperiors
was done in both dimensions ¢f transformational leadership and transactional leadership.

287

4

/. Inspirational motivation

55 249 50 3571 001

57 249 50 3080 .003

Individualized gonsideration 293 52 259 53 3297 001
Transformational 2.87 38 255 35 4494 000
Contingent rewards 277 71 220 68 4084 .000

Transactional

42 234 35 4250 000
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Table 6 shows that the scores of the
subordinates of U.S. superiors on transformational
leadership were significantly higher than those
of the subordinates of Japanese superiors, with
mean scores of 2.75 and 2.39 respectively.

Regarding the components of transformational
leadership dimensions, the results showed that
the subordinates of US. superiors rated their
superiors significantly higher than did the
subordinates of Japanese superiors on all
transformational leadership dimensions.
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On overall transactional leadership scores,
there were statistically significamt-differences
between the scores of the subordinates of US.
superiors and those of the subordinates of Japanese
superiors, with the subordinates of U.S. superiors
rating their superiors significantly higher with
mean scores of 257 and 2.30 respectively.

Regarding the componen(s of, transactional
leadership, the subordinates of\ U1.S. superiors rated
themselves significantly\ higher than did the
subordinates ‘0f Japanese superiors on all
dimensions except contingent rewards.

Table 6. The perceptions of the subordinates of U.S\ supetiors versus those of the subordinates of
Japanese superiors on transformafional and transactional Leadership dimensions.

Idealized\influence (attributes)

Inspirational motjvation 275

v
69 2.36 49 7159 000

69 245 48 5695  .000

Management-by-exception (passive)

Individualized consideration 277 74 2.36 A8 7464 000
Transformational 275 59 239 32 8449  .000
Contingent rewards 235 89 235 51 1801 072

88 219 53 5053  .000

Transactional

63 230 36 5867 000
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Table 10.Perceptions of the subordinates of U.S.
stperiors versus those of the subordinates
of Japanese superiors on the performance

outcomes.

Performance  Subordinates  Subordinates
outcomes of US. of Japanese t-test P-value

superiors, supetiors

X SD. X SD.
Effectiveness 303 74 246 45 10451 .000
Satisfaction 291 82 249 63 6459 .000
Extra effort 300 83 246 51 8721 000
Total 300 71 247 .43 10056 .000

The multiple regressions between transformational
and transactional leadership dimensions and the
performance outcomes

The multiple (fegression\ analysis between
transformational“and transactional leadership
dimensions &nd the performance outcomes was
performed i order to observe the effect of each
dimension ‘and the overall effect of both
transformational and transacticnal-leadership
dimensions og"‘%he performance outcomes,

Table 11a, 11b, and 11¢ show the results of
the multiple regression @nalysis between the
transformationhal leadership and transactional
leadership factors/and the performance outcomes.
From Table 11c, the multiple regression equation
can be written as follow:

PERFORMANCE OUTCOMES = 0.374 + 0.081
BEHAVIOR + 0.147 ATTRIBE + 0208 MOTIVAT +
0.057 STIMULAT + 0.155 CONSIDER + 0.051
REWARD + 0.126 ACTIVE + 0.132 PASSIVE - 0.029
FAIRE

Where

BEHAVIOR = Idealized influence (behaviors)
ATTRIBE = Idealized influence (attributes)
MOTIVAT = Inspirational motivation
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STIMULAT = Intellectual stimulation
CONSIDER = Individualized consideration
REWARD = Contingent rewards

ACTIVE = Management-by-exception (active)
PASSIVE = Management-by-exception (passive)
FAIRE = Laissez-faire

From Table 11a, the adjusted coefficient of
determination (adjusted R’)-suggests that the
performance outcomes can |be attributable to the
transformational @nd- transactional leadership
dimensions-at approgirately 47.4%. Table 1lc
shpws- that, of these dimensions, inspirational
mativation\ has the highest beta coefficient.
Regarding each dimension, however, idealized
iifluence (behaviors), intellectqal:stimulation,
contingent rewards, and laissez:faire “are’ not
statistically significant factors )affecting the
perfol@ance outcornes:

An'analysis of variance (ANOVA) in Table
Mb shows the F-value of 60.853, which is large
enough \to-conclude that the multiple regression
model between the transformational and
transactional leadership factors and the performance
outcomes above were significant.

Table 11a. Regression model summary.

X

Model R  R? Adjusted R? Std. error
of the
estimate

Regression 0694 0482 0474 047309

Table 11b. Analysis of variance (ANOVA).

Model Sum of df Mean F Sig.
square square

Regression 122578 9 13620 60.853 .000

Residual 131827 589 224

Total 254405 598
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Table 11c. Multiple regression variables.

Independent Unstandardized Std. Standardized t-test Sig.
variables beta eror  beta

Constant 374 110 3.389 .001
BEHAVIOR (081 045 076 1807 .071
ATTIRIBE -, 147 046 139 3168 .002
MOTIVAT 208 043 193 489 .000
STIMULAT 057 043 058 1350 .177
CONSIDER 155 043 154 3604 .000
REWARD 051 036 058 1428 154
ACTIVE 126 043 115 2953 .003
PASSIVE 132 038 146 3480 .001
FAIRE 029 033  -031 -876 .381
DISCUSSION

The research findings revealed ‘that the
transformational and tfaasactional\leadership sco'{es

Leadership in transformation, transaction and performance outcomes

of both the Japanese-and U.S. superiors generally -

ranged from sometimes (2.0) to fairly often (3.0),
as perce{ved by ‘the superiors themselves or by
thein Thai subordinates. Overall, the U.S. superiors
rated, themselves higher than did-the Japanese
superiors on all of the transformational and
transactional leadership dimensions.\Likewise, the
subordinates of U.S. supericss rated their superiors
higher than did the \suberdinates of Japanese
superjors on-virtually all the transformational and
transactiohal leadership dimensions except on the
laissez-faire dimension. On the performance
outcomes, the U.S. superiors also rated themselves
significantly higher than did the Japanese superiors,
and the subordinates of US. superiors rated their

superiors significantly higher than did the

subordinates of Japanese superiors.

A comparison between the Japanese
superiors’ self perceptions and their Thai
subordinates’ perceptions showed that there were
statistically significant differences between the
superiors’ self perceptions and subordinates’

-
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perceptions on transformational leadership at the
0.05 level of significance, with Japanese superiors
rating themselves significantly higher, but there

-was no statistically significant difference between

these groups on the transactional leadership. In
addition, there was no statistically significant
difference between these two groups’ perceptions
on the performance outcomes.

A comparison between the U5\ superiors’
perceptions and their Thaisubiordinates’ perceptions
showed that there iwere no\statistically significant
differences between Guperiors’ self perceptions
and subordinates?, perceptions on both the
transformational and transactional leadership at
the\ 0,05 level of significance. In addition, {there
was no statistically significant difference between
these two groups’ perceptions-cnthe performance
outcomes.

Moreover, as' the multiple regression was
petformed-batween both the transformational and
transactional \leadership dimensions and the
petformance outcomes, the results showed that the
overall equation was significant but that such
dimensions as idealized influence (behaviors),
intellectual stimulation, contingent rewards, and
laissez-faire were not statistically significant
factors affecting the performance outcomes.

v

The results of hypotheses testing are
summarized as follows:

1. Transformational leadership of the
Japanese superiors (as rated by their subordinates)
positively correlates with the performance outcomes
(as rated by the Thai subordinates).

2. Transformational leadership of the
Japanese superiors (as rated by the Japanese
superiors) positively correlates with their
performance outcomes (as rated by the Japanese
superiors). '

3. Transformational leadership of the U.S.
superiors (as rated by the Thai subordinates)
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positively correlates with the performance outcomes
(as rated by the Thai subordinates).

4. Transformational leadership of the US.
superiors (as rated by the U.S. superiors) positively
correlates with their performance outcomes (as rated
by the US. superiors).

5. Transactional leadership of the Japanese
superiors (as rated by the Thai subordinates)
positively correlates with the performance outcomes
(as rated by the Thai subordinates).

6. Transactional leadership of the Japanese
superiors (as rated by the Japanese superiors)
positively correlates with their performance
outcomes (as rated by the Japanese superiors).

7. Transactional leadership of the U.S.
superiors (as rated by the Thai subordinates)
positively correlates with the performance’ouicomes
(as rated by the Thai subordinates).

8. Transactiotfa! lcadership of the US.
superiors (as rated by the US) superiors) positively
correlates withtheir performance outcomes (as rated
by the U:S)\superiors).

9.\There is a statistically significant
difféfence between transformatignal leadership
scores of the ]agahese superiors and those of the
US. superiors as perceived by-the Thai subordinates
of each group.

10 Thete \is \a \statistically significant

difference betweéen the U.S. superiors’ self
perceptions~and the Japanese superiors’ self-
perceptions on transformational leadership.

11. There is a statistically significant
difference between transactional leadership scores
of the Japanese superiors and those of the US.
superiors as perceived by the Thai subordinates of
each group.

12. There is a statistically significant
difference between the U.S. superiors’ self
perceptions and the Japanese superiors’ self-
perceptions on transactional leadership.

13. There is a statistically significant
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relationship between transformational and
transactional leadership dimensions and the
performance outcomes.

The findings from this research also raised
some interesting questions regarding why the U.S.
superiors consistently rated themselves higher
than did the Japanese superiors and why the
subordinates of U.S. superiors tended to rate their
superiors higher than did_the subordinates of
Japanese superiors on,both| the ‘transformational
and transactional (leadership dimensions. One
possible reason forthee findings may be that the
differences. between, the American culture and
fapanese culture may be so different that they easily
impasted the results. Culture consists of the values,
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of & group of people
(Fatehi, 1996). It plays a predominant role i the
way people think, learr, lead) follow, and
commm&ate. According te Fatehi (1996), culture
influence¥ employee motivation, superior-
subordinate ‘relationships, authority, leadership
behavior) and interpersonal relationships. Hofstede
(1980) called the national culture as the “collective
mental programming” which distinguishes one
nation from another. Hofstede even argued that
national cultures are important determinations of
work-related values and attitudes.

The results that the subordinates of US.
superiors rated their superiors on individualized
consideration higher than did the subordinates of
Japanese superiors might also be linked to the
cultural differences between the two nations.
According to Hofstede’s (1983) cultural dimensions,
American are more individualistic than their
Japanese counterparts. These individualistic
concerns of the US. superiors may have been
demonstrated in more Consideration for the
individual Thai employees assigned to them. Again,
this consideration for employees may have
influenced the higher ratings; although this clearly
needs to be tested further in the future.
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CONCLUSION -

Regarding the results of this study, the
superiors may want to pay attention to those areas
where the differences between their perceptions
and subordinates’ perceptions were statistically
significant. Based on the findings, the Japanese
superiors may want to pay attention to the idealized
influence (b&aviors), individualized consideration,
and management-by-exception (active) dimensions
of leader behaviors, while the US. superiors may
want to pay attention to the intellectual stimulation
and contingent reward dimensions. The reasons
why there were significant differences between their
perceptions and subordinates’ perceptions on these
dimensions should be explored. The observations
noted may improve the effectiveness of their
leadersﬁip in Thailand. For instance, 0n the
contingent rewards dimension, the-U.S. ‘superiors
might think that they pzovided reward
commensurate with thei subordinates’ performance\
whereas the subozdinates might consider those
rewards too 165 for their performance, leading to
lower job satisfaction. All of these ideas may be
used diaghostically.

J“The positive correlation batwaer (the
trarfsformational leadership dimensions of the
Japanese superiors and the .3, superiors and their
performance outcomes in Thailand supported Bass’s
(1996, 1997) <arguments that transformational
leadership is-considered effective in many situations
and/or cultures. On the other hand, the positive
correlations between the transactional leadership
dimensions of the Japanese superiors and the US.
superiors and their performance outcomes in
Thailand may have negated Burns’ (1978) notion
that transformational and transactional leadership
are at opposite ends of the continuum.

The evidence from this research supported
the view that superiors use both transformational
and transactional leadership. The multiple regression
analysis between the transformational and
transactional leadership dimensions and the

Leadership in transformation, transaction and performance outcomes
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performance outcomes showed significant
explanatory power in the equation. Again, this
supported Bass’s (1985) “Augmentation effect”
that transformational and transactional leadership
are distinct but not mutually exclusive processes
and that transactional leadership supplemented the
effects of transformational leadership on the
subordinates’ extra effort, satisfaction, and
effectiveness.

Using the scores of all ‘samples combined,
the multiple regression atialysis-between both the
transformationah and transactional leadership
dimensions and the performance outcomes showed
that inspitational@motivation was the strongest
predictoraffecting the performance outcomes
Wwhereas laissez-faire was the only factohnegatively
affecting the performance outcomes. This'\suggests
that superiors can influencé cthe, ‘\performance
outcomes via inspirational”motivation by
communieating a\ vision-with fluency and

~ Tonfidence, \intreasing optimism and enthusiasm

among subordinates to build their confidence in
their ability to successfully perform assignments
and to achieve goals. In addition, inspirational
leaders have the ability to influence subordinates
to achieve subordinates’ expectations and self-
interests. Inspirational motivation managers
emphasizt high expectations on subordinates,
communicate important purposes in common ways,
and use symbols, images, and vision to focus their
extra efforts.

Based on these multiple regression results,
management, therefore, should place a high
importance on inspirational motivation and
management-by-exception (active) in further
improving their workers’ performance outcomes.
Since both transformational and transactional
leadership positively affect the performance
outcomes, managers, therefore, may want to use
both leadership styles at different times and in
different situations to maximize their leadership
effectiveness.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Since this research was conducted using
certain samples in the Thai setting, the findings
thus provided only limited implications. Future
research could be performed by replicating this
effort with different samples and in different settings
to observe the value of the transformational and
transactional leadership concepts as relates to
various organizational outcome measures.

Studying cultural factors and the leadership
behaviors associated with these cultural factors may
add to the existing leadership frameworks. These
scores may help us understand why consistently
high scores were obtained for the US. superiors
over those of the Japanese superiors. The
demographical factors may also be explored \in
order to determine whether there are affy sighificant
variables affecting the superiors’ (leadet ‘benaviors
and/or performance/sutcomes.

Different research methodologies other than
the questionriaire survey, e.g. focus group, personal
interviet¥s, \etc., could also be adopted to measufe
the transformational and transactional leadership
styles of managers in Thailand. Fipally, these other
objective measurés such as financial (performance
and operationaf ‘performance may help to further
explain leadership and erganizational effectiveness.
The present study \seems-to add to the existing
body. of information about leadership and what
we know-about it, and its effects on organizational
performance. What seems to be needed now is
greater integration of what we know at present,
with more specific studies of the organizational
effects (using different measures) of using different
leadership styles (diagnostically) in different cultures
with different demographic groups. The future is
clearly exciting for the study of leadership.
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