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Introduction
Leadership is the process of influencing a group to move toward a goal (Northouse, 2018). The leadership style of the manager influences the motivation of employees to achieve performance targets (Wang, 2023). But moving from being the leader in the classroom to managing people at work is a process of self-reflection and adjustment.
This report discusses this transition by reviewing key leadership models and comparing those to the author’s strengths and weaknesses. The analysis will require three sections of the report.
This will include an analysis of situational leadership theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969) and its effect on employee performance and will include an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the theory and an analysis of other leadership models to determine which is more effective and more accepted.
Then the author will talk about how he/she evaluated his/her readiness to adopt different leadership styles with different staff members according to his/her questionnaire results and will compare the results with his/her own leadership experiences to reflect the representativeness of the results in the workplace.
The last part will talk about change management and give an example and evaluate the author’s ability to disseminate a vision, inspire, delegate and empower others when change occurs with the use of one personal example and two leadership theories. The author will use critical reflection supported by evidence and research of leadership concepts and theories and how they can be applied to the workplace. This will help the author to create a leadership development plan that promotes effective leadership through adapting their style and utilising their strengths when working with others.
1.1 The Situational Leadership Theory (SLT)
Hersey and Blanchard’s (1977) Situational Leadership Theory (SLT) suggests that effective leadership is dependent on the capacity to adjust leadership styles to match follower developmental readiness, which is a function of job-specific competence (skills) and psychological commitment (confidence). SLT transforms these variables into four behaviours: Directing (S1), Coaching (S2), Supporting (S3) and Delegating (S4). SLT is popular for training, but its real-world utility should be critically examined in volatile, high-stress enforcement environments where follower readiness can disintegrate unpredictably.
1.2 SLT Strengths
One strength of SLT is that it is conventionally flexible. SLT does not support rigid, one-size-fits-all trait theories. Instead, it offers an intuitive solution that enables mentors (acting as situational leaders) to assess a trainee’s (the follower's) in developing capacity and allows for a seamless transition from directive to supportive behaviours over time (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). In assessing readiness, a trainer (leader) can build trust with the employee (subordinate), avoid micromanagement or premature delegation, and intentionally develop long-term operational competence in a novice employee.
1.3 The Limitations of SLT
Equally, SLT has structural limitations in unstable operational settings. The model assumes a linear, predictable progression of follower readiness with little guidance for sudden regression of behaviour in a crisis (Vecchio, 1987). Conceptual ambiguities make this gap worse; SLT’s inflexible readiness categories and arbitrary style boundaries are not empirically validated (Graeff, 1983).
In addition, the model is fully internal and closed, emphasising solely a top-down subordinate relation, without regard for external stakeholders, service users, or public crises. Finally, SLT presumes that leaders are rational, emotionally uniform performers who change styles seamlessly, regardless of personal stress, emotional fatigue, or the psychological issues a trainee brings (Blank et al., 1990).
1.4 Workplace Example
This analysis discusses an incident that occurred while the author was a trainer for Colleague X in environmental enforcement. Colleague X, recently re-deployed following mandatory police redundancy, had a wealth of conflict-management experience. With SLT, the author began by working through the model in a linear fashion, starting with a style of tight induction oversight (S1), then moving through coaching (S2) and shared patrols (S3), and finally to a style of delegating (S4), trusting Colleague X’s policing background.
During a live patrol, this linear progression broke down. The pair stopped a female offender to issue a Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN). The author allowed Colleague X to lead under a high delegation (S4) baseline. But Colleague X fell back into earlier mindset of aggressive, authoritarian police command to force compliance, and the offender screamed and resisted violently.
The crisis brought down SLT’s framework. To maintain public safety, the author immediately withdrew delegation, performing a non-linear reversal to a directive (S1) style by ordering Colleague X to return to the vehicle. The author managed to de-escalate the offender successfully and issue the FPN. The author used a calm posture, low tone and active listening to manage the encounter. Back at the office, the author held a positive feedback session validating Colleague X’s career grief, explaining how his tone escalated a routine task and re-establishing safe operational boundaries.
1.5 Additional Models: Maslow & Tuckman
Secondary frameworks must be integrated to contextualise Colleague X’s behavioural breakdown. In Maslow’s (1943) Hierarchy of Needs, the lower-level needs of economic and career security must be stabilised before the higher-order needs of growth can be sought. Colleague X was threatened with compulsory redundancy, and his basic safety was seriously threatened. He joined enforcement to earn a living, but his chronic anxiety depleted his emotional resources, and he acted out defensively and dominantly on the street in a bid to re-establish control over his fragmented identity (Wahba & Bridwell, 1976).
This psychological distress paralysed the evolution of the training pair. Instead of a positive forming stage, as suggested by Tuckman’s (1965) model, the partnership experienced a turbulent storming stage characterised by conflicting professional identities. Colleague X used his prior police seniority to resist his novice trainee status and refused to acknowledge mentor authority. The mismatch in status trapped the relationship in a dysfunctional cycle of storming and his ability to collaborate buckled under pressure, causing the breakdown on the street.
1.6 Synthesis of Goleman & Adair
SLT is blind to psychological issues and external public volatility and can therefore not solve this crisis. To overcome these limitations leaders must combine Goleman (2000) and Adair (1973). Goleman’s Emotional Intelligence framework counters SLT’s assumption of emotional uniformity by considering the psychological climate of the encounter. While Colleague X relied on an overused, counter-productive coercive style that destroys public cooperation, the author demonstrated acute emotional self-regulation. The author used an affiliative style to focus on harmony and absorb the distress of the offender before moving to an authoritative style to issue the FPN firmly but with empathy, leaving a developmental Coaching style for the next office debrief (George, 2000).
Similarly, Adair’s (1973) Action-Centred Leadership model extends the limited scope of SLT with a balanced three-part operational model consisting of Task, Team and Individual. Outside, Colleague X was totally focused on the task and not on the suffering of the member of public and the dis-integration of team coherence. Adair’s model addresses this imbalance; the author temporarily disbanded the compromised team structure to ensure safety. The coaching session explicitly brought these forces together after the incident by establishing safe ways to execute tickets (Task), reinforcing cooperative, calm boundaries around the patrol (Team), and expressing empathy for Colleague X’s career grief through developmental feedback (Individual).
Combining these models, we see that SLT offers a practical training baseline but is not enough on its own. Culturally, Colleague X had an illusion of an organisational readiness profile of R3/R4 based on past policing competence. But the acute street crisis caused a sudden behavioural regression to an R1 state. The situation was too fluid for normal delegation, and an emergent S1 directive intervention was required before reverting to an S2 coaching approach at the office. SLT must be supplemented in the end: Maslow (1943) and Tuckman (1965) diagnose the internal career anxieties and group storming that cause a trainee to fail, while Goleman (2000) and Adair (1973) provide the emotional intelligence and balanced structural focus required to safely navigate public safety operations.
1.7 Conclusion
This report has critically appraised the operational limits of leadership in a high-stress environmental enforcement setting. SLT provides a diagnostic basis for a trainee’s progressive readiness, but it is inadequate in fluid, public-facing crises. The encounter with Colleague X illustrates how quickly the readiness of the follower can change. Situational anxiety at high levels can lead to an abrupt behavioural backslide from a presumed R4 profile to an operationally unstable R1 condition, requiring an instant, non-linear change from delegation to direct command to regain safety and maintain public confidence.
Contemporary enforcement requires the integration of alternative frameworks to address structural gaps in SLT. Goleman (2000) describes styles that allow emotional flexibility to respond to changing climates where a leader might respond to a trainee’s abrasive coercive errors on the street with affiliative and authoritative styles and then take a developmental coaching stance after the fact. 
In addition, Adair’s (1973) model offers an important corrective for task-fixation by explicitly balancing the competing demands of the task, the team and the individual. An integrated approach to leadership, lightly seeded by Maslow’s (1943) safety needs and Tuckman’s (1965) storming dynamics to diagnose underlying friction, eventually turns operational crises into methods for peer development and institutional excellence.

2.0 An Evaluation of the Author’s Leadership Style Range
Two different questionnaires were used for self-assessment to gather quantitative diagnostic data to establish an objective, structured baseline for personal leadership evaluation. The first tool used was the Leadership Styles Questionnaire, which measures an individual's operational alignment along autocratic, democratic and laissez-faire continuums. It was adapted from Northouse (2017) and founded on Lewin's classical behavioural framework (Lewin et al., 1939; Northouse, 2017). The author’s psychometric results yielded quantitative scores of 20, 14 and 12 for democratic, laissez-faire and the authoritarian typology respectively as depicted in Appendix A. According to this preliminary profiling, the main behavioural preferences are cooperative group navigation, egalitarian decision-making, and bidirectional communication channels. 
The second diagnostic, the Situational Leadership Self-Assessment (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1977; Hersey et al., 2013), was based on the core contingency framework of Hersey and Blanchard. The author’s behavioural responses to the Selling/Coaching (S2) methodology received a dominant score of 8 across the four operational quadrants. As can be seen in Appendix B, the other quadrants had little psychometric traction with Participating/Facilitating (S3) scoring 3, Delegating/Observing (S4) scoring 1 and Telling/Directing (S1) returning an absolute score of 0. When combined, these diagnostic results indicate a leader who prefers high-task and high-relationship behaviours to strict directives, preferring to guide subordinates through active reassurance, structural clarity, and transparent explanation. 
2.1 Critical Reflection
Diagnostic preferences must be carefully compared with the actual operational history before a critical analysis of stand-alone psychometric profiles can be performed to determine are true in real life. Social desirability bias and subjective cognitive framing remain problematic for stand-alone questionnaires. They are more likely to pick up on a person’s “espoused theory” the ideal values they say they believe in when they are feeling calm than their actual “theory-in-use” which dictates their automatic behaviours when they are in conflict with someone else (Argyris & Schön, 1974). 
So, using questionnaires as a fixed or absolute benchmark for how well people are doing is not good for research. The baseline metrics show that the system should be aimed at democratic consensus under optimal conditions. However, when it is used in the real world, it shows it is much more flexible in how it works. The practical application and operationalisation of the primary democratic and Selling/Coaching (S2) scores is demonstrated in the author’s management of a challenging field-onboarding situation with significant employee regression. 
2.2 Workplace Example
The author’s main Coaching/Selling (S2) style was explicitly tested for operational accuracy through field onboarding of a newly redeployed enforcement colleague. Unexpectedly, corporate restructuring and redundancies had catapulted this employee from a sheltered administrative desk to active, public frontline street enforcement. The follower lacked conflict management skills and relied on the administrative assumption that performance limits could be relaxed by “letting infractions slide” or ignoring small offences. Within the basic Situational Leadership Theory (SLT) framework, this trainee was at a low level of development readiness (R1) with neither the job-specific competence to handle street conflict nor the psychological confidence to enforce face-to-face public regulations (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1977). 
This performance breakdown can be understood structurally by integrating multiple organisational frameworks, starting with the three pillars of performance by Blumberg and Pringle (1982). The organization provided the trainee with the physical opportunity to perform but his technical ability was missing due to the lack of core frontline exposure and his psychological willingness cracked due to public non-compliance. This operational failure is contextualised even further by the breach of the trainee’s unwritten psychological contract; his deeply embedded structural expectations of workplace safety, low friction and administrative stability were shattered by the raw hostility of field enforcement, inducing severe role-shock. 
Using the model of the Inner Game of Gallwey (2015), where performance = potential - interference, we can see that the trainee had the latent intellectual potential to do the job, but the overwhelming cognitive interference of performance anxiety and fear reduced his physical operational output to zero, resulting in a very defensive emotional breakdown of shouting and swearing at the location. 
When the trainee suffered this operational collapse by allowing an offender to evade a lawful penalty, the author quickly overrode their paper preference for baseline democratic passivity. The author intervened in the interaction to issue the fixed penalty notice, stabilising the immediate task. The author knew the follower was now in acute psychological distress. The author maintained total emotional regulation, absorbing the colleague’s verbal outburst with calm professionalism. The author was concerned for the safety of the relationship and immediately walked the colleague to the patrol car to establish a safe space for a formal debrief rather than escalating the situation with an autocratic reaction. 
2.3 Synthesis: Goleman, Adair, and Tannenbaum-Schmidt Integration
The author easily showed the high-task, high-relationship behaviours of the S2 Coaching quadrant inside the patrol car to rebuild the follower’s professional approach. This intervention can be analysed dynamically by lacing SLT with the behavioural continuums of Tannenbaum and Schmidt, Daniel Goleman and John Adair. The author, following the Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) leadership continuum, made a precise situational shift from an extreme manager-centred position during the street infraction where absolute authority was taken to issue the ticket, to a follower-centred orientation inside the vehicle. The author used open communication to explain the ethical reasoning behind uniform enforcement, structuring it to show that treating citizens differently for the same offences destroys public trust, changing compliance from blind obedience to internal motivation. 
This strategic flexibility directly reflects Daniel Goleman’s (2000) model of emotional intelligence. The author demonstrated sophisticated emotional self-regulation and empathy by deploying Goleman’s (2000) authoritative style instead of taking on a tough, punitive coercive style that would have alienated an anxious employee. The author gave a clear, visionary rationale for their duties, while deploying the coaching style to systematically develop the trainee’s long-term conflict-management capability. 
Furthermore, this active intervention is directly targeting the structural core of John Adair’s (1973) Action-Centred Leadership framework, where a leader is expected to constantly maintain a functional equilibrium between accomplishing the task, maintaining the team and developing the individual. Here the author was able to balance all three competing vectors in a single operational sequence. First, the task requirement of uniform and legally consistent enforcement of the regulatory provisions was satisfied by proactively intervening to ensure that the fixed penalty notice was issued. Second, the team’s structural integrity and public credibility were protected from external degradation by quickly removing a volatile, shouting colleague from the public street and placing him in the patrol vehicle. Finally, the person’s needs were met by staying calm in the face of a personal outburst, taking on the trainee’s role-shock, and conducting an empathetic, value-driven debrief within the vehicle that explicitly addressed and reduced their internal performance interference. 
This analysis shows that the author’s leadership style cannot be captured in a static box on a questionnaire. True capability is a sophisticated operational range: democratic collaboration for standard duties, but with the psychological readiness to issue a calm, authoritative command (S1) when an emergency disrupts follower capacity. 
2.4 Methodological Limitations of Self-Assessment
One important caveat when interpreting these psychometric outcomes is the inherent limitation of using self-assessment questionnaires as the sole diagnostic baseline. However, such psychometric instruments remain highly susceptible to social desirability bias and subjective framing, and therefore they reflect primarily how an individual perceives or wishes to practise their leadership style, rather than how that style is consistently enacted under real-world pressures (Graeff, 1983). 
Therefore, these data sets should not be misinterpreted as a definitive measure of leadership capability. Instead, they serve as a reflective catalyst, enabling the author to consciously map internal behavioural preferences against established paradigms of leadership to identify personal strengths and target explicit areas for long-term professional development. 


3.0 Assessing the Author’s Leadership in Bringing About Workplace Change
This section looks at the author's ability to set direction, motivate, delegate and empower others, when implementing a digital control panel into a supported housing project. The project managed six flats and about fifty outreach clients but was completely dependent on old paper systems. Files were frequently missing or improperly created; confidential information was found on unsecured Post-it notes and whiteboards; and widespread confusion about emergency contacts routinely held up urgent responses. These structural vulnerabilities created increased operational risks related to client safety, data confidentiality and strict GDPR compliance. This transition has been critically evaluated in the author’s real-world workplace performance using Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership, William Bridges' (2009) Transition Model and Stephen Covey’s (1989) Stewardship Delegation framework. 
3.1 Ability to Set Direction and Sell the Vision
The project’s flawed administrative practices and underlying trepidation about information technology immediately created operational challenges. Initially, the digital transition was viewed by frontline staff as an unnecessary corporate burden, rather than a critical safety upgrade, putting the project at risk of immediate resistance. To counter this and to sell the direction effectively the author built a common digital control panel and purposely eschewed dry technical jargon. Instead, the change was bundled with a value-laden title: “The Client Safeguarding Framework. The author deliberately mirrored the communication and visualisation techniques used in Martin Luther King Jr.’s groundbreaking “I Have a Dream” speech (RARE FACTS, 2017). Like King, who eschewed dry policy data and instead constructed a powerful word-picture of a changed society metaphorically turning "jangling discords... into a beautiful symphony" (RARE FACTS, 2017) the author refused to accept basic technical descriptions for an engaging value-based future state. Staff got a vivid mental picture of a future without administrative friction, lost files and unsecured whiteboards. The author showed how this infrastructure would improve client safety and save operational time, simplify the daily work and provide fast, unambiguous access to vital emergency information. 
In an academic context, this strategy operationalises directly Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) core practice of Inspire a Shared Vision, which calls for leaders to enlist others by appealing to shared values. The author did a good job of motivating the team to get past their technical anxiety by linking a cold IT upgrade directly to their professional pride and deep commitment to client welfare. This way of setting direction was so successful that the senior area manager later asked to roll this out regionally across all six corporate projects. Yet the author had begun with this vision from a reflective perspective, top-down. Rather than offering a pre-built solution, staff involvement from the very early stages of brainstorming could have diminished the early friction and shared ownership much earlier. 
3.2 Ability to Motivate Others and Manage Transition
The author’s ability to motivate was tested by deep-seated user anxiety across the project. For example, one very senior colleague was particularly resistant to the software, feeling that it was diminishing his years of manual experience and this was almost going to hold the rest of the team back. Knowing this psychological barrier, the author looked beyond the simple technical implementation and focused on managing the inner emotional journey of the employee. The author steered the colleague through the change by providing intensive shift-based coaching, side-by-side shadowing, and practical demonstrations. By actively proving that automated templates could be generated instantly to clear away repetitive paperwork, the author demonstrated to the employee that the platform was designed to make his daily routine noticeably easier and error-free. 
When evaluated through William Bridges’ (2009) Transition Model, this individual was initially trapped in Phase One (Ending, Losing, and Letting Go), mourning his old operational comfort zone and fearing a loss of professional identity. The author successfully guided him through the disorienting Neutral Zone (Phase Two) using continuous technical scaffolding, which reduced his internal performance interference and allowed him to enter a New Beginning (Phase Three). The ultimate success of this motivational strategy was achieved when the colleague embraced his altered professional role, built genuine confidence, and transformed into a proactive peer trainer who championed the system to the wider team. Culturally, however, this motivational momentum might have developed even faster if individual milestones had been celebrated more openly, which would have strengthened Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) practice of Encourage the Heart. Overall, the author demonstrated strong motivational capability through patience and targeted coaching, though earlier listening would have refined the approach. 
3.3 Ability to Structure Delegation
Before the digital system was introduced, the project’s delegation structures were significantly undermined by low-level administrative practices. Routine structural errors were committed by staff building folders and files from scratch, which led to an exhausting and inefficient loop of micromanagement and constant double-checking by the manager. To remedy this, the author coded automatic shortcuts that would create perfect, standardised templates and map them to secure network paths. The responsibility for daily maintenance of folders and data integrity was then formally delegated across all shift handovers, taking the ownership away from a single manager and on to the frontline collective. 
This systemic change enabled the author to shift away from dictatorial “gofer” management, and to introduce Stephen Covey’s (1989) Stewardship Delegation framework, which focuses only on outcomes and not on controlling specific actions. The author intentionally designed the handover structure around Covey's five core parameters: the Desired Result was accurate, clean GDPR compliance; the Guidelines were defined by strict naming conventions; the Resources were available via control panel shortcuts and peer coaching; Accountability was checked at shift changes; and the Consequence was a huge decrease in emergency communication delays. This model of delegation freed up managerial time for higher level service improvements but also meant that staff did reliably complete tasks. But the software locked down file locations tightly to protect data laws and this limited staff discretion over how they worked. The system also remained technically dependent on the author to troubleshoot, underlining a need to develop a secondary technical champion in future practice. 
3.4 Ability to Empower Others and Deliver Change
The last element of this project was to empower frontline staff so that the new digital system brought long-term, sustainable change and didn’t just disappear when the managerial pressure was off. Frontline staff were directly involved in designing the architecture of the tool. The author encouraged them to suggest custom features based on their daily shift experiences and actively modified the underlying structure of the software based on their practical feedback. In addition, by delegating the full training responsibility to the experienced colleague, the author was able to shift institutional power directly from management to the team. 
The author operationalised Kouzes and Posner’s (2012) core practice of Enable Others to Act by proactively embedding user feedback in the platform’s development, arguing that leaders drive permanent change by fostering collaboration, building mutual trust, and expanding others’ capacity to contribute. The net result in the workplace goes a long way toward confirming the judgement that real empowerment was gained. The senior area manager confirmed the platform had effectively removed delays in emergency communication and significantly reduced GDPR risks, with a request for a regional roll-out to all six corporate branches and a formal PowerPoint training pack. However, this success did not lead to real empowerment, as staff were only consulted after the initial software architecture had been built. Future change management needs to foster collaborative problem solving from day one to decrease reliance on management's technical skills. 
4.0 Conclusion
The report concluded that effective leaders are flexible, emotionally aware, and able to adapt to the readiness of others. In Part 1, it was demonstrated that the Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969, 1977) was useful in the assessment of follower competence and confidence but not in fast-changing public-facing settings. One enforcement incident demonstrated how an assumed R4 peer can rapidly revert to R1 under pressure, requiring a quick switch from delegation to directive command. This identified the need to supplement SLT with Goleman’s (2000) emotional intelligence and Adair’s (1973) Action-Centred Leadership model to balance task demands, team stability and individual psychological needs.

Based on this analysis, two diagnostic questionnaires were used in Part 2 to study the author’s leadership style. S2 = 8 Selling/Coaching was preferred over S3 = 3 Participating, S4 = 1 Delegating and S1 = 0 Directing. These scores were consistent with the author’s hands-on guidance, emotional reassurance, and structured explanation. Early limited collaboration and excess technical control were blind spots. The author's preferred democratic style was not always evident in their behaviour under pressure, illustrating the difference between espoused theory and theory-in-use discussed by Argyris and Schön (1974).

These diagnostic patterns, as discussed in section 3, guided the author’s strategy to change his workplace. The author’s high coaching score (S2) demonstrated how he coached a resistant colleague through the transition phases of Bridges (2009) from anxiety to confident acceptance of the digital control panel. But low participation and delegation scores pointed to operational problems. The system had been designed with no input from the staff and relied upon the author for technical support. This supports Adair’s (1973) claim that leaders need to balance task, team and individual. In this project the author focused on the task and individual coaching, while team involvement was delayed, causing early friction.

To put this self-awareness to use in professional development, the author will devise a structured development plan. In the future projects will start with an open consultation to encourage participatory leadership and minimise top-down decisions. A second technical champion will help spread the expertise around and avoid bottlenecks. Relational stability will support operational change through embedding emotional intelligence into the day-to-day supervision. SLT can be integrated with Goleman 's emotional intelligence, Bridges ' transition theory, Covey 's stewardship delegation and Adair 's (1973) Action-Centred Leadership model to develop a more balanced, collaborative and resilient leadership practice.
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Appendix A
Completed Leadership Styles Questionnaire
This appendix shows the completed Leadership Styles Questionnaire used to support reflection on the author’s leadership style.
[image: ]Figure A1
Completed Leadership Styles Questionnaire
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Note. Completed by the author. Questionnaire taken from Northouse’s Introduction to Leadership materials.



Appendix B
Completed Situational Leadership Self-Assessment
This appendix shows the completed Situational Leadership Self-Assessment used to support reflection on the author’s preferred situational leadership style.
Figure B1
Completed Situational Leadership Self-Assessment
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Note. finished by the author. A questionnaire from the Situational Leadership approach by Hersey and Blanchard.
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Chapter 4 Understanding Philosophy and Styles

4.2 LEADERSHIP STYLES QUESTIONNAIRE

Purpose

1. Toidentify your style of leadership

2. Toexamine how your leadership style relates to other styles of leadership

Directions

93

1. For each of the statements below, circle the number that indicates the degree to which you agree or disagree.

2. Give yourimmediate impressions. There are no right or wrong answers.

Statements

Employees need to be supervised closely, or they
are not likely to do their work.

Employees want to be a part of the decision-making
process.

In complex situations, leaders should let followers
work problems out on their own.

Itis fair to say that most employees in the general
population are lazy.

Providing guidance without pressure is the key to
being a good leader.

Leadership requires staying out of the way of
followers as they do their work.

As arule, employees must be given rewards or
punishments in order to motivate them to achieve
organizational objectives.

Most workers prefer supportive communication from
their leaders.

As arule, leaders should allow followers to appraise
their own work.

Most employees feel insecure about their work and
need direction.

Leaders need to help followers accept responsibility
for completing their work.

Leaders should give followers complete freedom to
solve problems on their own.

The leader is the chief judge of the achievements of
the members of the group.

Itis the leader’s job to help followers find their
“passion.”

Strongly
disagree Disagree

-0 -0 -0 0

) N@ )

Neutral

3

Agree

4

Strongly
agree

5

APPLICATION





image3.jpeg
NOILVDI1ddV

94 INTRODUCTION TO LEADERSHIP

4.2 LEADERSHIP STYLES QUESTIONNAIRE

(continued)

Strongly Strongly
Statements disagree  Disagree  Neutral Agree  agree
15.  In most situations, workers prefer little input from the 1 2 ° 4 5
leader.
16. Effective leaders give orders and clarify procedures. 1 S 4 5
17.  People are basically competent and if given a task 2 3 4 5
will do a good job.
18. Ingeneral,itis best to leave followers alone. 1 ) 4 o)
Scoring

1. Sumthe responses onitems 1,4, 7,10, 13, and 16 (authoritarian leadership).
2. Sumtheresponses onitems 2,5, 8, 11,14, and 17 (democratic leadership).

3. Sumthe responses onitems 3,6,9, 12,15, and 18 (laissez-faire leadership).

Total Scores
Authoritarian Leadership 12
Democratic Leadership 20

Laissez-Faire Leadership 14

Scoring Interpretation

This questionnaire is designed to measure three common styles of leadership: authoritarian, democratic, and
laissez-faire. By comparing your scores, you can determine which styles are most dominant and least dominant in
your own style of leadership.

Ifyour score is 2630, you are in the very high range.
If your score is 21-25, you are in the high range.

If your score is 16—20, you are in the moderate range.
If your score is 11-15, you are in the low range.

If your score is 6-10, you are in the very low range.

Building Your Leadership Profile

If you have the interactive eBook version of this text, log in to access the Leadership Profile Tool. After completing
this chapter’s questionnaire, you will receive individualized feedback and practical suggestions for further strength-
ening your leadership based on your responses in this questionnaire.

Visit edge.sagepub.com/northouseintro4e for a downloadable version of this questionnaire.
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Self-assessment questions: Read through the Situation questions and then choose the response (only
one) from the corresponding Alternative Action statements that most appeals to you or that you feel
seems the most characteristic of you. In some cases none of the responses may be appealing or
characteristic of you. Nonetheless, please select the statement that you prefer or feel suits you best.

Situation

Alternative Action

Your group is not responding lately to your
friendly conversation and obvious concern for
their welfare. Their performance is declining
rapidly. C

A. Emphasize the use of uniform procedures and
the necessity for task accomplishment.

B. Make yourself available for discussion but do
nol ush your involvement.

D. Intenuonally do not intervene.

The observable performance of your group is
increasing. You have been making sure that all
members were aware of their responsibilities
and expected standards of performance. A

B. Take no definite action.

C. Do what you can to make the group feel
important and involved.

D. Emphasize the importance of deadlines and
tasks.

3.

Members of your group are unable to solve a
problem themselves. You have normally left
them alone. Group performance and
interpersonal relations have been good.

Let the group work it out.
C. Act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect.
. Encourage the group to work on the problem
and be supportive of their efforts.

. You are considering a change. Your group has a

fine record of accomplishment. They respect
the need for change. D

Allow group involvement in developing the
change, but do not be too directive.
Announce changes and them implement with
close supervision.

5.

The performance of your group has been
dropping during the last few months. Members
have been unconcerned with meeting
objectives. Redefining roles and responsibilities
has helped it the past. They have continually

needed reminding to have their tasks done on
time. B

A
B.
C. Allow the group to formulate its own directive.
D.
A. Allow the group !0 formulate its own direction.

C. Redefine roles and responsibilities and
supervise carefully.

D. Allow group involvement in determining roles
and responsibilities but do not be too directive.

6.

. You stepped into an efficiently run group. The

previous leader tightly controlled the situation.
You want to maintain a productive situation, but
would like to begin having more time building
interpersonal relationships among members. A

. Emphasize the importance of deadlines and
tasks.

Intentionally do not intervene.

Get the group involved in decision-making, but
see that objectives are met.

7.

You are considering changing to a structure
that will be new to your group. Members of the
group have made suggestions about needed
change. The group has been productive and
demonstrated flexibility. B

Define the change and supervise carefully.

Be willing to make changes as recommended,
but maintain control of the implementation.

Be supportive in discussing the situation with
the group but not too directive.
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Situation

Alternative Action

8. Group performance and interpersonal relations
are good. You feel somewhat unsure about
your lack of direction in the group. B

A. Leave the iroui alone.

C. Redefine goals and supervise carefully.
D. Allow group involvement in setting goal, but
don't push.

9. You have been appointed to give leadership to
a study group that is far overdue in making
requested recommendations for change. The
group is not clear on its goals. Attendance at
sessions has been poor. Their meetings have
turned into social gatherings. Potentially they
have the talent necessary to help. B

A. Letthe iroui work out its iroblems.

C. Redefine goals and supervise carefully.
D. Allow group involvement in setting goals, but
do not push.

10. Your group, usually able to take responsibility,
is not responding to your recent redefining of
job responsibilities as a result of one member
leaving the city. D

A. Allow group involvement in redefining
standards but don't take control.

B. Redefine standards and supervise carefully.

C. Avoid confrontation by not applying pressure,
leave situation alone.

D. Incorporate group recommendations, but see
that new job responsibilities are met.

11. You have been promoted to a leadership
position. The previous leader was involved in
the affairs of the group. The group has
adequately handled its tasks and direction.
Interpersonal relationships in the group are
good. D

A. Take steps to direct the group towards working
in a well-defined manner.

B. Involve the group in decision-making and
reinforce good contributions.

C. Discuss past performance with the group and

then you examine the need for new practice.
D._

12. Recent information indicates some internal
difficulties among group members. The group
has a remarkable record of accomplishment.
Members have effectively maintained long-
range goals. The have worked in harmony for
the past year. All are well qualified for the
tasks. D

A. Try out your solution with the group and
examine the need for new procedures.

B. Allow group members to work it out
themselves.

C. Act quickly and firmly to correct and redirect.
D.h
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Scoring your self-assessment: Circle the responses from your self-assessment Situation questions on
the scoring sheet below. Add up each column to determine your preferred leadership style according to

the Hersey and Blanchard model.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
1 A @ B D
2 D @ c B
3 c <A) D B
4 B @ A c
2
8 - c B A
=
<
E 6 B D @ c
7] 7 A c D
8 c D A
9 6] D A
10 B o A c
1 A c B m
12 c A @ B
TOTAL O 8 3 1
LEADERSHIP |  TELLING SELLING | PARTICIPATING | DELEGATING
STYLE (DIRECTING) | (COACHING) | (FACILITATIING) | (OBSERVING)
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Situational Leadership Model: Situational Leadership depends on the readiness of the followers and

the situation.

Follower development level

Leadership style

A Low High
in response to
follower D4 D3 b2 b1
development Task / directive behavior
level
Low High
. S2
High S3 i
. . Selling
Relationship Participati
! pating | (coaching)
/ stpportive (Facilitating)
behavior
s4 s1
Low "
Delegating Telling
(Observing) (Directing)

Leaders should adapt their style to follower development style (or 'maturity’), based on how ready and willing the follower is to

perform required tasks (that is, their competence and motivation).

There are four leadership styles (S1 to S4) that match the development levels (D1 to D4) of the followers.

The four styles suggest that leaders should put greater or less focus on the task in question and/or the relationship between the
leader and the follower, depending on the development level of the follower.

If the leader focused more on the relationship, the follower may become confused about what must be done and what is optional.
The leader thus maintains a clear 'do this' position to ensure all required actions are clear.

S3: Participating / Facilitating / Supporting

Follower: D3: High competence, variable commitment / Able but
unwilling or insecure

Leader: Low task focus, high relationship focus

When the follower can do the job, but is refusing to do it or
otherwise showing insufficient commitment, the leader need not
worry about showing them what to do, and instead is concerned
with finding out why the person is refusing and thence
persuading them to cooperate.

There is less excuse here for followers to be reticent about their
ability, and the key is very much around motivation. If the
causes are found then they can be addressed by the leader.
The leader thus spends time listening, praising and otherwise
making the follower feel good when they show the necessary
commitment.

S2: Selling | Coaching

Follower: D2: Some competence, variable commitment / Unable
but willing or motivated

Leader: High task focus, high relationship focus

When the follower can do the job, at least to some extent, and
perhaps is over-confident about their ability in this, then 'telling'
them what to do may demotivate them or lead to resistance. The
leader thus needs to 'sell' another way of working, explaining
and clarifying decisions.

The leader thus spends time listening and advising and, where
appropriate, helping the follower to gain necessary skills through
coaching methods.

Note: S1 and S2 are leader-driven.

S4: Delegating / Observing

Follower: D4: High competence, high commitment / Able and
willing or motivated

Leader: Low task focus, low relationship focus

When the follower can do the job and is motivated to do it, then
the leader can basically leave them to it, largely trusting them to
get on with the job although they also may need to keep a
relatively distant eye on things to ensure everything is going to
plan.

Followers at this level have less need for support or frequent
praise, although as with anyone, occasional recognition is
always welcome.

Note: S3 and S4 are follower-led.

S1: Telling / Directing

Follower: D1: Low competence, low commitment / Unable and
unwilling or insecure

Leader: High task focus, low relationship focus

When the follower cannot do the job and is unwilling or afraid to
try, then the leader takes a highly directive role, telling them
what to do but without a great deal of concern for the
relationship. The leader may also provide a working structure,
both for the job and in terms of how the person is controlled.
The leader may first find out why the person is not motivated
and if there are any limitations in ability. These two factors may
be linked, for example where a person believes they are less
capable than they should be may be in some form of denial or
other coping. They follower may also lack self-confidence as a
result.
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