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Executive Summary

Organizations invest considerable time and resources @lageng leaders. What
do we know from the systematic study of leader developthahcan help organizations
in their efforts to develop leaders? And what gaps irkaawledge are important to fill?
This review provides a perspective on these central questidfocuses on leader
development within formal organizations and on knowledgergead in the last ten
years. Three streams of research on leader develo@meereviewed: studies that focus
on the individual leader and his or her developmental gaildjes that examine the
impact of various leader development methods, and stubda@ganizational practices for
leader development.

Research that examines the leader’s developmentahaathighlighted the
importance of challenging assignments, other people, an$tips. Further research on
challenging assignments has identified the developmeotaponents of these
assignments (e.g., job transitions and creating chamgd)as begun to examine factors
that maximize learning from assignments. In-depth studiesanfigers who are
transitioning to jobs with increased levels of leadersbgponsibility provide insights
into the learning and development that occurs during thassitions. Future research
needs to continue examining the role of individual défferes and situational variables
on the leader’s developmental path, to take a more @mapsive look at the total path,
and to focus more attention on the process of learnimg d@velopmental experiences.

The largest body of leader development research exambegegentions designed

to develop leaders. Most of the research attentioé@s on leader development



programs, multisource feedback, and mentoring. Theseodgtiave been shown to have
developmental impact on participants, and some researafoderators (for whom and
under what conditions do these methods work?) and prochgsiwthe methods work?)
has been conducted. There is a growing body of researekecutive coaching;

however, research on other methods (e.g., developnasstedsment centers, action
learning, networks, and developmental assignments) lagscdhépiiestions about why
certain methods work, how to best combine methods, thadnof societal and
organizational culture on the effectiveness of varioudhoawmlogies, the potential of
internet technology, and the link between individual tigy@ent and the effectiveness of
groups, team, and organization need to be addressed.

Benchmarking and best-practices research offer insigtdsvihat organizations
do to generate and support leader development. For examplgaimzations that are
considered more effective at developing leaders, leadetapanent strategies are
aligned with business strategies, top-level executivesanéved in leader development,
and managers are held accountable for the developm#mioflirect reports. These
studies are a rich resource for generating hypotheseseaslines for more
systematically examining the factors that differemstiatganizations that are more
successful at developing effective leaders from thodeatkdess successful. They also
point to challenges that organizations face in buildifecéfe leader development
system, for example, shaping the boss-employee ne$ilo so that it is more
developmental and developing high-potential leaders. drds¢hat sheds light on these

challenges is needed.



Finally, there is an aspect of leader developmenththatreceived theoretical
attention but little research attention: What develogeader development? Perhaps the
most common approach is to conceptualize “what develgp&ader competencies (i.e.,
the leader’s skills and abilities). However, other apginea have been proposed,
including changes in the leader’s worldviews and meaning staes;tin the leader’s
network of relationships, in the leader’s level of exiper and in the leader’s identity. To
advance the field, researchers need to also engageenmnadful articulation and
assessment of the aspects of human functioning thanhesced by the various

developmental experiences and interventions aimed at wingréeader effectiveness.



Introduction

Leaders are a hot commodity in organizations. Leadeskiilp and abilities are
seen as critical for the modern organization to adapbyvate, and attract and retain
talent—key capabilities for surviving in a complex and comipetenvironment. Not
surprisingly, organizations invest considerable time anduress in identifying and
developing leaders. As a result, the marketplace is packledeadership books,
resources, development programs, and services. And feahmodarly perspective,
leadership has reemerged as a popular topic. In January 208méhiean
Psychological Association devoted a special issuenadrican Psychologidb the topic
of leadership. There has also been a surge in leadersigraprs offered at top business
schools and a number of specialized leadership centebdisdstd at these schools (Doh,
2003). But what do we actually know about leader developiimem systematic study of
the phenomenon? This question is the central focussofetiiew.

A major challenge in reviewing research related to leddeelopment is
bounding the review so that it is doable and yields meaulingfights. Several delimiters
helped to bound this review:

* The review focuses deader developmemather than the more frequently used
phrasdeadership developmerit/sing the labdkeader developmemtenotes that this
review focuses on developing individual leaders—which istwhevast majority of
the literature addresses. More recent theoretical wdvkcates for a distinction
between “leader development” and “leadership developn{®aty, 2001; Drath et

al., in press; O’Connor & Day, 2007; Van Velsor & McCa[2004) with the latter



encompassing the development of collective leadershipgfibalie practices in
addition to individual development.

* Because this is a review for the Society for Human ResoMianagement, the review
focuses on leader development within formal work orgaioizat Leader
development also takes place within student populationsmemities, political
systems, and social movements—important settingsedyatriol the scope of this
review. Because of the focus on leader development ik arganizations, the
review draws primarily on literature published in the fieddi®rganizational
behavior, psychology, and management.

* Another often-used tactic in reviews is to focus on nmecent research. This
assumes that research tends to be cumulative, togiidai earlier research. Even if
this assumption is sometimes questionable, current obstsards to at least note
when its findings are consistent with or discrepant fpvavious research or existing
theory. Thus, the majority of this review focuses aeaech published in the last ten
years. However, key studies prior to this timeframeoasasionally highlighted in
the review.

A second challenge is how to deal with the relationsbtpvéen the concepts of
“leader” and “manager.” Is this a review of “leader depenent” as distinct from
“manager development”? Arguments have been made fastfalness of distinguishing
leadership and management. Two related distinctions lesredffered: (1) management
is about maintaining the stability of a group or organiratwhereas leadership is about
changing a group or organization; and (2) management is mauetbdechnical tasks

of running an organization (e.g., planning, securing resources)iorgg, whereas



leadership is more about the social or relational wédeaoerating collective action (e.g.,
generating a vision, motivating people, shaping the ciltimerestingly, these
distinctions have not had much impact on theoretieamh&works used to describe
managerial work (leadership is seen as an aspect of maagek) or on theoretical
frameworks used to describe leadership behaviors (whiaiedioth task- and
relationship-directed behaviors and both change- andistalriented behaviors).

In the practitioner-oriented literature, the trendhe last twenty years has been
overwhelmingly toward replacing the temanagerwith leader There are likely two
factors at play here. First, in most modern organirationdividuals in managerial roles
are expected to provide leadership in the organization (altHeagkrship can certainly
be exercised by individuals in non-managerial roles MMen reference is made to the
“leadership of the organization,” the speaker is almasaicdy talking about senior
management. And boss-subordinate dyads are oftendhs 6f research on leader-
follower interactions. A second reason for this trenthatleaderhas simply taken on a
much more positive connotation tharanager In the practitioner literaturégader
developmenineans the development of individuals who are in maragetes or
expected to soon take on managerial roles. In the oisbt@rature, individuals in
managerial roles overwhelming make up the samples irestoflieader development.
Thus, in this review, a sharp distinction is not maelsveen leader development and
manager development. In this revideader developmerig more generally defined as
the expansion of a person’s capacity to be effectifermal and informal leadership

roles and processes—that is, roles and processesdifitatia setting direction, creating



alignment, and maintaining commitment in groups of people sttare common work
(Van Velsor & McCauley, 2004).

A final challenge: Studies of leader development seesmish in fairly isolated
streams of research. There are studies that focudseandividual leader’s development
path: What triggers learning and development for the individader? What does he or
she learn in becoming a more effective leader? A mugetddody of research focuses
on leader development interventions and their impasthEnajor method of
development (e.g., development programs, multisourcdéekdand executive
coaching) has its own literature which rarely speakbdmthers. Finally, there are
studies of organizational practices that stimulate and sujgaaler development. Known
asbest-practiceor benchmarkingtudies, they do not employ the typical tactics ofadoc
science research (e.g., hypothesis testing, measurefreristructs). However, they are
an important source of knowledge for the leader developprantitioner. The major part
of this review is organized around these three broad tjfpesearch on leader
development: (1) studies that focus on the leader’s denedntal path, (2) studies that
focus on leader development methods, and (3) studiegafiaational practices for
leader development. But first | will examine the variowgg/s that development is

understood and conceptualized in the leader developmentuiterat

What Is Developed in Leader Development?

In summarizing a series of reviews of leader developiveoks, Arbaugh (2006)

commented that “the study and practice of leadership developappears to be in the



process of defining its domain” (p. 524). Nowhere is this se@re clearly than when
looking at the various ways the “what” of leader depetent has been conceptualized.
Not only do the various conceptualizations describe thetsaoféeader development
differently, but they also tend to draw on differémdries of learning and development.

The most frequent conceptualization is that leader deredot is about the
development of the leader’s skills and abilities. Trsésks and abilities are often
referred to ateader competencieand many organizations have articulated a
competency model that lists and describes their assetssfitbe capabilities individuals
need to lead effectively in the organization (Bersin, 20@%yide array of competencies
can be included in such models. In their popular developgede for leaders,
Lombardo and Eichinger (2000) describe 67 competencies. SucdessFadast-
growing provider of talent management solutions, usesayilmf 51 standardized
competencies (Bersin, 2007). This would indicate that Isati®relop on a variety of
dimensions—at any one point in time an individual leaderle very developed on
some dimensions and less developed on others. When tzadeetencies are the
framework for leader development, theories of adult legrand behavior change inform
the understanding of the development process (for exasgsd_ondon, 2002; Peterson
& Hicks, 1995), and tools such as goal setting, experidaaahing, feedback, and
rewards are seen as central to leader development.

Another conceptualization is that leader developmemiise about
transformative change—changes in the leader’s worldvawsmeaning structures. This
conceptualization can be as broad and include as manysions as the competency

view. What is central in this view is a focus on develgpeaders with more complex



ways of thinking and acting (Day & Halpin, 2004). When tfarmative change is the
framework for leader development, theories of adult devedop and transformation
inform the understanding of the development processiample, see Johnson, 2008;
Palus & Drath, 1995), and disequilibrating or disorienting e&pees and critical
reflection on assumptions are central to the process.

In recent years, other conceptualizations have beeioquard, each drawing on
different theories from the adult learning, growth, andrnge arena. Day (2001)
proposed that leadership development includes not only tledogenent of human
capital but also the development of social capitatdntrast to human capital, in which
the focus is on developing individual knowledge, skillg] ahilities, the emphasis with
social capital is on building networks of relationshapsong individuals that enhance
cooperation and resource exchange in the organizatiorpipgses that some methods
of development—for example, networks and action learning-rare likely to develop
social capital.

Others have focused on the development of leadershiptsepéord and Hall
(2005) proposed a theory of leader development which drawsearognitive science
literature to explain movement from a novice to intedrate to master leader. In this
view, the development of leadership skills occurs ovexéended period of time,
beginning with effortful attempts to use multiple loosetynected skills in ways that
match the leader’s implicit theories of leadershighwkills becoming increasingly
proceduralized, contextualized, and driven by the intedakes of the leader. Sufficient

development results in an expert and unique way of leading.



McCall and Hollenbeck (2008) also apply research-based cockifrom the
expertise literature to the practice of leader developn@me difference they note
between expert leaders and expertise in other dom&inet ihe leadership domain is
vast, requiring specific knowledge (e.g., dealing with speuificviduals), general
knowledge (e.g., dealing with people), and a wide arraylwdvieral and cognitive
skills. Experts, however, don’t just know more thamexperts. Their knowledge is
organized differently; they develop knowledge structurasehable them to make better
use of their knowledge. From this expertise perspectarggty of experience over time
is crucial to leader development because it is the omptavaxpose people to the many
aspects of the leadership domain required to lead effectivelymplex organizations—
exposure which in turn stimulates the development of tiwgrstructures needed to deal
with that complexity.

Cianciolo, Antonakis, and Sternberg (2004) also focut@mlevelopment of
expertise in leaders, applying the theory of practicalligence to leader development.
They argue that effective leaders have developed expeddrased knowledge that
increases their sensitivity to important information givgen situation and their
understanding of what action to take in response tortf@tmation—what they cathcit
knowledgeln this view, efforts to enhance leader developmentldhemphasize
strategies for extracting information from experience iamproving problem solving.

Finally, the leader’s self-concept or identity has negk increasing attention as a
central aspect of leader development. Lord and Hall (20@bpPay and Harrison (2007)
argue that the development of one’s leader identey, fiow one thinks of oneself as a

leader) is critical in one’s ongoing development. Idgrdevelopment is viewed as
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expanding from an individual identity (leader identitydshen one’s traits) to a
relational identity (leader identity based on relaglups with followers) to a collective
identity (leader identity based on leading a collectit#gll (2004) also emphasizes the
role of identity in leadership, contending that a magpeat of leader development is the
enhanced awareness of the components of the self aadiliheto observe the self
accurately and objectively.

The study of leader development is indeed in the pradedsfining its domain.
Currently, the domain is quite large, as perhaps it nedoks ifdhere are many aspects of
human functioning that can contribute to leader effentgs and many strategies for
enhancing that functioning. An overall framework thatgnées the various perspectives
on “what is developed” has yet to be articulated. Asalewing review will attest,
much more attention has been given to what stimuéatdsupports leader development.
To advance the field, researchers need to also engageemmmdful articulation and
assessment of the aspects of human functioning thanhesced by the various
developmental experiences and interventions aimed atwngrteader effectiveness. As
Day and Halpin (2004) conclude, “despite the voluminousdeship literature, relatively

little is known about exactly what gets developed iddégalevelopment” (p. 5).

The Leader’s Developmental Path

There are three major types of studies which have exdmrmdesiduals and how

they develop the capabilities needed for effectivenelsadrership roles: (1) studies in

which leaders describe previous developmental experientiesiircareers, (2) studies
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that look at development within the context of thel&& current job, and (3) studies
that examine how transitions to new jobs or workg@iffect development.
Developmental Experiences in Careers

A series of studies which began in the 1980s at the Ciemt€reative Leadership
(CCL) examined key developmental experiences and whaageas learned from these
experiences. Each study used the same open-ended quedtieta were collected via
interviews or surveys:

When you think about your career as a manager, certamseseepisodes

probably stand out in your mind—things that led to a lastinggdan you as a

manager. ldentify at least three “key events” in yareer, things that made a

difference in the way you manage now. What happened? ®lithgou learn from

it?
Four major studies collected data from different samp@$ successful executives (189
men and 2 women) in six large North America-based corapghindsey, Homes, &
McCall, 1987; McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988), 76 suctidssomen executives
in 25 Fortune 100 companies (Morrison, White, & Van Vel$687; Van Velsor &
Hughes, 1990), 101 successful global executives from 36 counti&sg for 16 global
companies (McCall & Hollenbeck, 2002), and 288 managers (éiwerterms of gender,
race, and organizational level) in a variety of compahased primarily in the United
States (Douglas, 2003).

Across the studies, five major categories of developrheméats were identified:
» challenging assignments (e.g., first supervisory job,ngraround an ailing business,

working on a visible project)
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» other people (e.g., bosses, role models, peers, receieidigaiek)

* hardships (e.g, business mistakes, downsizing, problems \bibhdsnates)

e coursework (e.g., training programs, pursuing advanced degrees)

» personal life experiences (e.g., having children, familywgha, personal challenges)
The majority of events reported by study participantseveither challenging
assignments, other people, or hardships; around 10 perdbet @fents were coursework
or personal life experiences. However, women reporieck other people and fewer
challenging assignments than did men. African-Americapsrted more hardships and
fewer challenging assignments than did whites.

A wide range of “lessons learned” from these events vemerted. They
included learning to lead and manage others, learning to rusirgebs, learning to deal
with problematic relationships, learning about self anderatearning to deal with
cultural issues, and developing the personal qualitiedeafder, such as flexibility,
perseverance, and optimism (McCall & Hollenbeck, 2002). Sotterpa between types
of events and lessons learned were found. For exaraphajng to be tough and
persuasive was more strongly associated with turnarosighasents, and learning how
to handle political situations was more strongly asded with other people.

The CCL studies have been replicated in Japan and therietds (Ohlott,
2004). These studies found the same types of experiendesedlspmental but noted
some differences. In the Netherlands, more persdeaJents were reported as
developmental, such as a leadership role in a commugignization or growing up in
an immigrant family. In Japan, lateral moves wereer@ammonly cited as

developmental, reflecting a culture in which horizostafts are more acceptable.
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Japanese managers also were more likely to citefitgtijob after college as
developmental, suggesting that this transition mightlhgger one in Japan where
students receive much more of a generalist educationrtithe United States.
Replication studies are also underway in India, Singajama China.

Bennis and Thomas (2002) also conducted in-depth intervigWseaders to
learn more about their experiences. In structured intesyid3 leaders described
themselves as leaders, how they defined success, wtiatedamost to them, and the
defining moments in their lives. The researchers fouatlébery leader described at least
one intense, transformational experience in becgmileader—what the researchers
called a crucible experience. These experiences variedsaeaders (e.g., mentoring,
mastering a difficult challenge, and personal losdes)all involved being tested and
emerging stronger and better equipped to lead. Crucible expesieanded to enhance
four leadership competencies: adaptive capacity, engaging @hereating shared
meaning, voice (i.e., self-confidence and a sense of pur@rse)ntegrity.

These retrospective studies of key developmental epess in managerial
careers have yielded rich qualitative data and have pdmtée types of experiences
that can stimulate learning and development. They Hawvepaovided (and are
continuing to provide) insights about differences in devaleptal experiences related to
gender, race, and nationality by replicating the rebeaith diverse samples. These
studies have also had an important impact on the pradtieader development,
encouraging individuals and organizations to look beyonddbtraining and
development programs and to make better use of work erpesi@nd relationships as

the major drivers of leader development.

14



However, the studies also have limitations. They ralyetrospective accounts of
the participants’ most memorable experiences, andtlg samples are skewed toward
highly successful managers and executives. Data ondudivdifferences in
participants’ personality, values, career paths, or aspmns were not collected. Samples
have not been large enough to make comparisons acgasszations or industries.
Because of these limitations and other design featilrestudies do not directly answer
some fundamental questions about developmental expesienoenagerial careers:

» Are developmental experiences rare or commonplace?

» Are some developmental experiences more developnieatabthers?

* Do similar experiences generate more or differenhlagrand development for some
individuals than for others? What individual and situatio@alables might account
for such differences?

» Are there certain sequences or combinations of expese¢hatbetter prepare
individuals for particular kinds of leadership roles (eggneral managers, CEOs,
high-level staff positions, global leaders)?

* What's the relationship between diversity of developm@legiperiences and success
as a leader?

Development in Current Job

Research has also examined the degree to which manegéraraing in their
current jobs. Ohlott (2004) summarized this research, déhgeiave broad sources of
challenge that are associated with the developmempaict of a managerial job:

» Job transitions: Transitions place leaders in newtsiiuswhere job responsibilities

are somewhat unfamiliar and where usual actions and betan&y no longer be
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adequate. Transitions spark new ways of thinking and respotadprgblems, and
often expose leaders to new knowledge and networks ofrkevgo

» Creating change: Jobs that require a leader to creabgeltall for actions and
decisions in the face of uncertainty and ambiguity. Tgreyide the opportunity to
take action and see the consequences of those action®lekeents of experiential
learning.

» High levels of responsibility: Jobs with high levelsresponsibility have greater
breadth, visibility, and complexity; they also expose [dader to pressure and high-
stakes situations. It is in taking on larger-scope jobtleaders report learning to
think more strategically, work effectively under pressuregrate different
perspectives, prioritize, and make trade-offs.

* Managing boundaries: Jobs which entail working lateratgss internal and external
boundaries require leaders to influence people over wheynhidve no direct or
formal authority. Leaders in these situations repoprraving their interpersonal
competencies: building relationships, communicating, negadiséand handling
conflict.

» Dealing with diversity: Leaders increasingly work witiverse people—people of
both genders and different ethnicities, from diffedgatkgrounds, and from different
countries. Working across different value systems, apees, and expectations
challenges leaders to examine their own beliefs and uaddrbusiness and
workplace issues from multiple perspectives.

The Job Challenge Profile (McCauley, Ruderman, & Ohk#199) was developed as a

self-rating instrument to measure current levels ofe@leve challenges in a manager’s
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job. Scores on the JCP are related to self-reportedesjeb learning, self-perceptions of
change in leader behaviors, and boss ratings of leadgpvetencies (Dragoni, Tesluk,
Russell, & Oh, in press; McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, &dw, 1994; Thompson,
2003).

More recently, moderators of the relationship betwebrciallenge and learning
have been investigated. Dragoni et al. (in press) founde#saning goal orientation (i.e.,
an orientation to gain new skills and master tasks wiachievement situations)
moderated the relationship between developmental quélihegob and supervisor
ratings of the job incumbent’s competencies. Whenghlizidevelopmental assignments,
managers with stronger learning orientations appearedriovgae from those
assignments in terms of competencies than those \ei#tkev learning orientations.
Dragoni et al. also found that managers with higher lagrarientations were more
likely to be in a developmental assignment, particulatien the manager perceived
greater access to developmental assignments.

DeRue and Wellman (2008) investigated moderators in the fotheof
relationship between job challenges and learning. Arsy, found that the relationship
between overall developmental challenge in a work ieepee (an average across the
JCP dimensions) and supervisory rating of skill developrnent that experience was
curvilinear, supporting their proposition that individuals waaddfer diminishing returns
in leader development as the developmental challengme é@xperience became too
overwhelming for the individual to process. However, tloend two factors that
moderated this curvilinear relationship: the strength ofgader’s learning orientation

and the leader’s access to feedback. They found thaidudls with a higher learning
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orientation or greater access to feedback did not equEithe same diminishing returns
in leader development compared to individuals with a Ideaning orientation or less
access to feedback. In other words, the challengautearelationship was linear rather
than curvilinear for those with a high learning orientaamd greater access to feedback.

Organization-based self-esteem has also been examiaati@serator of the
challenge-learning relationship. Brutus, Ruderman, Ohlott, as@aley (2000) found a
stronger challenge-learning relationship for manages withs&lf-esteem compared to
managers with high self-esteem. Those with high stéfean tended to report high
degrees of learning from their job regardless of the degfreleallenge.

Research on managers’ development in their currbsthas generated a
framework and measurement tool for assessing job challasgesiated with
development. Subsequent studies have strengthened the evitgntese challenges
are indeed related to development by using independent meas$ulearning and
development. Now, moderators of the challenge-learnilagioaship are being explored.
This line of research holds promise for increasing knowledd@w to shape job
assignments so that they are more developmentalidawatch individuals to
assignments to maximize development, and how organizatgmsupport learning from
assignments. Two streams of work are particularly ingmdrfor advancing knowledge in
this arena:

» Continued examination of moderators of the challengerileg relationship.
Learning orientation and self-esteem were logicalggdo begin in examining
individual difference moderators, given their prominencen@adult learning

literature. That literature offers ideas for other matt&'s to pursue, including
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cognitive ability, openness to experience, and locus df@oituational moderators
(e.g., managerial support, access to coaching, clear geveldal goals) may be even
more important to examine because these elements aeer@adlily built into the
experience.

» Studies that follow leaders as they take on, movautiiroand complete a
developmental assignment. Such studies would allow riesra fine-grained
examination of th@rocesof learning from experience. What kind of learning
processes are unfolding? Again adult learning theory candoetadypothesize
about these processes. Are leaders learning primarily leettashave to do things
they've never had to do before and thus are getting tdigganew skills? Are they
enhancing their tacit knowledge of leading through a prodessiking decisions and
taking action and then seeing the consequences of thas®dea@and actions? Are
they encountering more complex dilemmas and traderoffgeir work that causes
them to reexamine their assumptions? Or is the somrdext what matters most—
people who share with them new knowledge, insights, arsp@etives? All these
processes are likely at play, but do different types eéld@mental experiences make
use of different learning processes? More informed andwéhese questions can
help leaders be more intentional about their learniragegiies and help organizations
provide the right kind of support.

Work Transitions

One of the most influential recent publications on leaigselopment iFhe

Leadership Pipelin¢Charan, Drotter, & Noel, 2001). The authors argue thatstier

effective leaders at all levels of the organization areganre individuals for higher levels
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of leadership, organizations need an approach that takesadora the different
requirements at distinct leadership levels. This premisatthie demands placed on
leaders change at different levels of the organizatmoinsabsequently that effective
performance requires a somewhat different mix ofskilldifferent organizational
levels—is well documented (Mumford, Campion, & Morges2@07). Charan et al.
identify six career passages that represent a majogehanob requirements, skills, and
work values. However, there is surprisingly littlsearch on what managers experience
as they move through one of these passages or “a ttlra pipeline” (i.e., move from
one level to the next). Exceptions are the in-depttiss of managers in transition by
Hill (1992) and Gabarro (1987).

Hill studied the experiences of 19 new managers duringfttetiyear on the job.
The study describes their challenges, how they develogkedramged, and the
individual and organizational resources they relied oro Themes ran through the
managers’ accounts of their first year on the jobB@doming a manager required a
profound psychological adjustment. To make this adjustntieey had to address four
developmental tasks: learning what it means to be a marsyeloping interpersonal
judgment, gaining self-knowledge, and coping with stress andi@m (2) Becoming a
manager was primarily a process of learning from expegiehhe lessons were learned
as the managers confronted daily interactions and problEmy learned incrementally
and gradually.

Gabarro studied the experiences of 17 managers. Most afdhagers were
moving into their first general management position; sdweere moving into top

functional positions. Both retrospective and longituddath were collected on the
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process by which the manager established mastery and cdliethe new assignment.
Gabarro found that this process occurred in a seristagés of learning and action
(taking hold, immersion, reshaping, consolidation, andeeafent) and that it took 2.5 to
3 years for managers to progress through these stagesioréesuccessful managers
were more effective at assessing the organization agdabang its problems, building a
management team, and bringing about timely changes thatsadd organizational
problems.

More studies of leaders as they make major shiftsbis¢gope and responsibility
are needed. Although in-depth studies like Hill's and Gatmare extremely useful,
survey research could also be a valuable complemesttady design in this arena. Such
data would allow researchers to examine a host of vagdbat might impact the success
of the transition and how a leader develops as a fesaltables that focus on the
individual’'s ability and motivation to learn, on thedea’s self-concept, on foundational
competencies that need to be mastered before taking om la@gélks of responsibilities,
and on tactics used to prepare and support the transitioathey le
Research Opportunities

The quest to better understand the leader’s developnpathahas been largely
driven by the pragmatic interest of more intentionalgping that path in ways that
generate a larger population of talented leaders. Not sangdyisthe focus has been on
the kinds of experiences that are developmental andledwrs gain from those
experiences. With such knowledge, more people can seek batgiven such
experiences with the explicit intent of developing sfieskills, competencies, and

perspectives. One obvious next step in knowledge developstenapply what has been
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learned and see whether (and when) the expected raultshieved. Organizations are
beginning to use developmental assignments and job movesimentionally but are
not systematically examining the impact of those aw®id his is a prime arena for
researchers and practitioners to collaborate to futthderstand leader development
through experience.

And, as noted several times, research is just beginaiagamine the role of
individual differences and situational variables on thaelde’s developmental path. More
research on moderators is needed. In addition to exagniairiables that impact learning
and development in general (e.g., learning orientaticailadoility of feedback), variables
that impact an individual's interest in pursuing leadersbiips and participating in
leadership processes should also be included. For exanmale,add Drasgow (2001)
proposed the construct “motivation to lead” as cemtrédadership performance and
developed a measure of this construct. Likewise, a meataspiration is included in
the Corporate Leadership Council's (2005) assessment of bfentsuccess in more
senior leadership positions in an organization.

It is also time for basic research on the leaden®ldpmental path to take a more
comprehensive look at the total path. To date, reseascexXaanined a few experiences
that stand out in that path or the leader’s current expess. Methodologies that
generate data about a broader spectrum of the patHife.fistories, experience
inventories, biographies, and longitudinal studies) would spatidn questions about
the role of sequence, patterns, and diversity of eepegi Longitudinal studies that
follow the leader’s developmental journey over timéhalgh complex and resource

intensive, would be particularly rich.
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Finally, more fine-grained examination of the procedeafming from experience
is needed. What kind of learning processes generate deegitgdrautcomes from
experiences? Do different types of experiences makefub#enent learning processes?
As noted above, exploring these questions can generatdekige about the kinds of

learning strategies and organizational support that maxieszaihg from experience.

Methods of Leader Development

The largest body of leader development research focuseseoventions
designed to develop leaders. Studies typically focus ertyge of intervention (rather
than a comparison of different interventions), andié® of literature have built up
around each type of intervention. For each methodaolieledevelopment, research tends
to focus on two broad questions: Does this type of inteime work (i.e., are leaders
more developed as a result of the intervention), and wvil#r conditions are the
interventions most effective?

This section reviews research on six types of leadezlolement interventions are
reviewed: development programs, multisource feedback, qevelatal assessment
centers, executive coaching, action learning, and megtdsecause there is a
considerable body of literature on each of these tpprety heavily on review articles to
describe the current state of research on each.

Development Programs
Leader development programs are structured, off-theyehts that bring

individuals together for shared learning and development iexgess. They vary widely
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in their content, pedagogical techniques, purposes, and higdtmmes. In the
literature, such programs are often referred twaasing programs however, in more
recent yearglevelopment prograntsas become the more common term, reflecting an
increased emphasis on leader development as a continoaesgm which the leader
takes an active role in developing rather than asiassof events in which knowledge
and skills are taught to leaders.

Leader development programs are pervasive. In coratdgiugh quite a few
studies of their effectiveness can be found in thealitee (see meta-analytic reviews
below), the proportion of programs which are systerallyi evaluated with results
published is small. A well-designed and -implemented stligyagram impact requires
resources and expertise, and even when an organizatisingest in such evaluation, it
is primarily to improve the program and maintain intésugport for it; there is little
motivation to publish the results.

Meta-analytic studies have summarized available reseaarhining the
effectiveness of leader development programs. Burke apg Qi086) analysis included
70 studies conducted from 1951 to 1982. Collins and Holton’s (2004 )sanedgluded
83 studies conducted from 1982 to 2001. Since a wide range ofoeriteeiasures were
used across studies to assess program effectivenessl) iméta-analyses, effect sizes
were examined by type of criterion measure:

(1) Subjective knowledge/learning: Knowledge and skills learnsddan judgments of
the participant or trainer.
(2) Objective knowledge/learning: Knowledge and skills learneddas objective

means, such as number of errors, number of solutioobeegaor standardized tests.
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(3) Subjective behavior: Changes in on-the-job behavipeaseived by participants, or
global perceptions by peers or a supervisor.

(4) Objective behavior (Collins & Holton only): Observedaolges in on-the-job
behavior or supervisor ratings of specific observable\neha

(5) Objective system results: Tangible organizationalltgssuch as reduced costs,
improved quality and quantity, and promotions.

Both meta-analyses indicated that the effectiventlesmder development
programs varies widely, although average effect sizes p@sitive across all criteria.
The Burke and Day analysis is often cited as empisigaport for the effectiveness of
leader development programs, although these authors conthaddelader development
programs are “on the average moderately effectiveapraving learning and job
performance” (p. 243). The Collins and Holton analysisdgieélsomewhat higher average
effect sizes; however, these authors caution thaingive range of effect sizes, it is
possible to have very large positive outcomes or no mdsat all.

Also, the magnitude of effect sizes across the twtyses varied in different
ways. Burke and Day found larger average effect sizeshiective system results,
followed by changes in behavior, with the smallest ayereffect sizes for
knowledge/learning outcomes. Collins and Holton found the@sifg(the largest average
effect sizes for knowledge/learning outcomes and the estal/erage effect sizes for
system results). Although the latter pattern is moresistent with the view that learning
is easiest to impact, followed by behavior, then systesults, Collins and Holton
caution that direct comparisons of the two analysesablematic because of differences

in meta-analytic methodology used and study inclusionriite
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Burke and Day also categorized studies by training contergrglenanagement,
human relations, problem solving/decision making, rateritig, self-awareness, and
motivation/values. Human relations and self-awaretragsing tended to produce higher
average effect sizes. Collins and Holton categorizedestumyi research design: posttest
only with control group (POWC), pretest-posttest withtcol group (PPWC), and single
group pretest-posttest (SGPP). Not surprisingly, the stoirggent design (PPWC)
produced the smallest average effect sizes.

Burke and Day note that meta-analytic studies of ledeezlopment programs
are hampered by poor reporting in the original researchestudcluding lack of
information about degree of range restriction, criteaad predictor reliabilities, and
sample characteristics, as well as incomplete desmigpof methodology.

Collins and Holton note that one limitation in the stoflyeader development
programs is that small sample sizes limit evaluabibpossible moderators (i.e., do
programs produce more development for some participaantsfon others or in some
contexts than others?). Moderators have been studted broader employee training
literature, and this literature is a useful source of galemoderators to include in future
studies of leader development programs. These includedndiMcharacteristics, such as
locus of control, conscientiousness, anxiety, age, dggrability, self-efficacy, and job
involvement, as well as situational characteristiosehsas adequate resources,
opportunities to use skills, frequent feedback, and favorarieequences for using
training content (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe 2000).

The meta-analyses also point to another important taspiader development

programs: There is a great deal of diversity in th&temat focus of these programs and in
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the criterion measures used to assess program effexgs/ieWhen there is high variation
in a development methodology, research on that methgy can be aided by the use of
some common typologies for classifying programs. Suchagmes would differentiate
leader development programs in meaningful ways and ssraeiseful starting point for
studies that examine the impact of different types ofirams (e.g., are certain leader
competencies better developed through a particular typeogfam?) and moderators of

program impact (e.g., are some types of programs mfaetigé at certain points in a

leader’s developmental path?).

One promising typology is offered by Conger (1992). Basedreriaw of
approaches to leadership training and on first-hand experana participant-observer
in five leader development programs, Conger described &tagaries of leadership
training differentiated by their targeted outcomes anchaugtlogies:

(1) Conceptual understandingteader development through an increased understanding
of the leadership phenomenon. This approach makes heawy th&e®ry, models,
and case studies to explain what leaders actually do anddattionally been the
domain of universities. Conceptual training “serves thetfan of expanding
participants’ perceptions of the process and of what it regjais well as generating
interest in becoming a leader” (p. 49).

(2) Skill building Leader development through more skilled performandeantership
behaviors. This approach involves learning about the compoaéa skill (such as
strategic visioning or communication) through descriptioxamples, and

discussion, and then practicing that skill with fee#b&kill building is the most
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commonly employed approach to leader development and isnesdrequently at
supervisory and mid-management levels.

(3) FeedbackLeader development through learning about one’s streagths
weaknesses as a leader and targeting areas for imprdvdinsrapproach uses
multiple methods (e.g., 360-degree surveys, personalitgunes experiential
exercises, and simulations) to provide feedback toggaatits on a wide variety of
leader skills and behaviors.

(4) Personal GrowthLeader development through tapping into personal &kemd
increasing one’s motivation to lead. This approach oftenuse®or adventure
activities and psychological exercises to stimulatsgmal reflection and to
empower participants to take responsibility for theuwrations.

Conger and Benjamin (1999) built on this work by examining boyanizations were

using leader development programs to strengthen and exXpafghtlership capabilities

of employees. They identified three major purposesefider development programs in
organizations: individual skill development, the socidimaof leadership values and
vision, and a tactic for enabling and supporting organizdt@vange initiatives. Thus,
leader development programs can be classified by theiomeats and methodologies, and
by their purposes.

A final note about leader development programs: Althdndividuals are the
primary target of change in leader development progranse gr@grams may also be
evaluated in terms of their impact at the group, organizaand even industry and
society levels (Hannum, Martineau, & Reinelt, 2007; WKK&llogg Foundation, 2002).

For example, an evaluation study might not only exarir@nges in the individual
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leader but also assess changes in followers’ saimfiawith the leader, increases in team
productivity or innovation in the organization, or the dsy and composition of
networks in a field. However, there is little investiga of how changes at the individual
level impact these higher-order outcomes. More rebkefacused on these cross-level
links would address the broader question of the role dékedevelopment in enhancing
the effectiveness of groups, teams, and organizations.

Multisource Feedback

Multisource feedback, also known as 360-degree feedbackyested of
collecting perceptions of a leader’s performance frobosilinates, peers, bosses, and
customers. Typically, the leader selects a numberwbdaers who individually
complete surveys designed to collect information abautetfider’s behaviors, skills, or
abilities that are considered important for leader &ffeness. The ratings are
summarized to maintain coworker anonymity and a reporbgymed for the leader
(Chappelow, 2004). Multisource feedback proliferated in the 199@sw pervasive in
U.S. organizations, and is spreading to other parts of thd (Atwater, Brett, &

Charles, 2007; Morgeson, Mumford, & Campion, 2005).

Of all the leader development interventions, 360-degregbiEck has received the
most research attention. This is likely due in partdevidespread use, but also to the
fact that quantitative data are generated by the use abol itself, making it an
attractive source of research data. The feedbaclumstit can be readministered at a
later date to track progress, although there are diffesuin trying to measure change

using this procedure (Craig & Hannum, 2007).
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Recent reviews by Smither, London, and Reilly (2005) andatdr et al. (2007)

provide useful summaries of the state of 360-degree feedéselrch. The table in

Appendix A provides highlights from these summaries asagedidditional research

published since these reviews. Research has focused priorathg following:

Validity of multisource ratingsMultisource ratings are positively correlated with
performance appraisal ratings, assessment center ratmysbjective performance
measures.

Performance improvement as a result of multisource feedPackormance
improvement after feedback is positive, but the magnitidemrovement is small.
More improvement is experienced by leaders who injti@teive low ratings,
perceive a need to change, perceive their feedback asmaueet their raters after
receiving feedback, work with a coach after receiving feddh@arceive
organizational support, and have high self-esteem andyloiwism.

Reactions to feedbackeaders with high self-esteem, openness to experience,
learning goal orientation, self-efficacy, and internalle of control have a more
positive attitude toward multisource feedback. The vaari¢he ratings (negative to
positive) as well as self-other discrepancies in ratimgsct a number of attitudes
about and responses to feedback.

Consequences of variations in the feedback proé&ggr anonymity and purpose of
the feedback process impact the degree to which accutiatgsrare provided.
Online administration did not impact feedback scores;femdback generated more

negative reactions than numeric feedback.
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Both reviews provide conceptual models for organizing and guiésgarch on
multisource feedback—an element that is needed to ligtitgrate what appears to be an
array of unconnected studies. A number of the revieweremenendations for future
research are strikingly similar:

* Move from asking “Does multisource feedback work?” tmler what conditions
and for whom does multisource feedback work?”

» Examine the combined effects of individual differences @amganizational support on
the reactions to and use of feedback.

* Examine how the feedback culture in organizations influgnegponses to and uses
of multisource feedback.

* Examine how other leader development interventions, asi¢taining and executive
coaching, can enhance the impact of multisource feedback@ndersa.

Questions raised by practitioners are another sourgeiddnce for research on
multisource feedback (Eichenger & Lombardo, 2003; Morgesah, 2005). Process

issues still being discussed and debated in the literatluelen

What value do self-ratings provide in the process?

» Should multisource feedback reports be confidential?

* When is an organizational culture ready for a multisedeedback program?

* How should an organization develop its 360-degree feedbacky8urve

* How long should the survey be?

* How should raters be chosen, how many raters are cheaa@ what kind of training

do they need?
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» What should feedback recipients focus on in determiningldpmental goals (e.g.,
leveraging strengths vs. improving weaknesses, low ratmgself-other
discrepancies)?

* How often should 360-degree data be collected?

Multisource ratings are increasingly used internatignatd comparisons of
multisource surveys and feedback process are just begitanbegpublished. Gillespie
(2005) found that the constructs underlying a multisource sanveyheir relationship to
the survey items differed across cultures, raising guestbout comparability of 360-
degree surveys across cultures. Brutus et al. (2006) foumasasient set of challenges in
the implementation of multisource feedback in six coestwhere utilization was
relatively new (Argentina, Australia, China, Slovakipa#, and the United Kingdom).
These challenges all pertained to the inherent diffesulh giving and receiving
feedback. And a study by Shipper, Hoffman, and Rotondo (2007 deasupport for
the overall effectiveness of the 360-degree processsafivesnational samples (United
States, Ireland, Israel, Philippines, and Malaysia). él@n, the process was found to be
most effective in cultures with low power distance ardividualistic values. These
studies provide initial cross-cultural comparison of rsoltirce instruments and process.
Future research needs to establish the validity ofisoulce ratings across cultures and
to examine cultural differences in reactions to feekilaantl performance improvement as
a result of feedback.

Developmental Assessment Centers

Assessment centers are used to evaluate individualswmiger of dimensions or

competencies shown to be important on the job. Paatits take part in a series of
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exercises or simulations that elicit behaviors ezldb the dimensions being assessed.
Trained assessors observe the behaviors and make enaduattithe participants’
proficiency on each dimension. Assessment centersthadionally been used for
selection and promotion decisions, particularly in middlepper management levels;
however, they are increasingly used for developmentalgsas. Surveys of
organizations using assessment centers found that aroundcé@tperthese assessment
centers are used for employee development (PovachHl&Bae, 2004; Spychalski,
Quinones, Gaugler, & Pohley, 1997).

One reason that assessment centers are used forpdegatos that they generate
a lot of data and thus are a source of in-depth feedbatkdondividual. Some
developmental assessment centers simply assess, piredepth feedback, and help
individuals create developmental plans as a resulteofietdback. However, Thornton
and Rupp (2006) argue that developmental assessment centbesdsigned to provide
more of a training experience in addition to a feedbaplem®aence. Such a design can
include training on the assessment dimensions; feedbadctiefl, coaching, and
goalsetting at multiple points throughout the center e&pee; and exercise sequences
designed to provide opportunities to practice new behaRather than being a
diagnostic at the start of a development process)itepand development take place
during the assessment center. Thornton and Rupp alscopbisbme important
differences between traditional assessment centdrthase used for development: In
developmental assessment centers the focus shoald diemensions that are
developable, assessors need to be skilled at coachingalitdting a learning

experience, and more time is spent on in-depth feedbacerelopment planning.
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In contrast to the broad research literature on asssgscenters used for
selection and promotion decisions, research on develdphassessment centers is
sparse. Because assessment is a core element oéthizdmlogy, the reliability and
validity of these assessments is one topic of reeedResearch has shown that there is
reliability and validity in assessors’ behavioral olagipns (Thornton & Rupp, 2006).
However, one controversy with traditional assessrmenters is the degree to which
there is adequate convergent and discriminant validieexge for the dimensions being
assessed. There is limited research on this questibe tonhtext of developmental
assessment centers and the results are mixed (FId&36:, Thornton & Rupp, 2006).

Research has also begun on developmental assesantts@s a developmental
intervention. Engelbrecht and Fischer (1995) compared sgpematings of assessment
center participants three months after the center exmer with supervisor ratings of an
equivalent group of managers who were not participantsdg®abn three of the five
assessment center dimensions were higher for partisig@an for nonparticipants. Jones
and Whitmore (1995) found no difference in the career advaetesh managers who
were developmental assessment center participantha@se who were not. However,
within the group of participants, those who followed mofréhe developmental
recommendations were more likely to advance than tvbsefollowed fewer
recommendations. Thornton and Rupp (2006) argue that thisistadyonservative test
of the effectiveness of developmental assessmentrsdi@eause of the broad criteria
used. They advocate for evaluation research that eesnmprovement on the
dimensions that the assessment center was desigdeddlop. In a study of two

developmental assessment centers, Rupp et al. (2006) fodmshewiof learning during
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the assessment center experience and positive charggdbratings (pre vs. post
assessment center experience) but few changes in sudterdr boss ratings. A major
limitation of this study was small sample sizes.

Finally, there is some limited research on factoas thight affect the
developmental impact of developmental assessmentrseKialisch (1997) found that
assessment center participants were more likely tepertheir feedback as accurate
when they perceived assessors as experts, feedbackesbfa, and exercises as job-
related, and when they enjoyed the overall assessxgertience. Bell and Arthur (2008)
found higher assessor ratings associated with highebde& acceptance, and this
relationship was partially mediated by the participaatfective reaction to the feedback
session. Abraham, Morrison, and Burnett (2006) found tleaetivho performed poorly
in the assessment center, particularly on interpelstima&nsions, were less likely to
initiate a scheduled feedback session with an assigrahc

Clearly, research on developmental assessment séstran early stage. As an
assessment and feedback tool, important areas of resaaror those for multisource
feedback: validity of ratings, the dynamics and imdceactions to the feedback, and
consequences of variations in the feedback process. [dovwmcause developmental
assessment centers also have similarities to develafpprograms, particularly skill-
building programs, questions of impact and of individual aldsonal moderators are
also important. Rupp et al. (2006) note that developmergasasient centers vary
widely in their design and implementation, and that siidre needed that vary in
exercise types, participants, dimensions, target jolosinalustries.

Executive Coaching
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Executive coaching is likely the fastest growing leader dgveént method. And
it has garnered considerable attention in the profedditarature. In the last twelve
years, four special issues©@bnsulting Psychology Journal: Practice & Reseahelve
focused on executive coaching. The British Psycholo@oalety launched a new journal
in 2006, thdnternational Coaching Psychology RevieMhe Society of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology is devoting its 2008 Leading Edges@tum to the topic of
executive coaching. However, the research literatuexeautive coaching is quite
limited.

Kilburg (2000) proposed the following definition of executivacaing, which
appears consistent with the way executive coaching ergindescribed in the
literature:

a helping relationship formed between a client who hasag&ral authority and

responsibility in an organization and a consultant wées a wide variety of

behavioral techniques and methods to help the client achiewgually identified
set of goals to improve his or her professional perfoomand personal
satisfaction and, consequently, to improve the effenggs of the client’s

organization within a formally defined coaching agreement (p. 67)

In practice, executive coaching typically consists oééhkey elements: one-on-one
counseling about work-related issues, use of 360-degree feautbatiengths and
weaknesses as a starting point, and a goal of improvingahager’s functioning in his
or her current position (Feldman, 2001). Recipientsxetetive coaching are typically
mid-level to senior executives (Judge & Cowell, 1997; McDernh@tenson, &

Newton, 2007). Coaching tends to be directed primarily attyyves of leaders: those
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who have performed well in the past but whose behagi@sot sufficient for current
job requirements and those who are targeted for adwaartdo senior levels but are
missing some specific skills (London, 2002).

Several review articles have summarized recent res@ear executive coaching
(Feldman & Lankau, 2005; Joo, 2005; Kampa-Kokesch & Anderson, RGdkie,
2007; Passmore & Gibbes, 2007). This research has focused priomattle impact of
coaching and on client (i.e., coachee) perceptiondedtefe coaching.

Studies of the impact of coaching have relied heavily mmicteports of learning,
change in behavior, and performance improvement. Intesweth the client are the
most frequently employed data collection method. In généese studies report that a
majority of participants report positive outcomes fridnv@ir coaching experiences
(Feggetter, 2007; Hall, Otazo, & Hollenbeck, 1999; Kombarakafang, Baker, &
Fernandes, 2008; McGovern et al., 2001; Olivero, Bane, & Kaogel 1997;
Wasylyshyn, 2003).

A few studies have used more rigorous research designez-Braome (2002)
compared leaders who patrticipated in coaching following aefedelelopment program
to a paired group who participated in the program but did not emgdgkow-on
coaching (hence creating a control group). Those usiaghimg were more focused in
forming their developmental goals and objectives, theyewore successful in
achieving their goals, and their new behaviors were mosely related to their roles as
managers and leaders. Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas<wsine (2003) compared
managers who worked with an executive coach after recamirigsource feedback with

those who did not work with a coach after receiving liee#f. Managers who worked
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with a coach were more likely than other managesetspecific (rather than vague)
goals, to solicit ideas for improvement from their su®rs, and to improve their
multisource ratings one year later. Evers, Brouwaard, Tomic (2006) compared changes
in self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations (Wanables which, according to
social learning theory, affect the likelihood of engggmnew behaviors) of 30
managers who engaged in coaching with those of 30 managemsatched sample who
did not engage in coaching. Self-efficacy beliefs andamé&cexpectations were
measured before coaching began and four months lateegndbmains: setting goals,
acting in a balanced way, and mindful living and workingorovements in the coached
group were significantly greater than in the noncoagmedp on two of the six measures
(self-efficacy beliefs about setting goals and outconpeetations about acting in a
balanced way). Kampa-Kokesch (2001) compared ratings dviuligactor Leadership
Questionnaire (which measures transactional and tranafmmal leader behaviors) for
executives in the early stages of coaching with thofeeitater stages of coaching. Only
one significant difference was found on one of the @retmsnal leadership scales.
Studies on coachee and client organization percepticeféeative coaches
(Bush, 2005; Gonzalez, 2004; Jones & Spooner, 2006; McDernadtf 2007; Luebbe,
2005; Wasylyshyn, 2003) have yielded a wide variety of elesrsm@n as important for
an effective coaching relationship, including the experiamcecredibility of the coach,
qualities of the relationship (e.g., trusting, collaborgtiskills of the coach (e.g.,
listening, providing candid feedback, summarizing), and tla¢ieaship of the coach
with the client’s organization. There is little casteincy in findings across these studies,

making it difficult to conclude that any of these eletsare critical.
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All of the review articles call for more rigorous raseh on the outcomes of
executive coaching, including use of reliable measures, ptedpsigns, control groups,
and assessments of return on investment. Kampa-KokescAnderson (2001) and
Mackie (2007) note the need for more clarity in the fieldutlthe kinds of outcomes
expected from coaching, which would lead to more consigtacioss studies in
measures used to evaluate the effectiveness of coachin@0i&) also notes that data
are rarely collected from both the coach and theitcireanalyzing coaching outcomes.
Kampa-Kokesch and Anderson (2001) and Passmore and Gibbes (BoQzgllefor
better reporting of research in the literature. Tloend that existing published studies
often provided limited information about research methagley samples, response
rates, and the nature of the coaching intervention.

Additional research topics suggested by the reviewensdadhe following:

* The relative effectiveness of different approache®#xhking (e.g., psychodynamic,
behaviorist, cognitive therapy, person-centered) andfefent kinds of relationships
(e.g., internal coaches vs. external coaches, emplby executive vs. employed by
organization).

» Client, coach, and organizational factors that affeetdoaching process and
outcomes. Feldman & Lankau (2005) suggest using a practice-inasied of
coaching effectiveness (e.g., Kilburg, 2001) as a startind fuyinesearch on the
coaching process.

» Patterns of coaching behaviors that are most helpfclignts.

* The development of positive coaching-client relationships.
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» Organizational processes for choosing coaches, matobaudes with leaders,
setting expectations, contracting, etc.

Action Learning

The roots of action learning are often traced to ReVE®f2)), who used the term
to label a specific educational approach that encouragesepecgenerate and apply
knowledge from real-world situations. Although there anmenous ways that action
learning is practiced, the approach has three main compopeoblems or issues that
have no clear solution, people who will take responsifitir action on the issues, and a
group of six or so colleagues who support and challenge ¢laeghto make progress on
problems (Pedler, 1997). When one of the goals of actemmihg is leader development,
the groups often take on team projects which focus on lexmjpganizational challenges
involving multiple stakeholders, such as the movemeatnetv markets, the
introduction of new technology, and the integrationrgfamizational groups or
processes. The team also focuses on individual arettio# learning as they work on
the projects, often guided by a coach who encouragestrefiedialogue, and feedback.
How organizations make use of action learning has evolveelvieral directions. Action
learning may be a component of a leader development progrdevelopmental
component of an organizational change initiative, or gfaah ongoing strategy for
organizational learning (Marsick & O’Neil, 1999; Dotlich & Blip 1998).

Considerable practical knowledge on implementing acéaming programs is
available (Dotlich & Noel, 1998; Marquardt, 1999; O’Neil & Mats 2007; Rimanoczy
& Turner, 2008). On the other hand, research on actionitepis quite limited. Most

rely on interviews with program participants (see S&it@’'Neil, 2003). A few studies
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stand out as examples of the kind of research needastter understand the impact of
action learning on leader development.

Raelin (1997) asked 41 program participants and their coworkess, (beers, and
subordinates) to rate changes in the participant’s behani@2 items reflecting
“questioning competencies” (e.g., questioning of processesaants rin the group,
ability to handle nonstandard problems, creativity wheadavith new situations) and
management skills. Individual and contextual data (demogrspbersonality, job
situation, and organizational culture) were also caigédtom participants using well-
established scales in the field. Average ratings of behatianges were moderately
positive with more change reported on the questioning ctanpies than on the
managerial skills. Several individual difference andtertual variables predicted degree
of change, including consistency of beliefs and actinesd for job challenge,
organizational commitment, and organizational clarity.

Yorks et al. (1998) used an in-depth field study to examinkitldes of learning
and learning transfer that took place in an internatifoeal company using action
learning with senior managers as part of its efforts tofineca more global organization.
Data were collected through field observations and &mterviews with participants
and others in the organization. The results suggesthiahajority of participants
experienced changes in some aspect of their “meaningiatland transferred practices
back to their work environments, although the degree aéfeanaried. The importance
of the post-training environment on transfer was also stgghofransfer was most
visible when the boss had incorporated many of thésslild practices of the action

learning program and when other workplace relationships sugneortive.
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Mentoring

A mentoring relationship is an intense, committed retesthip in which a senior
person (the mentor) stimulates and supports the peraodaareer development of a
junior person (the protégé). There is a vast mentotiagature that has examined this
phenomenon inside and outside the workplace. This literaagdocused on the roles or
functions of the mentor (e.g., sponsorship, coachingegtion, role modeling, and
counseling), the phases of the mentoring relationshipntlence of mentor and protégé
characteristics on the formation and quality of tHati@ship, and the impact of
mentoring on job attitudes and career advancement. Melgtia studies support the
career benefits associated with mentoring for the protbgée were reliable, but small,
effect sizes on several career outcomes (Allen, Ebyeet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004,
Kammeyer-Mueller & Judge, 2007).

Although mentoring is engaged in across the organizétmnust by those with
leadership responsibilities) and its effects are broaderdbevelopment (e.g., career
advancement and satisfaction), two elements of théameq literature are relevant for
understanding leader development: the link between megtanad development, and
formal mentoring programs designed for leader development.

Surprisingly, although mentoring theory assumes thatishgals learn from
mentors, there is little empirical work examining whatl how protégés learn from their
mentors. Both Hezlett (2005) and Lankau and Scandura (2007)dwarély reviewed
this research and proposed models to stimulate furthesinads Hezlett concludes that
research tentatively supports the proposition that onggt enhances protégés cognitive,

skill-based, and affective learning. There is at Ilsaste evidence that protégés gain
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organizational and technical knowledge; technical, integpalstime management, and
self-management skills; and self-confidence. Lankau aaddira distinguish short-
term, context-specific personal learning (skill developand learning about one’s job
role in the organization) and long-term, context-freespeal learning (developing self-
awareness, ability to learn, and adaptability). They concdhatethere is evidence that
mentoring relationships can contribute to short-termfed-specific personal learning,
and that mentor and protégé characteristics, such asveersaémilarity and motivational
orientation, affect the extent of personal learning ggpeed from the relationship. They
also note an absence of empirical research on lenmgy{tersonal learning. Clearly, more
research is needed to understand what and how leaderg&deammentors.
Organizations have used formal mentoring programs for resxlelopment,
particularly in efforts to “fast-track” high-potentiginior managers and to increase
gender and racial diversity within the management randadB & Fagenson-Eland,
2007; Douglas, 1997). In formal programs, the organizationrassigntors to protégés
and supports and monitors the relationship for a specifieddpef time. Research has
examined differences in the quality of relationshipimial and informal mentoring
with mixed findings: some studies indicate that informal@gés receive more
mentoring than formal protégés, while others find no difiees (Baugh & Fagenson-
Eland). Differences across studies may be attributedriations in methodologies and
measures; future research should examine whether aayedites between formal and
informal mentoring can be attributed to factors that imft@ethe intensity of the
relationship (e.qg., differences in protégé expectationgientor motivation or skill, in

frequency of interaction, or in length of relationshig3)ture research also needs to
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examine whether learning outcomes are different in fbama informal mentoring
relationships.

Finkelstein and Poteet (2007) provide a thorough review ofariegtprogram
best-practice recommendations from the practitionenmalitire and summarize which
recommendations are further supported by research. Thelude that perceived
organizational support for the program, a clear set ottiaes, agreed-upon
expectations by both partners, and program evaluatiomaatant. However, they note

that many more questions about formal programs need to besaddr

How much organizational support is minimally necessarafprogram to be
successful?

e What level of participation in the mentor-protégé matchirgess is most desirable?
* What matching characteristics are more or less imp@rtant

* How does mentor-protégé similarity and dissimilarity iatghe outcomes of the

relationship?

What kind of training do mentoring program participants need?
Research Opportunities

There appears to be a natural progression in reseaideader development
methodologies. Early research examines impact (tdoexk?). Once some evidence of
impact is established, there is a surge of interest denadors (for whom and under what
conditions does it work best?), followed by a mordeapth look at process (why does it
work?). Different leader development methodologies adiffarent stages in this
progression. Research on development programs, multtsdeedback, and mentoring

supports the positive impact of these methodologiestrentesearch agenda now
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includes a focus on moderators and a call for more rdsearprocess. Research on the

impact of developmental assessment centers, execoi@ahing, and action learning is

just beginning.

Two other methodologies—the systematic use of develo@hasgignments and
the fostering of leader networks and communities—havevestdttle research
attention, although they are increasingly prominent ictgi@ner literature. As noted in
the first section of this review, assignments andioglahips are central in the leader’s
developmental path. And organizations are more intertyjomsing developmental
assignments and supporting leader networks and communipesobite. The impact of
these efforts have yet to be assessed.

Regardless of where a methodology is in its resganmiression, there are many
gaps in knowledge where research is needed. Throughoutdhensé have noted what
expert reviewers recommend in terms of needed reseaaeath of the methodology
domains. However, there are several recommendatiahsuhacross methodologies:

* Research within each methodology tends to look atgtdodology as one method
rather than a collection of many methods that shameesommon features. For
example, there are numerous approaches to developrognaims or executive
coaching. Instead of asking “Do leader development pragveonk?” or “Who
gains the most from executive coaching?” a narrower facusd be useful. Instead
ask “Do feedback programs work?” or “Who gains the mashfpsychodynamic
approaches to coaching?” In addition, researchersdlmak for opportunities to
compare different approaches within the same methodxeéellent example is

Tushman, O'Reilly, Fenollosa, Kleinbaum, and McGratB®07) comparison of an
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education-oriented and an action-oriented version ofahee executive leadership
program.

More research is needed that looks at the combinatiaretifods. How might
methods be combined for increased impact? For examplgheBrat al. (2003)
examined the impact of adding executive coaching to mulitsofeedback, and
Hernez-Broome (2002) examined the impact of adding execobigching to a leader
development program.

Internet technology is impacting all methods of leatarelopment, from the online
delivery of program content to e-coaching, e-mentoring, amdalinetworks. Using
technology to make leader development available to a gaugadly dispersed
population of leaders (without the need to travel) isative to organizations. As
organizations experiment with ways to make use of intéenéinology for leader
development, this is an important opportunity to studyirtigact and efficacy of new
technology tools.

Leader development methods generated in the United Stat&¥estern Europe are
being exported around the globe. Research on multisoeedddck has begun to
examine the reactions to and effectiveness of thisadedbross different cultures.
However, little research exists examining the impactoafetal beliefs and norms on
the dynamics and outcomes of the various leader dewelojppmethods.

A scan of 55 leader development programs by the W.K. gglieoundation (2002)
found that few of these programs articulated a “thedghange,” i.e., a model
delineating the intended outcomes of the program and hoelé¢heents of the

program would facilitate change in service of thoseaues. This lack of an
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articulated theory of development extends to other ledelezlopment
methodologies. More theory-driven research on devedspmethodologies would
elevate knowledge beyond “what works” to “why it works”—arengenerative form
of knowledge that facilitates the development of newrirgntions built on the same
principles but taking new forms.

A “theory of change” perspective can be applied beyondhbpadt of leader
development interventions on individual participants. Omgimns invest in these
interventions because they expect more developed ledease positive benefits
for the organization—improved job performance, morecgife teams, more leaders
who can successfully take on higher levels of respoitgimlthe organization,
enhanced employee satisfaction and retention, betééegy, more alignment, and
better business results. Yet, there is often nottaoukated rationale for how changes
at the individual level impact these higher-order outmes noted above, more
research is needed focused on the link between indivigvalapment and the
effectiveness of groups, teams, and organizations théseduals are part of.
Likewise, there is little understanding of the waysvimch group and organization
context influences the impact of leader developmentvetgions. The targeted
outcomes of a leader development intervention (he.competencies, expertise, or
mindsets being developed) might be more or less alignédwhiit organizational
members expect, value, and reward in leaders. In othelswibye interventions
“theory of leadership” might be different from imptitheories of leadership widely
held by others in the organization. What happens in gigsgions? Are there times

when the intervention can serve as a vehicle forgihgrcultural values and beliefs
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about leadership and other times when those values apdslsiimies the
intervention?

Significant advancement in our understanding of leaderal@vent
interventions requires more than research that addresss in current knowledge.
What's also required is a more interconnected reseantimunity that can more readily
accumulate, share, and compare research on intemenCGurrently, the research on
leader development methods appears disconnected and sdrpegbaneal. Tools for
encouraging and supporting such a community include the fokpwi
* An archive of leader-development-intervention evaluasioiaies. As noted above,

many of these evaluation studies are not published. Thevarcould request a
standard set of information on all studies (e.g., rebedesign, detailed information
about the intervention, sample demographics, item-ief@mation about measures,
and results).

* A core set of common data collection tools (e.g., mness surveys, interview
guestions). The field needs more shared conceptual frarkewand measurement
tools. For example, Kram’s (1985) framework of mentorimgctions, which in turn
generated several questionnaires designed (and tested)surendense functions,
have been regularly used across studies of mentoringcdimsstency has made
findings more clearly comparable and results increasiogiyulative.

» Settings (virtual or face-to-face) for input and advice@ngoing research, and for
conversation and deliberation about leader developmethioaie and the theories and

central constructs that guide them.
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The Leadership Learning Community (LLC) is an examplencéféort to create a more
interconnected research community (Meehan & Reinelt, 2007) was founded in
2000 by a diverse group of leader development stakeholdersepebplfund, run,
deliver, study, and evaluate leader development programgrobp is primarily focused
on the nonprofit sector and the development of leddesocial impact. Community
members contribute their knowledge about effective leadezlal@ment design and
evaluation with the goal of elevating the practice eféhtire field. Supported by the
W.K. Kellogg Foundation and other foundations, LLC’s workgsomplished primarily
through self-organizing groups that are focused on a comrsio@ @8 question and that
experiment with tools and methodologies that supportaolie learning and knowledge
generation. LLC is a model that can be replicateddaterlearning communities focused

on specific leader development methods, audiences, ofsect

Leader Development Practices in Organizations

Another type of research that examines leader develdgaskanchmarking and
best-practice studies. These studies systematicalintiathe knowledge, perspectives,
and opinions of those closest to and most experiencedeattler development—human
resource professionals and leaders themselves. Althotgladatypically collected from
individuals, the unit of interest is the organization wiia overall question being “What
does the organization as a collective do to generateuppd g leader development in the

organization?” These studies are typically sponsored atuacdad by consulting firms or
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membership organizations. A variety of methodologies ad;Uswever, most can be

categorized into one of three approaches:

» Surveys of HR professionals and line managers in a farg#er of organizations.

* Working groups that oversee the collection and syntlodésigerview and survey data
from a select group of organizations that have a reputasi@ifective at leader
development (although the selection process and craegialmost never explicitly
described).

* In-depth review of the practices in a small number gaaoizations that have been
carefully screened to meet best-practice criterigerQpractices in these
organizations are compared to a convenience sampleasfardp@nizations.

A review of seven major leader development benchmarkiddast-practice

studies conducted in the last ten years yielded seversistemt themes (see Table 1 for a

description of the sample and methods used in each study).

(1) Leader development objectives and strategies are aligned with busiategysin
best-practice organizations, leader development iglgided to the vision, values,
and goals of the business and serves as a driver aflifevament of these. Hence,
leader development is examined as part of strategic planrocggses.

(2) Top-level executives are supportive of and involved in leader develogrheint
involvement not only ensures alignment with corporateegiyabut also conveys the

importance of leader development work in the orgamrainvolvement includes
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3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

discussing leader development in executive team meeteas)ing in leader
development programs, and mentoring and coaching othersr &&ders maintain
support through the ups and downs of the business performyriee

Responsibility for leader development systems is an HR-line pdrjmetdthough

HR professionals bring expertise to the design of ledeeelopment systems, they
work closely with line managers in crafting theseays and support line managers
in their implementation.

Managers in the organization are held accountable for development of their direc
reports Developing leaders is a growing measure of executive ssiecel thus is
often an element of performance appraisals. Some ogg@mg allocate a portion of
incentive compensation to demonstrated effectiveness plepgevelopment.

Leader development initiatives are integrated with other HR progdssader
development efforts are maximized when they are intedrand aligned with other
HR practices, such as performance management, regruatid compensation. In
best-practice organizations, succession planning and taeleetvs are considered
part of the leader development process (rather thapaasage activity).

Leader development is available to employees at all levels ofdghaization In
best-practice organizations, leader development begimg and is widespread in the
organization. There is an emphasis on growing leadeypassed to buying them,
although this may vary depending on the nature of the bigsimasarketplace. A
foundation is the annual performance management procesiidh all employees

work with their boss to identify development goald arecute a development plan.
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(7)

(8)

(9)

Extra developmental attention is given to high-potential leafiexs those
employees expected to be successful at higher leedsmonsibility in the
organization). Attention is given to carefully identrfgi highnpotentials, and they
are typically given more developmental opportunitieg.(@ccess to more stretch
assignments, participation in high-visibility task foreesl projects, access to
developmental resources such as coaches and training pspgnane attention from
managers, and more targeted feedback about performanpetantial). This focus
on high potentials is not without its challenges in seahmanaging the high
potentials’ expectations of the organization and the mboim of those not identified
as high-potentials.

Competency models serve as guides for the focus of leader develdpsesihs
safe to say that all best-practice organizations havifigel and described
leadership competencies needed for success in the organidatice important,
these competencies are agreed upon in the organizationdaig used, not only in
leader development initiatives but also in performanaaagement, recruiting and
staffing, and succession planning.

Multiple development methods are uséab experiences and coaching are often
considered the most effective development methodshbutare complemented by
customized training, online learning, 360-degree feedback, and mentBest-
practice organizations are more likely to focus on highlstomized development
(i.e., tailoring development activities to a leadetiesgths, developmental needs,

and career potential).
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(10)Leader development initiatives are evaluatBdst-practice organizations invest in
evaluating the impact of their leader development psased-or some, participant
reactions and evidence of learning are sufficient; oghersue more thorough
evaluations of behavior change and organizational impaatdmion to evaluating
specific leader development interventions, these orghoirs develop metrics to
monitor progress on system-wide leader development {mgls percentage of
internal promotions for management positions, numbdewelopmental job
moves). Several of the studies note that evaluasioftén the least addressed area.

Research Opportunities

Research on leader development practices in orgamsaibcuments what
organizations are doing to generate leader development—aidvely experience as
working the best. These studies are a rich resouragefaerating hypotheses and
measures for more systematically examining factotsdifferentiate the organizations
that are more successful at developing effective ledamrsthose that are less
successful.

An important first step is the development of assesssof an organization’s
leader development system. Based on the best-prattgies such an assessment would
include the following:

* Documentation of the formal development processesatep(le.g., development
programs, multisource feedback, and development plangharaktent of their use at
different levels of the organization.

» The degree to which various system qualities are present (@ear connection to

organizational strategy, integration across elementseo§ystem, cooperation among
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various groups responsible for different elements of teegy, and ongoing system
evaluation and improvement).

* An employee survey of the organization’s climate forad@ment. The survey
would assess the degree to which development is valued arghnization as
reflected in the actions of top management, resousashble, organizational
metrics, reward systems, and organizational communication

» Desired outcomes of the system (e.g., the caliber détsan the organization, the
ability to fill leadership positions from within the orgaaiion, the organization’s
reputation as a developer of leaders, and organizatiorfalpance).

With data collected on such an assessment across @ijamsz relationships between

elements of a leader development system and leaddodment outcomes could be

systematically tested. And how effective leader devatamt systems might vary by
context (e.g., type of organization, organizational éiycle, and organizational culture)
could also be examined.

Another opportunity for understanding how elementsleéder development
system are related to the organization’s ability to dgvelfective leaders is by studying
the impact of the introduction of new elements tosygtem or changes in the system.
For example, what is the impact of introducing a compstemodel, or a practice that
holds managers more accountable for the developmemtiofetmployees, or a process
for using developmental assignments more systemafticahys is another fruitful arena
for research-practitioner collaboration.

One way that best-practice research can continua@ke contributions to the

understanding of how organizations can best foster leadelogenent is by
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documenting the challenges organizations face in buildfegtae leader development

systems and how they successfully deal with thesdecigals. Examples:

A strong theme throughout the best practices literasutes critical role that leaders
themselves play in developing other leaders—and the partioytartance of the
boss-employee relationship. However, the typical dyoswf the boss-employee
relationship can be both a facilitator of developmerg. (¢he employee’s
development can directly benefit the boss; the béies works closely with the
employee and thus can provide regular and relevant feeddmadign impediment to
development (e.g., bosses tend to reward employeesr@nt performance, which
may discourage employees from taking on developmeaghs$}. How do
organizations shape the boss-employee relationshiponize its developmental
outcomes?

The development of high-potential leaders is often aaktncern of organizations.
In identifying a pool of high-potential leaders, organizatioresate a number of
challenges, including the pressure to move high-potenéidels more quickly
through the hierarchy and uncertainty about how much trasrspato have about
who is considered high potential and who isn’t. Can theldpment of high-
potential leaders be accelerated, for example, througicydar development
experiences or interventions? And does telling individueds status (high potential
or not) have any negative consequences on their motivatidevelopment?

The strong reliance on competency models as a guidingvark for leader
development in organizations also generates challengdse €ffective, do leaders

need to be competent at all the elements of the framk&By focusing on
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competencies, are other important targets of developignenitad (e.g., experiences,
tacit knowledge, meaning structures)? Does the developphantompetency model
serve to align organizational members’ implicit leadgrsheories? To what degree
do leader competency models need to change over time aszatgaral challenges
and strategies change?

If a large portion of a leader’s development occursughochallenging assignments
and relationships in the workplace, how do organizatiorkeratter use of these
naturally occurring phenomena for learning? In other wdrola, can leaders develop
more effectively in the context of work? And how caorenformal interventions like
feedback, coaching, and programs be in service to, ratdmesdparate from, ongoing
work-based learning and development? The challenge athmothdividual and
organizational level is in balancing the need for day-tovdak to generate effective
performance and the opportunity to learn.

Another controversy in the practice literature is weetmore emphasis should be
placed in leader development on identifying, refining, arthacing a leaders’
strengths or identifying and improving leaders’ weaknessesfioitsleAlthough the
negative impact of some deficits on leader effectivehasdeen documented
(Hogan & Hogan, 2001; Van Velsor & Leslie, 1995), reseascaleeded to better
understand the gains in effectiveness that can be acHrevadoning a strength or
from improving a weakness. And we need to better underdtardegree to which

leaders can improve capabilities that may not come aitwo them.
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Conclusions

Research on leader development has examined this pheoornem three
perspectives: the developing leader, developmental metigids] and development-
fostering organizational practices. Research from pacépective has yielded useful
knowledge. By focusing on the leader, we have learned ét®adkevelopmental
experiences in leaders’ lives. By focusing on methodosogie have learned about
effective interventions for leader development. Byfiog on organizational practices,
we have learned about factors that differentiate orgaminsathat are more successful at
developing effective leaders from those that are lessessful.

However, there remains much to learn about leader dewvelatp Table 2
summarizes research questions identified in this reviem €ach of the three
perspectives. As noted in the table, each stream adrdsserves a broad practical
guestion, began with a focal research question (showalit), and has a number of
remaining questions which have been barely explored—aif.aBroadly speaking, these
guestions go beyond the impact of experiences, methodsrgawizational practices to
examine moderators, patterns, learning processes, culifluaices, cross-level impact,

and challenges.

What the three perspectives have in common is a foctisedidevelopment” in

leader development. Their models and constructs draviyea adult learning and
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development literatures. A fourth potential perspective—thatefocuses more on the

“leader” in leader development—is also presented inél'ablt is driven by the practical

guestion of what should be developed in leader developth@embre directly addresses

the question raised at the beginning of this review: Whatldps in leader
development? And it connects leader development i&@seaore directly to leadership
theory and research. Because the “what” of leadezldement is potentially quite broad,
research from this fourth perspective needs to find wapsirrow its focus, for example:

* Focus on a core leader capability: Are there a few capabilities that equip leaders
to be more effective in many contexts? A number of sagabilities have been
proposed in the leadership literature, including self-avem®rmdaptability, ability to
learn, interpersonal skills, motivation to lead, andrstive complexity. Which of
these are more susceptible to development? And whatiexpes and interventions
best develop each? Research on the development of fmraddader capabilities
would help organizations (and society) better prepareighaiis for a wide variety of
leadership roles and processes.

* Focus on a particular leadership role or context: Vdhathe capabilities needed by
team leaders or business unit leaders or leaders swwale little formal authority?
Which of these are most developable? What experiemtesyentions, and
organizational practices best prepare people for thelsro

» Focus on the future: How is the world of work changind what impact do these
changes have on leadership capabilities? Again the legaditerature is a resource
to inform this focus. For example, leaders are se@eading to be increasingly

collaborative, able to deal with complexity, skilledaairking with diverse
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employees, and responsible for their own developmemyMéthe changes are

calling for shifts in mental models and for new domainexpiertise. What impact

does this have on how leader development is accomgfishe

And finally, in addition to expanding the questions thatastk in leader

development research, it is worthwhile to expand oware$h methodologies. A positive
aspect of the leader development field is that itdess) open to a variety of
methodologies, making use of both qualitative and quawnétdata. However, several
types of research are underutilized: longitudinal studiasexamine the process of
development over time, methods that capture an exteasogainting of leaders’
developmental experiences across their careers, exsiimental designs to study
leader development interventions, programs of rese¢hathutilize and refine standard
data collection tools for studying leader development, aiagpth case studies of the
implementation of organizational practices that suppadér development. Because it is
a complex phenomenon, we will broaden and deepen our temthrgy of leader
development by viewing it through the different perspectiade possible through

diverse methodologies.
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Table 1

Recent Leader Development Best Practices Studies

Sponsoring | Year Method and Sample
Organization
American 2005 | Online survey completed by 1,573 managers. Twenty-seven
Management percent were in human resources. Two-thirds were frem th
Association United States and Western Europe. Fifty-eight percers wer
organizations with more than 1,000 employees.
APQC 1998 | In-depth case study of six best practice organizations:
e Arthur Anderson
* General Electric
* Hewlett-Packard
* Johnson & Johnson
» Shell International
* The World Bank
Questionnaires completed by best practice organizati@h&®n
comparison organizations.
APQC 2006 | In-depth case studies of five best-practice organizations:
» Caterpillar
» Cisco Systems
* PepsiCo
* PricewaterhouseCoopers
* Washington Group International
Questionnaires completed by best practice organizati@h%4an
comparison organizations.
Bersinand | 2007 | Surveys completed by 773 leadership development manage|
Associates percent in organizations with less than 2500 employees).
(Lamoureux,
2007) Interviews with 40 managers responsible for enterprise

leadership development.
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The 2002 | Surveys completed by 150 companies.

Conference

Board Interviews with 31 leadership development practitioners in
“well-regarded” organizations and 22 thought leaders.
Input from working group (sponsors of the study) consisting
35 HR practitioners, primarily from large international
organizations.

Council for | 2001 | Interviews with 21 directors responsible for leader deymlent

Excellence in in large companies with a strong UK base.

Management

and Literature review.

Leadership

(Burgoyne,

2001)

Hewitt 2005 | Twenty organizations chosen by a panel of authors, poofess

Associates and coaches based on survey and interview data, company

reputation, industry trends, and diversity practices.

Questionnaires completed by organizations and intervievis w
internal leadership development practitioners in each
organization.
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Table 2

Summary of Leader Development Research Questions

The Leader’s Developmental Path

Practice Question: How do we develop more leaders?

Research Questions:

What experiences are developmental for leaders? Are different expesi
developmental for leaders of different genders, ethnicities, comeadities?
Under what conditions do leaders learn the most flarsd experiences?
Do some leaders learn more or develop in differentsvilaym similar experiences?
Are there combinations, patterns, or sequences of erpedehat predict particular
developmental outcomes?

What processes drive learning in these experiences? [Roetifftypes of
experiences make use of different learning processes?

Methods of Leader Development

Practice Question: What kinds of interventions pronedder development?

Research Questions:

Do leaders develop from participating in development programs, multisource
feedback, developmental assessment centers, executive coachingeantiog,
mentoring, developmental assignments, and leadership networks?

Under what conditions do leaders learn the most frach ef these methodologiesf?
Do some leaders learn more or develop in differentsvitoym the same
developmental intervention?

Within each method, what variations in the methodolmgyter (e.qg., yield different
outcomes, have greater impact for certain subgroups)?

What is the impact of combinations of methods?

How is internet technology affecting the design afremethod and with what
impact?

What are the reactions to and effectiveness of eadmoeheicross cultures?

What processes drive learning in each intervention method?

When and how does leader development produce changegabtipand
organization levels?

How does a leader’s group or organizational context infleehe impact of leader
development interventions?
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Leader Development Practices in Organizations

Practice Question: What do organizations need to hgade to foster leader
development?

Research Questions:

What differentiates organizations that are more successful at develofgntgvef
leaders from those that are less successful?

Do these success factors vary by context (e.g., tiypeganization, organizational
life cycle, and organizational culture)?

What challenges do organizations face in building thessesadactors into their
organizational systems? How do they successfully dealtihvese challenges?

Targets of Leader Development

Practice Question: What should be developed in leaderageweht?

Research Questions:

Are there core leader capabilities that predict leaflecteseness across roles and
contexts? Which of these are more developable?

Are there core leader capabilities that predict leaflecte&vzeness for particular type
of leadership roles or contexts (e.g., team leaderg)dassunit leaders, leadership
roles with low formal authority, and leading a divegseup of employees)? Which
of these are more developable?

How are changes in the world of work impacting the capesilneeded by leaders
What types of experiences and interventions best deyealdicular leader
capabilities?
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Appendix A

Multisource F

eedback Studies

Validity of Multisource Ratings

Multisource ratings are positively
associated with assessment center rating
Self-ratings are not correlated with
assessment center ratings.

Multisource ratings are moderately
correlated with performance appraisal
ratings.

Multisource ratings are positively
associated with objective performance
outcomes (e.g., production, retail store
outcomes, customer loyalty, turnover in
workgroups).

Atkins & Woods, 2002

1998

Beehr, Ivanitskaya, Hansen, Erofeev, &
Gudanowski, 2001
Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004

Conway, Lombardo, & Sanders, 2001
Erickson & Allen, 2003

Smither & Walker, 2001

Church, 2000

j&Varech, Smither, Reilly, Millsap, & Reilly

Performance Improvement as a Result of

Multisource Feedback

Positive performance improvement occu
as a result of multisource feedback;
however, magnitude of improvement is
small.

Though small changes may be made aft¢
multisource feedback, significant results
may not be seen for a year or two.

Leaders who initially overrate themselves
and leaders who initially receive low
ratings improve more than others.

Self-efficacy moderates the relationship
between multisource ratings and
performance improvement; those with hig
self-efficacy showed a greater increase i

rsSmither, London, & Reilly, 2005 (meta-
analysis of 24 longitudinal studies)

bAtwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier,
2000
Walker & Smither, 1999

5 Atwater, Rouch, & Fischthal, 1995
Johnson & Ferstl, 1999

Smither et al., 1995

Walker & Smither, 1999

Hesline & Latham, 2004
Bailey & Austin, 2006
yh

performance.
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Participants who are cynical about the
organization or who are unclear about hg
multisource feedback fits into
organizational goals are less likely to
improve and may resist the process.

Improvement is more likely when
managers perceive a need to change.

Leaders who meet with raters as a groug
after receiving feedback are more likely t
realize improvements.

Leaders who worked with a coach after
receiving feedback are more likely to
improve.

Age, cynicism, perceptions of accuracy g
feedback, and perceived organizational
support predicts self-reported behavior
change.

Atwater, Waldman, Atwater, & Cartier,
V2000
Waldman & Atwater, 1998

London & Smither, 2002
Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005

Walker & Smither, 1999

0Goldsmith & Underhill, 2001

Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, &
Kucine, 2003
Luthans & Petersen, 2003

fMcCarthy & Garavan (2006)

Individual Differences in Reactions to
Multisource Feedback

Individuals with high self-esteem, interna|
locus of control, openness to experience
learning goal orientation, and high self-

efficacy had more positive attitudes towa
multisource feedback.

Leaders who perceived support from
coworkers and supervisors for developm
activities reported more positive attitudes
toward the feedback system and were
involved in more development activities.

Leaders with more positive attitudes

toward the feedback process were more
motivated following feedback; those who
expressed more motivation subsequently
improved in terms of direct report ratings
and those who expressed negative emot

| Brett & Atwater, 2001

&underburg & Levy, 1997

Mauer & Palmer, 1999
rdlauer, Mitchell, & Barbeite, 2002
Smither, London, & Richmond, 2005

Mauer, Mitchell, & Barbeite, 2002
ent

Atwater & Brett, 2005

ions

showed a decline in direct report ratings.
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Feedback recipients with fewer negative
emotions used the feedback more
constructively.

Facteau, Facteau, Shoel, Russell, & Pot¢
1998

pet,

Characteristics of Feedback and Reactio
to Feedback

Feedback recipients with positive ratings
viewed the process as more accurate an
useful than those with negative ratings.

Managers receiving negative feedback s
more improvement goals than those whg
received positive feedback.

Overraters reported more negative
reactions and viewed the feedback as les
accurate.

Leaders who received low ratings and
overrated themselves were more motivat
than leaders who received low ratings an
gave themselves low ratings.

Individuals with high core self-evaluation
were most committed to developmental
goals when self and others’ ratings were
discrepant; individuals with low core self
evaluations were most committed to
developmental goals when self and othe
ratings were in agreement.

ns

Brett & Atwater, 2001
d

eBrutus, London, & Martineau, 1999
Smither, London, Flautt, Vargas, &
Kucine, 2003

Mesch, Farh, & Podasakoff, 1994

Brett & Atwater, 2001
S

5

Atwater & Brett, 2005
ed
d

sBono & Colbert, 2005

-S1

Multisource Feedback Process

Rater anonymity is needed for honest
responses.

Data collection method (electronic vs.
paper-and-pencil) did not influence

Antonioni, 1994
Brutus & Derayeh, 2002

Smither, Walker, & Yap, 2004

feedback scores.
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Text feedback was reacted to significantlyAtwater & Brett, in press
less favorably than numeric feedback.

Multisource feedback processes used for Bettenhausen & Fedor, 1997
development as compared to those used fBreguras, Robie, Schleicher, & Goff, 200
administrative purposes: Ratings are less Brutus & Petosa, 2002

likely to be affected by rater biases, Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005
employees believe they are more likely to
produce positive outcomes, leaders are
more likely to select raters who will
provide accurate ratings, and ratings are
more strongly related to performance
improvement.

Primary Sources: Atwater, Brett, & Charles, 2007; Senjthondon, & Reilly, 2005.
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