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Analyzing the patterns of behavior in an organizational context is of paramount importance to the knowledge of 

effective corporate governance. This study aims to reveal new insights in the social-behavioral repertoire of 

members during (and around) staff meetings. In this research we will not only test the currently most known 

leadership model (the so called transformational model), we will also capture the interactive (video-taped and -

analyzed) dynamics between leaders and their co-workers (i.e., followers) in and around regular staff and staff 

meetings (i.e., influence patterns). This proposed effectiveness study of the behavioral patterns during staff 

meetings builds on earlier field studies of actual behavior  of leaders in staff meetings [1] (see appendix 1 for 

initial results on the leaders’ behavioral repertoire). Here we extend the survey- and video-field research 

approach to capture the behavioral patterns of staff meetings. On these premises, a number of specific 

hypotheses will be developed, based on various theory, coming from leadership, social influence (i.e., Human 

Interaction Dynamics: HID), entrepreneurship/intrapreneurship, small-group and team research. These 

hypotheses will be examined with the following sources of information combined: (a) reliable behavioral coding 

of video-taped leader and followers in and around staff meetings; (b) reliable expert ratings of both individual 

leaders and of their team’s effectiveness; (c) team member surveys for the assessment of more generic 

interpersonal relationships, and (d) self-reports on cognitive characteristics. 

Research topic  

Acknowledging that human actors form the ‘spine’ of all organizations, various subareas of Management 

research show a growing interest in the behavioral complexity of human work carried out in small and large 

ventures or organizations. A rich literature on leading group, departmental or teamwork is meeting to some 

extent that need. A behavioral research focus on the complexity of effective team processes during (and around) 

staff meetings would fill a large gap; the specific behavioral repertoire of both the leaders and followers and its 

underlying motivational, cognitive and social-interaction aspects may add to extant knowledge, especially when 

also drawing upon the Leadership field of scholarly action [2-5]. The extant research on effective team behavior 

has thus far largely ignored the dynamic interplay among team members and its subsequent effects on team or 

leader effectiveness and meeting success. Also the effects of these influence or interaction forces are still 

unknown, e.g., how does effective interaction stimulate intrapreneural behavior (i.e., in terms of creation of new-

business venturing; innovativeness; self-renewal; proactiveness, see Antoncic & Hisrich, 2001) or other relevant 

functional behaviors (e.g., decision making or information exchange).  

While a lot of scientific attention is devoted to teamwork in general (for reviews see e.g., [6]), our knowledge as 

regards to how teams effectively interact and respond in routine, time constraint events (i.e., regular staff 

meetings) is still unaddressed. Previous work suggests that patterns of interaction among team members are 

found to be consequential and highly generalizable antecedents of team effectiveness [7]. In this sense, Greer 

and Van Kleef [8] noted that team interaction styles are related to functional or dysfunctional outputs. In 

recognition hereof and partially driven by the increasing time devotement in meetings, we aim to answer the 

following general question: What functional behaviors affect/are related to different meeting goals? This study 

aims to reveal the multi-faceted nature of the various interaction events during regular staff meetings and 

subsequent outcomes. The study integrates research in: team behavior during team meetings (i.e., assembling 

objective and direct measures of actual leader and follower behavior in the field [9]); social-interaction processes 

(using Bales’ and Borgatta’s [10,11] interaction theory as building block); and team cognitive diversity as 

predictors of team effectiveness (i.e., individual characteristics, values, self-efficacy [12-19]).  
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Approach  

A video-methodological approach, already fruitfully applied to leader-behavior during randomly selected, real-

life or non-experimental staff meetings, is likely to bring more objective insights on effective dynamics and 

interaction patterns in regular staff meetings, especially if paired with the more customarily used methods in this 

area (such as the interview; survey; and expert ratings). The research design is built up accordingly to the 

underlying assumptions of triangulation. Video-coding behavior (and interaction through for example sequential 

analysis) will result in reliable systematically-video coded data (as defined and conceptualized by Bakeman & 

Gottman [20]), representing fine-grained behavior and interaction patterns. 

Observing behavior. Shondrick and Lord [21] argued that understanding leadership behavior through 

perceptions of followers may result in categorizations of leaders which match available role models. Instead, 

many leadership authors, including for instance Hunter et al. [22] and Hindmarsh and Heath [23] have advocated 

the use of direct measurements of actual field behavior, other than through surveys.  

The importance of investigating specific observed behaviors as a basis for exploring leader effectiveness is 

written about in the work of Uleman [24] and Yukl et al. [25]. Yukl [26] argues that specific behaviors would 

provide a solid base for theory generation of leader effectiveness. He noted a void in existing studies of leader 

behavior; analyzing specific behaviors contributes to a better understanding of leader effectiveness. When 

emphasis is directed toward more specific behavior, solid ground for the behavioral and interaction theories 

would be established [27].  

Behavioral coding scheme. In order to clearly specify leadership behavior during daily work practices, a coding 

scheme was developed and pilot tested [27,9]. A solid base for this scheme was found in the work of Bales [10] 

and Borgatta [11]. Both Bales and Borgatta observed interaction processes between leaders and their followers in 

small group settings. Bales  Interaction Process Analysis (IPA) coding scheme and Borgatta s Interaction Process 

Scores (IPS) analysis distinguished between positive-social emotional behavior, neutral-task oriented behavior 

and remaining socio-emotional behavior. Their work and that of others led to a set of mutually exclusive 

behaviors to provide a scheme for the coding of a full range of a leader’s behavioral repertoire. Another study, 

using an experimental approach towards measuring leader behavior, was Feyerherm’s extension [28] of the work 

of Bales [10] and Borgatta [11] with several task- and social-oriented directly observable behaviors, which was 

taken into consideration as well. These three frameworks have in common that they (a) assessed directly 

observable behavior and (b) used their behavioral schemes to code leader behavior in a group context. In 

addition to the results of this experimentally oriented research within small groups, we also incorporated 

behaviors that had been assessed or covered by questionnaire-based measurement tools. The bulk of the 

leadership literature, though, especially for examining transformational versus transactional style, uses namely 

survey measures as the sole determinant of effective ‘behavior.  A critical note to this approach is that it fails to 

capture actual, observable leadership behavior but mainly presents follower perceptions of a leaders style [29]. 

But we could not neglect the emergent behavioral pattern that so many leadership scholars referred to and 

studied (e.g., [30, 31, 25]). As another key reference point for comparison purposes we also included as much as 

possible into our own scheme the behavioral taxonomy of Yukl et al. [25]. The resulting integrative leader 

behavior coding scheme, used in this study, is listed in Table 1.  

Data analysis  

Regular staff meetings in a group-setting will be audio- and video-recorded, using special equipment for the 

behavioral measure of leader and follower behavior in a field setting. This set-up allows for a measure of 

interaction processes between leader and followers and vice versa (i.e., or between members of the meeting), as 

coded interdependently by several trained coders. A thoroughly developed and pilot-tested 15-page codebook is 

used. This codebook, consisting of 11 mutually exclusive behaviors, is based on the extensive experience and 

work of prominent behavioral scholars (such as [10,11,28,25]). They laid the foundation of our more-or-less 

objective measure of the interaction processes within a team context (see also [32]). The current behaviorally 

anchored coding scheme was extensively developed and pilot tested (e.g., [27,9]). Video-analyses will be 
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conducted in the Leadership Lab at the University of Twente, utilizing a software program specifically 

developed for analyzing video-based behavioral data: The Observer XT [33]. Next to this, Theme (Noldus 

Information Technology, Wageningen, The Netherlands) will be used for unraveling the detailed time structure 

of behavior, using T-Analysis for the analysis of social interactions.  

Besides video-filming the meetings, expert-raters will be selected on the basis of either being in a supervisory 

position vis-à-vis the leader or working in close proximity to the focal leaders. These subjective performance 

assessments will be complemented with more objective evaluation forms obtained from the organization, where 

possible. Next to the expert-raters both the leaders and followers are asked to provide several measures related to 

behavioral variables and group effectiveness indicators (i.e., values, MLQ, LMX, TMX, SI, interaction; leader, 

team and meeting effectiveness).  

References  

1. Hoogeboom, A.M.G.M., Wilderom, C.P.M., Nijhuis, J.H.E., Van Den Berg, P.T. (2011). Leader values, 

style and behavior during meetings: Triangulated evidence of effective leadership. Paper Presented at 

the OB division of the Academy of Management Meetings, Texas: San Antonio.  

2. Burke, C.S., Stagl, K.C., Klein, C., Goodwin, G.F., Salas, E., Halpin, S.M. (2006). What type of 

leadership behaviors are functional in teams? A meta-analysis. Leadership Quarterly 17, 288-307.  

3. Glynn, M.A., Raffaelli, R. (2010). Uncovering mechanisms of theory development in an academic 

field: Lessons from leadership research. The Academy of Management Annals 4(1), 359-401.  

4. Ilgen, D.R., Hollenbeck, J.R., Johnson, M., Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations: From Input-

Process-Output models to IMOI models. Annual Review of Psychology 56, 517-544.  

5. Sonnentag, S., Volmer, J. (2009). Individual-level predictors of task-related teamwork processes: the 

role of expertise and self-efficacy in team meetings. Group & Organization Management, 34(1), 37-66.  

6. Kozlowski, S.J.W., Ilgen, D.R. (2006). Enhancing the effectiveness of work groups and teams, 

Psychological Science in the Public Interest 7(3), 77-124. 

Behavior 

      

Highly effective leaders Moderately effective leaders  

n = 16 n = 13 n = 29 

1.   Showing disinterest  0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 

2.   Defending one’s own position 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

3.   Providing negative feedback 0.7% 0.5% 0.6% 

4.   Directing 3.5% 3.3% 3.4% 

5.   Verifying  6.3% 6.6% 6.4% 

6.   Structuring the conversation  7.2% 7.5% 7.4% 

7.   Informing 16.3% 15.5% 15.9% 

8.   Visioning  10.3% 10.9% 10.6% 

9.   Intellectual stimulation  5.7% 5.8% 5.8% 

10. Individualized consideration  10.1% 10.0% 10.1% 

11. Listening 38.9% 39.0% 38.9%  

      Total                             100% 100% 100% 

* = no significant differences were found between the highly and moderately effective leaders (t-tests, p< .05). 

Table 1. Behaviors of highly vs. moderately effective leaders*. 

Proceedings of Measuring Behavior 2012 (Utrecht, The Netherlands, August 28-31, 2012)

316 Eds. A.J. Spink, F. Grieco, O.E. Krips, L.W.S. Loijens, L.P.J.J. Noldus, and P.H. Zimmerman



7. Waller, M.J., Gupta, N., Giambatista, R.C. (2004). Effects of adaptive behaviors and shared mental 

models on control crew performance. Management Science 50, 1534-1544.  

8. Greer, L.L., Van Kleef, G.A. (2010). Equality versus differentiation: the effects of power dispersion on 

group interaction. Journal of Applied Psychology 95(6), 1032-1044.  

9. Van Der Weide, J.G. (2007). An explorative video-study to the behavior of effective middle managers. 

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Tilburg, the Netherlands.  

10. Bales, R.F. (1950). A set of categories for the analysis of small group interaction. American 

Sociological Review 15(2), 257-263.  

11. Borgatta, E.F. (1964). A note on the consistency of subject behavior in interaction process analysis. 

Sociometry 27(2), 222-229.  

12. Brown, M.E., Trevino, L.K. (2009). Leader–Follower values congruence: Are socialized charismatic 

leaders better able to achieve it? Journal of Applied Psychology 94(2), 478-490.  

13. Chen, G., Kanfer, R. (2007). Toward a system theory of motivated behavior in work groups. In B.M. 

Staw (Ed.), Research in organizational behavior 27, 223-267. Greenwich, CT: JAI press.  

14. Erdogan, B., Liden, R. C. (2002). Social exchanges in the workplace: A review of recent developments 

and future research directions in leader-member exchange theory. Leadership. In L. L. Neider, & C. A. 

Schriesheim (Eds.), Greenwich, CT: Information Age Press, 65-114. 

15. Fu, P.P., Tsui, A.S., Liu, J., Lan L. (2010). Pursuit of whose happiness? Executive leaders' 

transformational behaviors and personal values. Administrative Science Quarterly 55(2), 222-254.  

16. Gibson, C.B. (2001). Me and us: Differential relationships among goal-setting training, efficacy and 

effectiveness at the individual and team level. Journal of Organizational Behavior 22(7), 789-808.  

17. Liao, H., Liu, D., Loi, R. (2010). Looking at both sides of the social exchange coin: A social cognitive 

perspective on the joint effects of relationship quality and differentiation on creativity. Academy of 

Management Journal 53(5), 1090-1109.  

18. Locke, E.A., Latham, G.P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and task 

motivation. American Psychologist 57(9), 705-717.  

19. Lord R.G., Brown, D.J. (2001). Leadership, values, and subordinate self-concepts. Leadeship Quarterly 

12(2), 133-152. 

20. Bakeman, R., Gottman, J.M. (1997). Observing interaction: An introduction to sequential analysis (2nd 

ed.). UK: Cambridge University Press.  

21. Shondrick, S.J., Lord, R.G. (2010). Implicit leadership and followership theories: Dynamic structures 

for leadership perceptions, memory, and leader-follower processes. International Review of Industrial 

and Organizational Psychology 25, 1-33.  

22. Hunter, S.T., Bedell-Avers, K.E., Mumford, M.D. (2007). The typical leadership study: assumptions, 

implications, and potential remedies. Leadership Quarterly 18(5), 435-446.  

23. Hindmarsh, J., Heath, C. (2007). Video-based studies of work practice. Sociology Compass 1(1), 156-

173.  

24. Uleman, J.S. (1991). Leadership ratings: Toward focusing more on specific behaviors. Leadership 

Quarterly 2, 175-187. 

Proceedings of Measuring Behavior 2012 (Utrecht, The Netherlands, August 28-31, 2012)

Eds. A.J. Spink, F. Grieco, O.E. Krips, L.W.S. Loijens, L.P.J.J. Noldus, and P.H. Zimmerman 317



25. Yukl, G., Lepsinger, R. (2004). Flexible Leadership. Jossey-Bass. 

26. Yukl, G. (2008). Leadership in organizations (11th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.  

27. Gupta, K., Wilderom, C., Van Hillegersberg, J. (2009). Exploring the behavior of highly effective CIOs 

using video analysis. AMCIS 2009 Proceedings. Retrieved from http://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2009/463.  

28. Feyerherm, A.E. (1994). Leadership in collaboration: A longitudinal study of two interorganizational 

rule-making groups. Leadership Quarterly 5(3/4), 253-270.  

29. Brown, D.J., Keeping, L.M. (2005). Elaborating the construct of transformational leadership: The role 

of affect. Leadership Quarterly 16(2), 245-272.  

30. Avolio, B.J. Bass B.M. (1995). Individual consideration viewed at multiple levels of analysis: A multi-

framework for examining the diffusion of transformational leadership. Leadership Quarterly 6, 188-

218. 

31. Pearce, C.L., Sims, H.P.Jr., Cox, J.F., Ball, G., Schnell, E., Smith, K.A., Trevino, L. (2003). 

Transactors, transformers and beyond: A multi-method development of a theoretical typology of 

leadership. Journal of Management Development 22(4), 273-307. 

32. Nam, C.S., Lyons J.B., Hwang H., Kim, S. (2009). The process of team communication in multi-

cultural contexts: An empirical study using Bales  interaction process analysis (IPA). International 

Journal of Industrial Ergonomics 39, 771-782.  

33. Noldus, L.P.J.J., Trienes, R.J.H., Hendriksen, A.H.M., Jansen, H., Jansen R.G. (2000). The observer 

video-pro: New software for the collection, management, and presentation of time-structured data from 

videotapes and digital media files. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments and Computers 32, 197–

206.  

34. Uhl-Bien, M. Pillai, R. (2007). The romance of leadership and the social construction of followership. 

In: B. Shamir, R. Pillai, M. C. Bligh and M. Uhl-Bien, eds., Follower-centered perspectives on 

leadership: A tribute to the memory of James R. Meindl, Information Age Publishing, Greenwich, CT, 

187–209.  

 

Proceedings of Measuring Behavior 2012 (Utrecht, The Netherlands, August 28-31, 2012)

318 Eds. A.J. Spink, F. Grieco, O.E. Krips, L.W.S. Loijens, L.P.J.J. Noldus, and P.H. Zimmerman


