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Introduction

Studies showing strong positive relationships between
charismatic leadership and desirable outcome criteria
(e.g., Fuller, Patterson, Hester, & Stringer, 1996) have mo-
tivated increased research interest in charismatic leader-
ship in recent years. Conger and Kanungo (1987, 1988)
were among the first to develop a theoretical model de-
scribing charismatic leadership. This model has since
been applied in numerous US-based companies, and
helped leaders and followers alike to perform more suc-
cessfully (cf. Conger & Kanungo, 1998). Until now, the
Conger and Kanungo Scale (CKS), the standard instru-
ment for assessing charismatic leadership, has only been
available in English. Yet multinational companies rely on
>valid and reliable translations of instruments to be able to
" conduct global leadership assessments for feedback, train-
ing, and performance-based pay purposes. Likewise,
cross-cultural research depends on transiated instruments
with satisfactory psychometric properties. Although
large-scale, global research has demonstrated that charis-
matic leadership is a feature of implicit leadership theories
across cultures (Den Hartog, House, Hanges, & Ruiz-
Quintanilla, 1999), instruments to assess charismatic lead-
ership in languages other than English are lacking. For
these reasons, it is important to provide translations of the
CKS with adequate validity and reliability for both prac-
titioners and researchers. Thus, this paper presents evi-
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dence that supports the construct, convergent, and diver-
gent validity and reliability of a German translation of the
CKS.

Theory of Charismatic Leadership

The Conger and Kanungo theory of charismatic leader-
ship (Conger & Kanungo, 1998) describes leaders’ behav-
iors in organizations. Similar to other leadership theories,
the Conger and Kanungo mode! describes leadership phe-
nomena from the followers’ perspective. Charismatic
leadership is exerted by leaders and may be described as
one role leaders exhibit at work. Conger and Kanungo
(1988, 1998) postulated three stages (and 5 factors) of
leader’s behavior. First, leaders evaluate the status quo of
their environment (Factor 1). That is, they look for oppor-
tunities to improve the organizational processes. More
specificaily, leaders assess the resources and constraints
of the work-related environment. This is a very acfive be-
havior that distinguishes charismatic from noncharismatic
leaders. Environmental resources such as technological
innovations or constraints and small budgets are used by
charismatic leaders to reform established organizational
products and processes. Thus, charismatic leaders often
act as entreprencurs. In addition to the assessment of the
environment, followers’ needs are carefully evaluated
(Factor 2). This aspect of Conger and Kanungo’s charis-
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Table 1. The Conger-Kanungo (1998) Scale (CKS) of Charismatic Leadership: Stages, subscales and sample items

Leader behavior
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
CKS subscale Sensitivity to theenvi-  Sensitivity to member  Strategic vision and ar- Personal risk Unconventional behav-
. ronment needs ticulation ior
Items 4 3 7 3 3
Sampleitem  Recogrizes the abilities Influences others by de- Provides inspiring stra- Takes high personal Uses nonfraditional

and skills of other mem- veloping mutual liking tegic and organizational risks for the sake of the
goals.

bers in the organization. and respect.

means to achieve orga-

organization. nizational goals.

matic leadership theory echoes earlier theoretical devel-
opments that emphasized leader’s “consideration” or “fol-
lower-centered” behaviors (e.g., Stogdill, 1969). In sum,
in stage one, the leader knows what processes might be
improvable and what his or her followers need in order to
achieve desired goals.

On the basis of the information collected in Stage 1,
the leader is able to formulate an inspiring vision of the
future (Factor 3) in stage 2. Therein, specific environ-
mental resources and constraints are accounted for, as
well as followers’ interests. In addition, the vision may
be described as an idealized goal. These kinds of goals
are best characterized as highly desirable, based on com-
monly-shared values, but also difficult to achieve. Also,
the vision includes a desirable and attainable future state
that is highly discrepant from the current status quo. Con-
sequently, the leader communicates this vision in an in-
spiring way to followers, other organizational members,
and outside the organization.

Finally, in stage 3, the leader aims at implementing the
vision and therefore motivates followers. Two strategies
are included into the Conger and Kanungo medel of char-
ismatic leadership for this final stage. First, the leader
takes personal risk (Factor 4) in order to motivate follow-
ers by personal example. Followers are more likely to
believe in the leaders’ vision if the leader engages in ac-
tive, personal risks that demonstrate the importance of
desired goals. For example, personal risks could include
potential financial loss or the potential loss of organiza-
tional power or positions. Next, leaders engage in uncon-
ventional behavior (Factor 5) that demonstrates the im-
portance of the articulated vision. Also, unconventional
behavior conveys important goals that are part of the vi-
sion and demonstrates means to achieve these goals. As
a consequence of leader’s unconventional behavior and
personal risk, the followers buy into the leader’s vision,
develop trust in the leader and, ultimately, show en-
hanced levels of motivation to achieve the goals articu-
lated.

Although the three stages are theoretically assumed to
be consecutive, Conger and Kanungo (1998) admit that,
in reality, leaders typically engage in all three stages si-
multanecusly, and that the stages of activity for different
goals may overlap. Table 1 summarizes the stage model
of charismatic leadership.
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The Conger-Kanungo Scale of Charismatic
Leadership

Based on the theoretical considerations outlined above,
Conger and Kanungo developed a 20-item instrument to
assess charismatic leadership. Several empirical studies
(Conger, Kanungo, & Menon, 2000; Conger, Kanungo,
Menon, & Mathur, 1997) have confirmed that the CKS is
a valid and reliable measure of the 5 factors hypothesized
by Conger and Kanungo (1998). The first goal of the pre-
sent study was to examine the construct validity of a Ger-
man version of the CKS. More specifically, confirmatory
factor analyses were performed to test whether the original
5-factor solution of the CKS could be replicated in a Ger-
man-speaking context. Second, the convergent and diver-
gent validity of the CKS was examined. To this end, char-
ismatic leadership as measured by the CKS was compared
with two established theories of leadership: the transforma-
tionalfiransactional leadership paradigm (Bass, 1985) and
the consideration/initiating structure paradigm (cf. Fleish-
man, 1973).

Development of Hypotheses

It was hypothesized that subscales of CKS would show
convergent validity with respect to transformational lead-
ership (H1). In transformational leadership, leaders empha-
size higher motive development, and arouse followers’ mo-
tivation and positive emotions by creating and representing
an inspiring vision of the future (Bass, 1997). From a the-
oretical point of view, transformational and charismatic
leadership share many attributes (e.g., representation and
articulation of a vision). Previous research has demonstrat-
ed the convergent validity of measures of transformational
and charismatic leadership (27 < r < .72, cf. Conger &
Kanungo, 1992; Conger et al., 1997).

Transactional leadership, on the other hand, relies sim-
ply on a set of clearly defined exchanges between leader
and follower. Leaders become active only if they observe
exceptions or deviations from standards. From a theoretical
perspective, charismatic leadership reflects the extraordi-
nary side of leadership behavior, whereas transactional
leadership reflects the daily work routine (Goodwin, Wof-
ford, & Whittington, 2001). Although the subscales of CKS
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do not cover transactional leadership per se, transactional
behaviors such as influencing and rewarding are alluded to
in the wording of the CKS items. Against the theoretical
background, and given the lack of empirical data available,
we hypothesized that subscales of CKS would show diver-
gent validity with respect to transactional leadership (H2).

Finally, a laissez-faire leadership style is best described
as the absence of leadership behavior, which clearly does
not coincide with the definition of charismatic leadership
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988, 1998). Thus, we hypothesized
that subscales of CKS would show divergent validity with
respect to laissez-faire leadership (H3).

The psychometric properties of the CKS were also as-
sessed with respect to the consideration/initiating structure
paradigm (cf. Fleishman, 1973), which was the prevailing
model prior to the 1980s. Conger and Kanungo (1938,
1998) developed their theory of ¢harismatic leadership to
describe leadership behaviors that had not been tapped by
prior theories of leadership, and two independent studies
have demonstrated that charismatic leadership is indeed
distinct from earlier approaches such as task-oriented lead-
ership (i.e., initiating structure, —.20 < r < .13) and people-
oriented leadership (i.e., consideration, .03 <r <.14) (Con-
ger & Kanungo, 1994; Conger et al., 1997). Against this
background, we hypothesized that subscales of CKS would
show divergent validity with respect to initiating structure
(H4) and consideration (H5).

Materials and Methods

Sample

The study was conducted in an energy supply company in
Germany. Of the total N = 683 employees in the company,
404 employees responded (i.e., response rate = 59.2%).
These participants rated the leadership style of their respec-
tive supervisor, Overall, 3.2% reported to top executives,
8.4% to upper management, 30.0% to middle management,
and 58.4% to first-level supervisors. The mean age of the
participants was 41.8 years (SD = 8.8); 78.5% were male,
and 21.5% were female.

Translation

Following established guidelines for test translation and
adaptation {(e.g., Hambleton, 2001; cf. www.intest-
com.org), the Conger-Kanungo Scale (CKS; Conger & Ka-
nungo, 1998) was carefully translated from English to Ger-
man by a professional and then back-translated by an Eng-

lish native speaker, both experts in the field of organiza-
tional psychology. Virtnally no differences were discerned
between the two English versions of the CKS; thus, the
German version was deemed appropriate for the purposes
of this study. The final instrument is freely available on the
internet (http:/fwww.psy.uni-muenster.de/imperia/md/con-
tent/psychologie_institut_2/ae_hell /cks.pdf). Additional
items for the assessment of charismatic leadership were im-
plemented in the present study but were not included in the
analyses.

instruments

For the assessment of supervisors’ leadership styles, three
instruments were implemented. First, the newly translated
German version of the CKS was utilized to assess charismatic
leadership behaviors. Second, a German version (Rowold,
2004) of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-
5X; Bass & Avolio, 2000) was used to assess transformation-
al (20 items), transactional (10 items), and laissez-faire (4
items) leadership.! Multiple-sample research has shown the
psychometric properties of this translation of the MLQ-5X to
be satisfactory (Rowold, 2003). Finally, items from a German
version (Fittkau-Garthe & Fittkau, 1971) of the Supervisor
Behavior Description Questionniaire (SBDQ; Fleishman,
1953) were used to assess initiating structure (5 items) and
consideration {6 items). For each of these items, participanis
rated the frequency of observed supervisor’s behavior on a
S-point rating scale (1 = never, 5 = always). -

Procedure

Questionnaires were administered during work time; ano-
nymity was assured. All N = 404 participants completed
both the MLQ and the CKS. Due to time limitations, only
a subsample of n = 134 participants completed the SBDQ.

Results

intercorrelations and Reliability

Table 2 summarizes descriptive statistics, internal consis-
tency estimates (Cronbach’s o values), and intercorrela-
tions. All 5 CKS subscales showed good levels of internal
consistency fi.e., 71 < o < .88). The median intercorrela-
tion was ry = .64, slightly higher than that observed by
Conger and Kanungo (1998; p. 105, Table 3.15) in their
own research (ry = .48 and ry = .50).

1 Research Edition Translation performed by Dr. Jens Rowold on September 25th, 2003. Translated and reproduced by special permission of
the Publisher, Mind Garden, Inc., Redwood City, CA (www.mindgarden.com) from Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, Copyright 1995,
2000, by Bernhard M. Bass and Bruce J. Avolio et al. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited without the publisher’s written

consent,
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and internal consistencies of the variables under investigation

M SD ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Laissez-faire 257 086 .75
2. Transactional leadership 293 050 .02 .69
3. Transformational leadership 3.03 064 -22% 71%* 93
4. Initiating structure 282 058 —25%% 364 60+ 75
5, Consideration 348 078 —37%* 17 A06%F 48%% 86
6. CKS: Sensitivity to environment 295  0.82 23k G5k gOrr I 52%* 79
7. CKS: Sensitivity to members’ needs 3.04 078 —28%k SRk JREx  Sprr S5k Tk 4
8. CKS: Strategic vision & articulation 280 074 260k G3%F @3k Glkx 8% FIwE J4kE 88
9. CKS8: Personal risk 268 (.82 06 A47¥¢  52%%  32kx 3 44%%  4TEE GO*% 83
10. CKS: Unconventional behavior 277 075 04 55%F  G2%x 53wk 1Rk 53k 53k J4xx  SB** T

Note. CKS = Conger-Kanungo Scale of charismatic leadership. Values along the diagonal represent internal consistency estimates (Cronbach’s

o values); N = 404 except for initiating structure and consideration, where N = 136, *p = .05, **p = .01.

Table 3. Results of confirmatory factor analyses (N = 404)

Model 22 (p) df GFI AGFI NNFL CFI SRMR CAIC Ay? Adf
4y 14208.69 (.00} 190 - - - - - 14348.72  13119.69%%* 30
2) 1693.27 (00) 170 968 961 877 981 083 197332  6O4.27%** 1¢
3 1089.00 (.00) 160 979 973 997 982 066 1439.07

Notes. Model 1 = independence model; Model 2 = I-factor model; Model 3 = 5-factor model (target model). Ax? was defined as the difference
between the %2 of the respective model and the 32 of the target model; *¥*¥p < .001.

Construct Validity

Several confirmatory factor analyses (LISREL) were first
performed to test the construct validity of the CKS, and to
determine whether Conger and Kanungo’s {1998) 5-factor
model of charismatic leadership explains more variance in
the data than other theoretically possible models. Thus, we
tested whether the 5-factor target model (Model 3, cf. Table
1) fit the data better than an independence model (Medel
1) or a 1-factor model (Model 2). In the 5-factor target mod-
el, each CKS item was assigned to its respective factor (cf.
Table 1). In the 1-factor model, all items loaded on the same
factor (labeled “charismatic leadership”), based on the idea
that charismatic leadership can be parsimoniously de-
scribed by a single factor. Finally, in the independence
model, the items did not load on particular factors. From a
methodological perspective, this model can be viewed as a
reference (null) model representing the simplest model
possible.

In each of the three independent LISREL analyses, the
method: of unweighted least squares was used to analyze
the covariance matrix (Kline, 1998). The results of the con-
firmatory factor analyses are summarized in Table 3. Both
the 1-factor and the 5-factor model fitted the data well, but
both absolute and incremental fit indices were higher for
the 5-factor model than for the 1-factor model. Likewise,
the Corrected Akaike Information Criterion (CAIC) and
the y2-difference test suggested that the S-factor model was
superior to the other models tested.

© 2008 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

Convergent and Divergent Validity

In this section, correlations from Table 2 will be utilized to
test hypotheses regarding convergent and divergent valid-
ity. In addition, in order to test whether one Construct A
would be stronger associated with another Construct B
(convergent validity) than with a third Construct C (diver-
gent validity), the Z-test {Meng, Rosenthal, & Rubin, 1992)
was utilized. It should be noted that the approach that was
developed by Meng and colleague’s controls for the corre-
lations between B and C and, thus, represents an advance-
ment to earlier approaches to the Z-test.

With regard to the present study, it was tested whether
the correlation between one construct and one specific CKS

Table 4. Results of Z-test analyses

CKS subscales TFTA TFALE TEIS TF/IC
Sensitivity to the environ-  0.90 9.35%%* (.71 2.17x*
ment R

Sensitivity to member needs  0.66 9.17%%% 049 2,16%
Strategic vision and articola- 1.10 9.22%%% (74 1.73%
tion

Personal risk 2.20 8.96%*+ 102 038
Unconventional behavior 1.02 9.60%%* (.46 0.95

Notes. Values represent Z-values; it was tested whether one respective
CKS subscales was more strongly correlated (cf. Table 2) with the
first construct that was given in the respective column heading than
with the respective second construct; *p < .05, *#p < 01, ¥***p <.001.
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subscale would be equal to the correlation between the re-
spective CKS subscale and transformational leadership
(i.e., evidence for convergent validity). In contrast, if the
correlation between one construct and one specific CKS
subscale would be significantly smaller than the correlation
between the respective CKS subscale and transformational
leadership, this was interpreted as evidence for divergent
validity. The results for the Z-tests were summarized in Ta-
ble 4.

Comparing CKS and MLQ

As shown in Table 2, transformational leadership (MLQ-
5X) was positively related to all 5 subscales of charismatic
leadership (CKS), thus confirming Hypothesis 1. Transac-
tional leadership was also positively related to the 5 CKS
subscales. Z-test-analyses revealed that all five CKS sub-
scales were as strongly related to transactional as they were
to transformational leadership. Thus, Hypothesis 2 had to
be rejected. Finally, laissez-faire leadership showed diver-
gent validity to the 5 CKS subscales. That is, for all 5 CKS
subscales, the correlation with laissez-faire was significant-
ly smaller than the correlations with transformational lead-
ership. Thus, Hypothesis 3 gained support from the data.

Comparing CKS and SBDQ

The 5 subscales of charismatic leadership were positively
related to initiating structure. Z-test analyses demonstrated
that the correlations between each of the five CKS sub-
scales with initiating structure were as high as the correla-
tions with transformational leadership. As initiating struc-
ture demonstrated convergent validity to subscales of char-
ismatic leadership, H4 was not supported.

As for consideration, this leadership style was positively
associated with 4 subscales of charismatic leadership.
However, Z-tests revealed that three CKS subscales (1.e.,
sensitivity to environment, sensitivity to members’ needs,
and strategic vision and articulation) showed significantly
smaller correlations with consideration than with transfor-
mationat leadership. In contrast, the two CKS subscales of
personal risk and unconventional behavior were as strongly
related to consideration as they were to transformational
leadership. In sum, only 3 CKS subscales were divergent
to consideration. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was only partially
supported.

Discussion

Our analyses supported certain aspects of the validity and
reliability of the German version of the CKS. More specif-
ically, the 5-factor model of charismatic leadership was
substantiated in a German context, as was the construct

European Journal of Psychological Assessnent 2007, Vol, 24(2):124-130

validity of the CKS. The 5 subscales of CKS had adequate
internal consistency estimates (i.e., Cronbach’s o). One
disadvantage of the CKS is that its subscales are highly
intercorrelated. This problem is entailed in virtually all in-
struments designed to assess “new” leadership constructs
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996; Rowold & Hei-
nitz, in press; e.g., Yukl, 1999). Nevertheless, it seems
worth retaining the five subscales of charismatic leadership
for purposes of feedback, training, and development.

How are the CKS subscales embedded into the nomo-
logical network of other leadership styles? As expected,
subscales of charismatic leadership showed strong and pos-
itive relationship to transformational leadership. This result
is in line with theoretical work that subsumed both charis-
matic and transformational leadership theories under the
heading of “new” leadership styles (Yukl, 1999, 2002).

Interestingly, transactional leadership was positively re-
lated to all subscales of charismatic leadership (i.e., con-
vergent validity). One possible explanation for the unex-
pected positive relations between transactional and charis-
matic leadership might be that transactional processes are
alluded to in the wording of the CKS items. For example,
the item “[the leader] builds mutual trust” (“sensitivity to
members’ needs” subscale) might imply the kind of fair,
give-and-take relationship between leader and follower
that is typical of transactional leadership.

As could be expected, the five CKS subscales were neg-
atively related to absence of leadership (i.e., laissez-faire).
Laissez-faire is characterized as a highly passive behavior,
whereas the CKS subscales include only items for active
leadership behaviors. Thus, laissez-faire showed divergent
validity to charismatic leadership.

Theory of charismatic leadership was developed in the
1980s in order to establish a new leadership paradigm that
would be distinguishable from the former {i.e., pre-198G)
initiation structure and consideration leadership paradigm.
The results of the present study revealed that initiating
structure showed convergent validity to the five CKS sub-
scales. These results are in contrast with Conger and Ka-
nungo’s (1994; Conger et al., 1997) own research. Thus, it
appears that the theory of charismatic leadership (CKS) is
not entirely independent from initiating structure, as was
proposed by Conger and Kanungo (1998). Consistent with
earlier research, however, was the divergent validity of
three charismatic leadership scales and consideration.
However, two CKS subscales (i.e., personal risk and vn-
conventional behavior) showed convergent validity to con-
sideration. Thus, it appears that in the cases of personal risk
and unconventional behavior, Conger and Kanungo were
not able to create leadership constrocts that were distinct
from earlier approaches to leadership (i.e., initiating struc-
ture and consideration)

Tn sum, these resuits further clarify the nomological net-
work of leadership theories. A considerable overlap be-
tween charismatic leadership and (2) transformational lead-
ership, (b) transactional leadership, and (c) initiating struc-
ture have been observed. However, on average, these
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constructs shared 37.3% of variance (cf. Table 2), meaning
that charismatic leadership was not entirely redundant to
these other leadership constructs. Moreover, charismatic
leadership was divergent to laissez-faire and - in the case
of three of five CKS subscales — consideration. Thus, Con-
ger and Kanungo's theory captures its own piece of the
leadership phenomena.

To date, two leadership paradigms have dominated the-
ory and practice: the transformational/transactional para-
digm and the consideration/initiating structure paradigm.
The results of the present study suggest that a further par-
adigm, charismatic leadership, might be relevant for under-
standing leadership. It may therefore be worthwhile includ-
ing charismatic leadership, as assessed by the CKS, in fur-
ther research and practice. The Conger and Kanungo model
extends previous approaches to leadership, and, thus, can
advance research efforts to assess a “full range of leader-
ship behaviors” (Antonakis & House, 2002; Avalio & Bass,
2002). .

Finally, we outline some limitations of the present study
and suggest possible lines of inquiry for future research.
First, future research should assess the stability of charis-
matic leadership. Second, the theoretical assumption of
three (consecutive) stages in the leadership process (cf. Ta-
ble 1) should be tested empirically. Thus, longitudinal re-
search is necessary. Third, to establish criterion-oriented
validity, outcome criteria such as employees’ or organiza-
tional performance should be collected in future research.
This avenue of research would allow for a critical analysis
concerning the relative effectiveness (i.e., criterion-orient-
ed validity) of rival leadership theories. Finally, while the
present research made a first attempt to compare and con-
trast charismatic, transactional, and transformational lead-
ership as well as consideration and initiating structure,
comparisons with other approaches to leadership, such as
leader-member exchange (LMX) theory (Graen & Uhl-
Bien, 1995), are also warranted. This kind of research
would further contribute to our understanding of the nomo-
logical network of competing, yet overlapping, leadership
theories.

References

Antonakis, J., & House, R.J. (2002). The full-range leadership
theory: The way forward. In B.J. Avolio, & FJ. Yammarino
(Eds.), Transformational and charismatic leadership: The
road ahead (pp. 3-34). Amsterdam: JAL

Avolio, B.J., & Bass, B.M. (2002). Developing potential across
a full range of leadership. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bass, B.M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expec-
tations. New York: Free Press.

Bass, B.M. (1997). Does the transactional-transformational lead-
ership paradigm transcend organizational and national bound-
aries? American Psychologist, 52, 130-139.

© 2008 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers

Bass, B.M., & Avolio, B.J. (2000). MLQ Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire. Redwood City, CA: Mind Garden.

Conger, J.A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1987). Toward a behavioral the-
ory of charismatic leadership in organizational settings. Acad-
enty of Management Review, 12, 637-647.

Conger, J.A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1988). Charismatic leadership.
The elusive factor in organizational effectiveness. San Francis-
co: Jossey-Bass.

Conger, 1.A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1992). Perceived behavioral at-
tributes of charismatic leadership. Canadian Journal of Behav-
ioral Science, 24, 86-102.

Conger, ].A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1994). Charismatic leadership in
organizations — Perceived behavioral-attributes and their mea-
surement. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15, 439-452,

Conger, J.A., & Kanungo, R.N. (1998). Charismatic leadership
in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Conger, I.A., Kanungo, R.N., & Menon, S.T. (2000). Charismatic
leadership and follower effects. Journal of Organizational Be-
havior, 21, 747-767.

Conger, J.A., Kanungo, R.N., Menon, S.T., & Mathur, P. (1997).
Measuring charisma: Dimensionality and validity of the Con-
ger-Kanungo scale of charismatic leadership. Canadian Jour-
nal of Administrative Sciences, 14, 290-302.

Den Hartog, D.N., House, R.J., Hanges, P.I., & Ruiz-Quintanilla,
S.A. (1999). Culture specific and cross-culturally generaliz-
able implicit leadership theories: Are attributes of charismat-
icftransformational leadership universally endorsed? Leader-
ship Quarterly, 10, 219-256.

Fittkau-Garthe, H., & Fittkau, B. (1971). Fragebogen zur Vorge-
setzten-Verhaltens-Beschreibung (FVVB) [Supervisory Be-
havior Description Questionnaire]. Géttingen: Hogrefe.

Fleishman, E.A. (1953). The description of supervisory behavior.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 12, 1-6.

Fleishman, E.A. (1973). Twenty years of consideration and struc-
ture. In E.A. Fleishman, & }.G. Hunt (Eds.), Current develop-
ments in the study of leadership (pp. 1-40). Carbondale & Ed-
wardsville: Southern Illinois University Press.

Fuller, 1.B., Patterson, C.E.P,, Hester; K., & Stringer, 8.Y. (1996).
A guantitative review of research on charismatic leadership.
Psychological Reports, 78, 271-287.

Goodwin, V.L., Wofford, J.C., & Whittington, LL.. (2001). A theo-
retical and empirical extension to the transformational leadership
construct. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22, 759-774.

Graen, G.B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based ap-
proach to leadership — Development of leader-member ex-
change (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying
a multidomain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-247.

Hambleton, R.K. (2001}, The next generation of the ITC test
translation and adaptation guidelines. Ewropean Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 17, 164-172, ’

Kline, R.B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation
modeling. New York: Guilford.

Meng, X.L., Rosenthal, R., & Rubin, D.B. (1992). Comparing
correlated correlation coefficients. Psychological Bulletin,
111, 172-175.

Podsakoff, PM., MacKenzie, S.B., & Bommer, WH. (1996).
Transformational leader behaviors and substitutes for leader-
ship as determinants of employee satisfaction, commitment,
trust, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of
Management, 22, 259-298.

Rowold, J. (2004). MLO-5X. German translation of Bass and

European Journal of Psychological Assessment 2007; Vol. 24(2):124-130



130 J. Rowold & M. Kersting: Charismatic Leadership

Avolio’s Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Redwood
City, CA: Mind Garden.

Rowold, J. (2005). Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire: Psy-
chometric properties of the German translation by Jens Ro-
wold. Redwood City, CA: Mind Garden.

Rowold, §., & Heinitz, K. (in press) Transformational and charis-
matic leadership: Assessing the convergent, divergent and crite-
rion validity of the MLQ and the CKS. Leadership Quarterly.

Stogdill, R. (1969). Validity of leader behavior descriptions. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 22, 153-158.

Yukl, G. (1999). An evaluation of conceptual weaknesses in trans-
formational and charismatic leadership theories. Leadership
Quarterly, 10, 285-305.

European Journal of Psychological Assessment 2007; Vol. 24(2):124-130

Yukl, G. (2002). Leadership in organizations (5th ed.). Upper -
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Jens Rowold

University of Miinster
Psychologisches Institut II
FliednerstraBe 21
D-48149 Miinster
Germany

Tel. +49 251 833-1377

" Fax +49 251 833-4104

E-mail rowold @psy.uni-muenster.de

© 2008 Hogrefe & Huber Publishers



