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GUIDING THE WAY: A REVIEW AND ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF LEADER
AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research Requirement:

The U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI) is
pursuing a program of research centering on the assessment and development of leader
competencies specifically with regard to the future operational environment. This paper was
written to identify themes in the leadership and individual leader development research literature
to better inform the program of research.

Procedure:

To accomplish the goal of informing the research program regarding the assessment and
development of leader competencies, we conducted an in-depth literature review,which resulted
in a final list of annotated articles across 58 references. In addition to the annotated references,
we also organized our relevant sources into a synthesis of our literature review.

Findings:

Through the process of reviewing and annotating the articles, we identified and used four
concept areas to organize the literature review and annotated articles: (a) Conceptualizing
Development, (b) Alternative Research Approaches, (c) Building the Development Criteria, and
(d) Developmental Experiences, Individual Readiness, and Leader Identity.

Concept Area 1: Conceptualizing Development first highlights the differences between
what is meant by the terms leadership development and leader development. Leadership
development implies that development occurs at a more collective or group level. Leader
development solely focuses on the development of an individual. We further expanded these
ideas in the discussion of collective levels and perspectives that are under consideration in
conceptualizations of leadership development (e.g., peers, subordinates). Finally, some
references are discussed that incorporate a lifespan perspective in the conceptualization of
leadership development and leader development.

Concept Area 2: Alternative Research Approaches. This area primarily focuses on
methodological challenges in leader development research, as well as alternative research
approaches for addressing these challenges. Specifically, there is a focus on longitudinal and
quasi-experimental research designs. Another methodology discussed in this section is social
network analysis. These references introduce the methodology and its relevance to leadership
development, but also highlight the challenges in conducting such research.

Concept Area 3: Building the Development Criteria. This area outlines the importance of
expanding the criteria in development research beyond emergence and effectiveness, and of
using more specific models of leader skills and competencies. Additionally, references that
outline the assessment of leader competencies are discussed.



Concept Area 4: Developmental Experiences, Individual Readiness, and Leader Identity.
This area outlines the important factors in leader development as discussed in the literature. The
different conceptualizations of experience as a factor in development are outlined, in addition to
a breakdown of components of developmental experiences. In conjunction with experiences,
which represent a key role in the developmental process, a variety of individual characteristics,
such as individual readiness and leader identity, have been recognized for their role in a more
advantageous developmental trajectory.

Utilization and Dissemination of Findings:

This report serves as a summary of the research literature on leadership and leader
development. The report is intended as a resource to inform current and future Army research
concerned with the assessment of Army leaders, and methods used to further their development.
Though this research review was undertaken with the Army in mind, audiences external to the
military context may find this report to be a useful resource on leadership and leader
development.
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Guiding the Way: A Review and Annotated Bibliography of
Leader and Leadership Development

In today’s global and fast-paced world, having the best talent available is critical for
organizational success. Industries and the nature of work are constantly evolving. Therefore, the
knowledges, skills, and abilities of the workforce must also be constantly evolving. This
persistent need for more qualified, experienced individuals highlights the gap between workforce
supply and demand. Unfortunately, the available pool of experienced, talented individuals is
inherently limited. Thus, if the pool of talent does not meet the needs of the organization, then
the organization must leverage its available talent through training and development. Indeed,
survey findings indicate that 86% of leaders reported development as an “important” or “urgent”
need within their organizations (Schwartz et al., 2014).

The talent gap discussed above not only occurs in civilian organizations, but also in
entities such as the U.S. Army. The nature of war is becoming increasingly more unpredictable
and dynamic (Department of the Army, 2017) and the operational environment in which the
Army works under is complex, chaotic, and hypercompetitive (Department of the Army, 2016).
Consequently, talent needs are ever changing and continually evolving. Finding Army personnel
who currently possess the necessary skills and competencies to successfully navigate the chaotic
and complex nature of war is a difficult challenge. Therefore, the Army places great emphasis on
developing competent leaders and equipping them with the knowledge and skills necessary for
effective performance, both now and in the future operating environment (Department of the
Army, 2019). More specifically, the Army depends on itself to develop leaders, noting the
importance of robust and holistic development programs (Department of the Army, 2015).

Unfortunately, research has lagged behind need in the leader development and leadership
development domain. The study of leader development is a relatively new field, emerging mostly
during the 21% century (Day & Dragoni, 2015; Day et al., 2014). Leader development research
has suffered from a lack of clear direction, with researchers approaching construct definitions,
theoretical orientations, and measurement considerations in haphazard ways (Day & Dragoni,
2015). Adding to this issue, the study of leader development is markedly different from typical
leadership research (Day et al., 2014). For example, there is a long-established pattern of linking
innate characteristics (e.g., personality, intelligence) with leadership (Day et al. 2014), which
greatly limits developmental research.

The Army has not been immune to these aforementioned research issues. In fact, it was
long held that successful leadership in the Army was based on intelligence and other solely
hereditary attributes (Vinchur & Koppes, 2011). Consequently, standardized intelligence tests
(i.e., Army Alpha and Army Beta) were used to help the Army select and assign recruits to
different job assignments. All told, nearly two million soldiers were tested at a cost of 50 cents
per soldier (Ferguson, 1962-1965). Not only did this reinforce racial and ethnic stereotypes that
would continue to persist well beyond the early 20th century, but the field was blind for decades
to the influence of situations and the environment as well as to the possibility that Army
personnel could be developed beyond what the results of an intelligence test said about them.
Since this time, strides have been made with respect to applied psychological research within the



Army. However, much is yet to be learned regarding how best to develop U.S. Army personnel
to be leaders that will address whatever the future holds.

What follows in this review is a synthesis of the literature on leader development and
leadership development, and the frameworks that have primarily emerged in research on this
topic in the current century. Additionally, in examining work in the field of leader and leadership
development, future research directions will be discussed.

Method

The primary interest for this annotated bibliography was to understand current trends,
research challenges, and frameworks involved in the study of leader development. Additionally,
the aim of the bibliography was to synthesize that research into a meaningful framework that can
be used to guide future leader and leadership development efforts. In order to achieve this goal, a
literature review was conducted focusing on review articles and empirical research related to
leader development. The primary resources used to find publications relevant to the area of
interest were Google Scholar, PsycINFO, and ABI/INFORM Collection. The following search
terms were primarily used to conduct the literature search: leader development, leadership
development, developmental trajectory, leader growth, leader competency development. The
publications in this annotated bibliography came from several of the top applied psychology and
management journals (e.g., The Leadership Quarterly, Journal of Applied Psychology, Personnel
Psychology) with the goal of identifying trends, research challenges, and key areas for future
research.

Through the process of searching, reading, and summarizing publications, themes were
developed in order to characterize major points in the literature. The themes that were derived
were: (a) Conceptualizing Development (b) Alternative Research Approaches, (c) Building the
Development Criteria, and (d) Developmental Experiences, Individual Readiness, and Leader
Identity.

Literature Review Synthesis
Conceptualizing Development

Before turning to specific and nuanced topics regarding leader development and
leadership development, it is critical to first discuss more foundational matters. For the purpose
of both research and practice, it is important to clearly define what is meant when discussing
leadership development and leader development. Moreover, perhaps the most important issue to
consider when conceptualizing development is who will be the focus of developmental efforts.
Typically, the focus is on the development of individual leaders, but increasingly the
development literature has expanded this to include the groups or teams that individuals work
with in context. Furthermore, popular leadership theories are another common criterion for
leader development initiatives. In order for organizations to develop leaders, we first have to
decide on what good leadership looks like, however, the proliferation of leadership theories
combined with the boundary conditions of these theories being ill-defined leads to issues of
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generalizability. The final issue to consider is that of time. The terms leadership development
and leader development imply some sort of change over time, so it is important that research and
practice find the optimal time frame for capturing change. Therefore, it is important to be
mindful that any study or intervention of a developmental process is only observing a brief
window of development for any individual. With the aforementioned points in mind, the
following Conceptualizing Development section will outline these foundational issues within this
research domain and shed light on possible directions for future research.

Leader and Leadership Development

An initial and necessary discussion regarding the developmental literature surrounds the
definitions of leader development versus leadership development. The term leadership
development is often assumed to mean the development of individuals in leadership roles (Day
& Thornton, 2018, Annotated Bibliography [AB] #7). However, leadership by definition is not
simply an individual operating within a role, but rather a process of influence between two or
more people oriented towards accomplishing a mutual goal (DeRue & Myers, 2014, AB #5; Day
& Thornton, 2018, AB #7). This requires distinction between the terms leader development and
leadership development. Leader development focuses on an individual’s growth in their ability to
operate effectively as a leader, whereas leadership development refers to an organization’s
capacity to improve leadership processes necessary to accomplish collective goals (Day, 2000;
Day et al., 2014, AB #4; Day & Thornton, 2018, AB #7). What is often referred to in research
and practice as leadership development, is more aptly called leader development, as intact
leader-follower dyads or work groups are not often the focus of the study or intervention (Day &
Thornton, 2018, AB #7).

Organizations should be, and typically are, interested in both leader development and
leadership development, as each conceptualization by itself is inadequate in understanding how
an organization’s leadership capacity is developed (DeRue & Myers, 2014, AB #5). More
recently, researchers attempting to provide more clarity to the issue have used the term
leader/ship development to refer to the growth of both individual and collective capacities for
leadership tasks and processes (Day & Thornton, 2018, AB #7). Additionally, organizations and
researchers alike have begun emphasizing more collective models of leadership, moving the
focus away from a position within an organization towards anyone who engages in behaviors
indicative of leadership, such as providing direction and building commitment (DeRue & Myers,
2014, AB #5; Day & Thornton, 2018, AB #7). However, comprehensive theory that captures
both leader development and leadership development is incomplete.

For a brief integrative review of both leader and leadership development literature, Day
and Dragoni (2015, AB #6) summarized each area and highlighted future research needs. In this
review, a model is presented that highlights individual self-views (e.g., leadership self-efficacy,
leader identity) and competencies as proximal indicators of development and more complex
skills and meaning-making structures as distal outcomes. Further articulation of what constitutes
distal individual development outcomes are explained through dynamic skill theory and
constructive-development or ego development theory. At the collective or group level, the
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development of psychological safety and shared mindsets represent proximal indicators of group
development, whereas collective leadership capacity is a distal outcome. The primary theory
discussed with respect to leadership development was leader-member exchange theory, which
emphasizes the relational aspect of leadership between a leader and follower.

Ultimately, organizations require methods and practices that promote both leader
development and leadership development simultaneously. These methods and practices for
promoting both leader development and leadership development are typically done through the
initiation of structured programs, emphasis on development through experience, and
implementing organizational strategies with a developmental focus (Day & Thornton, 2018, AB
#7). However, each approach comes with its own challenges. Structured development programs
are frequently used with a wide variety of topics and formats. Yet, these programs may often
result in episodic thinking or an assumption that development is intended to occur only during
the beginning and end of a structured program. Developmental experiences are believed to be the
primary catalysts of growth for leaders (McCall, 2010). Unfortunately, the content and quality of
developmental experiences can be difficult to operationalize in research and evaluation. Finally,
organizations can seek to embed their developmental practices within their culture under the
Deliberately Developmental Organization (DDO) concept (Kegan & Lahey, 2016). This
approach emphasizes building trust and mutual respect amongst coworkers, helping individuals
recognize how interconnected leadership development is, and providing regular practice sessions
embedded during daily work.

In sum, it is critical to consider the conceptual differences between leader development
and leadership development. Organizations would be well served by trying to integrate methods
and practices that promote both leader development and leadership development simultaneously.
Unfortunately, comprehensive theories within this domain are still lacking. Consequently, leader
development and leadership development programs within organizations need more scientific
and methodological rigor in order to assess effectiveness and fully understand the phenomena at
hand.

Conceptual Issues in Leadership Theories

Given the importance assigned to leadership by practitioners and academics, there is no
shortage of consultants, researchers, and the like offering solutions to organizational leadership
problems. This emphasis has spawned a multitude of new and exciting leadership theories, with
proponents who claim not only that their leadership model or theory is unique, but also that
leaders who align their behavior in accordance with it will experience a wide range of positive
outcomes. Examples include transformational, authentic, and servant models of leadership, each
model claiming a unique leadership formula for success (Alvesson & Einola, 2019, AB #26).
However, each model is ideologically and practically flawed (Alvesson & Einola, 2019, AB
#26). Given this proliferation of leadership theories and constructs, the literature lacks theoretical
integration (Avolio, 2007). Moreover, given the number of leadership theories in existence, the
literature suffers from being overly complex. This complexity impacts researchers’ and
practitioners’ ability to build theory and developmental practice (Hughes et al., 2018). Perhaps
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the best illustration of the flaws in newer leadership models is authentic leadership (Alvesson &
Einola, 2019, AB #26).

There are a variety of definitions of authentic leadership (Gardner et al., 2011). Most
definitions describe authentic leaders as having a heightened sense of self-knowledge and whose
behaviors are aligned with their sense of self (George, 2003; Ilies et al., 2005; Shamir & Eilam,
2005). Other definitions include an aspect of being knowledgeable or sensitive to the perspective
of others in the leader’s work environment (Begley, 2004). Moreover, other authentic leadership
definitions include a moral and ethical component (Whitehead, 2009). According to Alvesson
and Einola (2019, AB #26), the issues with authentic leadership theory begin with the
conceptualization. Being authentic to oneself inherently requires an intense and intentional focus
on the self, whereas the role of a leader is primarily about influencing others (Alvesson & Einola,
2019, AB #26).

There also remains a question of the degree to which authenticity is a desired practice in
organizational settings. There are a number of reasons why authentic leadership may not be as
desirable as the literature suggests. For example, authentically undesirable behaviors (e.g., bad
temper, intolerance, narcissism, poor social skills) may become reinforced. Additionally, leaders
subscribing to the authentic leadership model may become inflexible and intolerant of other
viewpoints. Moreover, being authentic implies being vulnerable to others. Finally, authenticity
may not be rewarded for minority or historically disadvantaged groups (Alvesson & Einola,
2019, AB #26). Many of the issues with authentic leadership can also be applied to other new
models of leadership, such as servant and transformational leadership (Alvesson & Einola, 2019,
AB #26).

Ultimately, authentic leadership is just an example of how the boundary conditions of
popular leadership theories are often vague. In addition to the proliferation of these popular
leadership theories, there seems to be considerable conceptual overlap. These factors limit the
degree of insight that can be gained in leader or leadership development initiatives. Indeed, these
newer leadership theories have highlighted the importance of such attributes as leader vision,
transparency, charisma, and ethics, all of which represent variables that were previously
neglected. The attention to these attributes in the newer leadership theories makes it unlikely that
the variables will be abandoned (Hannah et al., 2008). However, the leadership literature would
benefit from a focus on how leaders balance their ideals and responsibilities, leader-follower
relations, and the boundary conditions of specific leadership theories (e.g., advantages and
disadvantages of authenticity in the workplace). The leadership literature as a whole would be
better served by a more integrative focus of not just the leaders, but the followers and the
situational context within which leadership is occurring (Day & Thornton, 2018, AB #7). Only
when these leadership theories can be operationalized, conceptualized, and integrated in a
parsimonious manner can they be utilized to their fullest potential by researchers and
practitioners. In other words, it is difficult, perhaps impossible, to use popular leadership theories
as a guide for leader development and leadership development programs when the constructs are
ill-defined, overlapping, or otherwise built on shaky theoretical and empirical grounds. With
conceptual and theoretical clarity comes the ability to measure and evaluate programs within a
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given context, therefore providing better causal evidence of the efficacy of leader development
and leadership development initiatives.

Leader Development Throughout the Lifespan

Leader development and leadership development involve changes over time, so it is
critical to find the optimal time frames for capturing the changes. Although our understanding of
leader development is primarily through a focus on developmental experiences that occur well
into adulthood, one major limitation is the lack of knowledge of development that occurs in
childhood and adolescence (Murphy & Johnson, 2011, AB #3). It is important to understand
leader development in childhood or adolescence because the development of some leadership
skills is likely more malleable at a younger age. Moreover, leader development is self-
reinforcing by nature, in that as one gains confidence in their ability they become more likely to
engage in leadership experiences, which subsequently reinforces their confidence as it relates to
leadership (Hannah et al., 2008; Murphy & Johnson, 2011, AB #3). Aside from the difficulty in
conducting longitudinal research and research with minors, another reason for the lack of
research in this domain is an insufficient number of concrete theoretical models of youth leader
development (Alomair, 2016; Murphy & Johnson, 2011, AB #3). Unfortunately, leadership
theories and models are geared towards the adult experience (Karagianni & Montgomery, 2018)
and often neglect childhood experiences. For example, path-goal theory, transformational or
transactional leadership, and contingency leadership theories all do not adequately account for
leader development in children (Karagianni & Montgomery, 2018).

However, despite this general lack of research, some scholars have made efforts to
investigate leadership in youth. One such model that incorporates childhood and adolescent
experiences was proposed by Murphy and Johnson (2011, AB #3). This model outlines some of
the possible early influences of leader development. The first set of factors include the role of
genetics and temperament. Although genetics do play a meaningful role in leader emergence and
leader effectiveness, heritability only explains between 24% and 30% of the variability in leader
role occupancy (Arvey et al., 2006; Arvey et al., 2007; De Neve et al., 2013). The next set of
factors include parenting styles and attachment styles. For example, individuals that report a
more secure attachment style during their childhood also report engaging in transformational
leadership behaviors more frequently (Mack et al., 2011; Popper, 2011). Finally, the last set of
factors involve the opportunities a child has to develop leadership amongst their peers in
organized sports and at school. For instance, in a small sample of West Point cadets, involvement
in athletics and other extracurricular activities during high school was related to leader
development as a cadet (Bartone et al., 2007). These influential factors are all proposed to impact
an individual’s identity as a leader, their ability to self-regulate around leadership goals, and their
subsequent engagement and effectiveness in leadership opportunities.

Given the methodological challenges of studying how factors in childhood and
adolescence influence leadership in adulthood, there has been limited empirical research
investigating this phenomenon. One exception is research done as part of the Fullerton
Longitudinal Study (FLS), a research initiative that has provided some of the best evidence that
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experiences in childhood are related to leadership outcomes in adulthood. The FLS is an ongoing
longitudinal research project that was designed to study participants from childhood (age 2
years) through adolescence and on into adulthood. FLS began in 1979 with 130 participants, with
yearly assessments through age 17 years, and subsequent assessments of the participants at ages
24 and 29 years. The leadership assessments were gathered at age 29 years. Many topics were
covered as a part of this study, including leadership development, and a series of studies were
published in a special issue of the Leadership Quarterly (Riggio & Mumford, 2011). Each study
from the special issue was briefly discussed and synthesized by Day (2011, AB #2), but several
of the articles are also annotated in this bibliography.

Among the findings from the FLS, Extraversion measured at age 17 years was related to
leadership duties and self-rated transformational leadership reported at age 29 years, whereas
verbal 1Q was related to work-related leadership duties and nonwork leadership positions, but not
to transformational leadership (Reichard et al., 2011, AB #18). Children who exhibited an
approach temperament were more extraverted in adolescence and reported more work-related
leadership responsibilities and, in adulthood rated themselves higher with respect to
transformational leadership (Guerin et al., 2011, AB #13). Intrinsic motivation in childhood was
related to motivation to lead in adolescence (Gottfried et al., 2011, AB #12). Specifically,
intrinsic motivation in childhood predicted adolescent motivations of affective-identity (liking to
lead) and noncalculative (leading even without personal benefit), but no relationship was found
with social-normative motives (feeling a duty to lead). Finally, a stable family environment in
adolescence (measured at ages 12, 14, 16, & 17 years) was indirectly related with self-rated
transformational leadership in adulthood, through a more positive self-concept (Oliver et al.,
2011, AB #17). These studies represent some of the strongest evidence that individual
dispositions and environments measured in childhood and adolescence exhibit meaningful
relationships with leadership outcomes in adulthood.

In more recent research, the relationship between overparenting and leader emergence
has been found. Overparenting represents high levels of parental protection and responsiveness
to children (Locke et al., 2012). In one study, overparenting was studied in a Chinese sample of
junior high students with ratings from parents, teachers, and peers (Liu et al., 2019, AB #8).
Overparenting was found to be negatively related to ratings of leader emergence from each rating
source and to leader role occupancy. These effects were mediated by self-esteem and leader self-
efficacy. Most interestingly, the findings related to sex differences as male students received
more overparenting and exhibited less leader emergence than their female peers. Additionally,
the mediated effect of overparenting on leader role occupancy (via self-esteem and leader self-
efficacy) was significant for females but not males, indicating that leader emergence for female
adolescents was a larger function of their own self-views.

Clearly, there is strong initial evidence that childhood and adolescence play a role in
leadership development for adults. Therefore, further research should investigate the mechanisms
by which learned knowledge or life experiences prior to adulthood can influence leadership and
leader development. Although the ideal study design for such research would be longitudinal,
cross-sectional and retrospective designs are also useful, particularly for examining how early
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life experiences are related to adult leadership (Murphy & Johnson, 2011, AB #3). Practically,
this research helps organizations to understand the importance of early childhood and adolescent
experiences and their relationship to leadership and leadership skills in adulthood. In a military
setting, the relationship between childhood/adolescent experiences and leadership is important
for a couple reasons. First, if early life experiences impact leadership ability in adulthood, then
biographical data measures (i.e., scales measuring past experience, background, and behavior;
Hough, 2010) can be used for the recruitment, selection, and placement of individuals best suited
for certain types of leadership positions. Second, military organizations, for example the Army,
can provide young Soldiers with experiences that are shown to benefit leadership later in life.

Alternative Research Approaches

Now that the critical considerations regarding leader development and leadership
development conceptualizations have been discussed, we turn our attention to methodological
issues and alternative research approaches present within the literature. The study of leader
development and leadership development inherently involves methodological challenges. For
example, leader development and leadership development involve multiple levels for potential
study, such as within- and between-person effects, dyadic or matched pairs of individuals, and
the effects of teams and organizations (Day & Thornton, 2018, AB #7). Although leader
development and leadership development research is complex and presents obstacles, it also
presents opportunities for future research to address. Various alternative research methodologies
exist that can help mitigate challenges present in more common methods (e.g., survey data and
cross-sectional research). For example, studies with multiple observations of the same
individuals over time allow for the examination of within-person and between-person effects.
Longitudinal designs are better able to address the factor of time in leader development and
leadership development and the study of developmental trajectories (Day et al., 2009a, AB #1).
Furthermore, leader development and leadership development research is greatly strengthened by
quasi-experimental research design allowing for stronger conclusions with respect to causality
(Avolio et al., 2009, AB #9). Moreover, leadership is an inherently social phenomenon and
social network methodology is a promising methodology for understanding the complex social
networks of leaders and the collectives they belong to (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23). Although no
research design is free from challenges or drawbacks, findings from studies utilizing the
alternative research approaches mentioned above provide valuable insight into the complexity of
leader development and leadership development. Therefore, the following section outlines
information bearing on the use of these alternative research approaches in the leader
development and leadership development literature.

Longitudinal Research Design

Leader development and leadership development is primarily concerned with change.
When development is the focus of a study, a longitudinal research design is the most appropriate
methodology (Day et al., 2009a, AB #1). Longitudinal research is a costly and difficult endeavor.
Nevertheless, longitudinal research is a necessity in answering important questions related to
change over time (Day, 2011, AB #2). Longitudinal research is conducted for many reasons: (a)
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identifying and describing intraindividual change, (b) identifying and describing individual
differences in intraindividual change, (c) identifying interrelationships among variables over
time, (d) analyzing the causes of intraindividual change, and (e) analyzing the causes of
individual differences in intraindividual change (Baltes & Nesselroade, 1979). Cross-sectional
survey research is simply unable to answer any of these questions.

Although research designs with more than two waves of data collection are better than
cross-sectional designs, they are not considered to be truly longitudinal (Day, 2011, AB #2).
Longitudinal research can be defined as “emphasizing the study of change and containing at
minimum three repeated observations (although more than three is better) on at least one of the
substantive constructs of interest” (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010, p. 97). The methodological
features that define longitudinal research and studies of change include: (a) at least three waves
of data, (b) an outcome that changes systematically over time, and (c) a sensible metric for
tracking time such as days, months or years (Singer & Willett, 2003). Designs with two waves of
data collection may be better than cross-sectional data but are more restrictive with respect to
assumptions and only allow the modeling of linear change (Singer & Willett, 2003).

Although two-wave research designs or quasi-longitudinal studies provide valuable
contributions to the literature on leader development and leadership development, these designs
are still limited in the inferences that can be made them (Day, 2011, AB #2). For example, the
Management Progress Study of leader development and leadership development at AT&T that
began in 1956 (Bray et al., 1974), is one of the best-known early studies in the leader
development literature. However, data was only consistently collected in the first two assessment
periods and some measures were changed or dropped by the third assessment period. Despite the
quasi-longitudinal nature of this study, valuable insights and conclusions that were gleaned from
the data paved the way for future leader development and leadership development studies.
Another influential set of leadership studies that consisted of two waves of data were published
as a part of the Fullerton Longitudinal Study (FLS) and were previously discussed in this
literature review (Gottfried et al., 2011, AB #12; Guerin et al., 2011, AB #13; Oliver et al., 2011,
AB #17; Reichard et al., 2011, AB #18). The FLS as a whole had a longitudinal design, but the
leader development portions only included two waves of data.

The Management Progress Study and the FLS were solely focused on individual leader
development, whereas other studies with two waves of data collection have been able to
incorporate peer perspectives on emerging leaders (Kalish & Luria, 2016, AB #22). Peer and
subordinate perceptions are critical to consider because such perceptions may impact both the
emergence of leadership and the development of leadership over time. Kalish and Luria (2016,
AB #22) studied a group of high school graduates in a military boot camp over the course of two
days. Kalish and Luria were interested in whether the attributes that peers used to assess
emerging leaders would shift from more observable attributes (i.e., physical ability), which are
immediately apparent, to attributes that were more covert and tended to emerge over time (i.e.,
cognitive ability). During the first day of the boot camp, participants with higher levels of
physical ability were more likely to be perceived as leaders by their leaders. On the other hand,
participants with higher levels of cognitive ability were more likely to be perceived as leaders at
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the end of the boot camp. Additionally, participants with high levels of physical ability were
more likely to perceive other similarly physically abled participants as leaders at both time
points, whereas participants with higher cognitive ability perceived similar participants as leaders
only at the end of the camp. These findings indicate a similarity bias in leader perceptions.
However, these findings do speak to how this similarity bias shifts over longer periods of time,
nor do the findings highlight how biased leader perceptions impact the emergence and
development of leaders. These gaps represent a promising avenue for longitudinal leader
development and leadership development research. More generally, the findings from this study
demonstrate that peer perceptions of the skills and abilities of emerging leaders change over time
and the factors peers use to judge leadership shift over time as well. On a basic level, these
findings highlight the critical need for more longitudinal research to investigate this phenomenon
over longer periods of time, as the Kalish and Luria (2016, AB #22) study was only quasi-
longitudinal with two time points over the course of two days. More specifically, the findings
underscore the need to investigate the mechanisms by which shifting peer or subordinate
perceptions impact leader development over time. It may be that social or developmental
interventions can be put in place to mitigate negative effects and/or enhance positive effects
stemming from these perceptions.

The previously discussed special issue of The Leadership Quarterly (Riggio & Mumford,
2011), which contained articles detailing the FLS, also contained articles that met the criteria for
being considered as a longitudinal study with three or more waves of data collection (Li et al.,
2011, AB #16; Harms et al., 2011, AB #14; Day & Sin, 2011, AB #11). Li and colleagues
studied the influence of intelligence, self-esteem, and family socioeconomic status on leader
emergence using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 (U.S. Department
of Labor). Self-esteem was found to have a significant and positive effect on leader role
occupancy for men and women and leadership advancement (operationalized as number of
employees supervised) for women. Consistent with other research in the same special issue,
general mental ability was unrelated to developmental trajectories of either leader role occupancy
or advancement (Gottfried et al., 2011, AB #12). Another interesting finding was that family
socioeconomic status was negatively related to the leadership advancement for women.

In yet another study published in the special issue of The Leadership Quarterly (Riggio &
Mumford, 2011), Harms et al. (2011, AB #14) analyzed the developmental trajectories of
leadership ratings of West Point cadets in relation to subclinical personality traits. Over the
course of three years at West Point, ratings of the 12 sub-facets of cadet’s Periodic
Developmental Review (PDR) were tracked. PDRs represent an evaluation instrument filled out
by each cadet’s immediate supervisor(s). The 12 sub facets of the PDR have been confirmed by
factor analysis and include categories such as Communication Skill, Response to Feedback, and
Interpersonal Fairness, among others. Each of the PDR facets showed increases over time, with
the subclinical traits explaining 11%-17% of the variance in the PDR dimensions. As
hypothesized, the Skeptical and Imaginative traits were negatively related to leader development.
However, the Cautious, Bold, Colorful, and Dutiful traits were positively related with
development over time across multiple facets.
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The final longitudinal study in the special issue examined the developmental trajectory
of leader effectiveness ratings in relation to leader identity, goal orientation, and adult
development processes (Day & Sin, 2011, AB #11). Undergraduates in a 13-week leadership and
team building course, were rated by their team adviser on their leader effectiveness on four
occasions. There was a significant negative linear trend in leader effectiveness ratings, but also a
positive quadratic trend, indicating a slight increase in leader effectiveness at the end of the
course. Leader identity was positively related with effectiveness over time. Learning-goal-
orientation was related to higher initial effectiveness and to the quadratic trend, therefore
indicating that a learning-goal-orientation was more adaptive. Avoidance-goal-orientation was
negatively related to initial effectiveness. However, contrary to predictions, participants who
were lower in avoidance-goal-orientation had a steeper decline in effectiveness over time. Lastly,
the data was analyzed in order to find unobserved subpopulations, or classes. In other words,
although category membership was unknown to the group members, category membership was
inferred through data analysis. In the overall sample, two latent trajectories were identified: the
larger and dominant class (N= 1118) had an overall negative trajectory with stabilization at the
second and third time points. Conversely the smaller, nondominant class (N=131) had a positive
linear developmental trajectory. It was found that individuals that were more selective in the
goals they were setting were more likely to be in the nondominant positive linear trajectory

group.

The longitudinal studies outlined above made critical contributions to leadership
development research. Li et al. (2011, AB #16) found that general mental ability was unrelated to
developmental trajectories of leader emergence over time. These findings extend previous
research from Gottfried et al. (2011, AB #12), who found that childhood/adolescent intelligence
did not predict motivation to lead in adulthood. In other words, intelligence, or general mental
ability, as measured throughout the lifespan does not predict leader emergence or development in
adulthood. However, all three of the truly longitudinal studies summarized highlight the
relevance of individual differences (i.e., self-esteem, goal orientation, leader identity, subclinical
personality traits) on the developmental trajectories of leaders both in terms of leader emergence
(Lietal., 2011, AB #16) and leader effectiveness or performance (Day & Sin, 2011, AB #11;
Harms et al., 2011, AB #14). Perhaps the most critical finding was that of Day and Sin (2011,
AB #11), who found that over a 13-week time period ratings of leader effectiveness during a
developmental course did not linearly increase, but rather displayed a quadratic trend in which
effectiveness decreased and only increased slightly towards the end of the course. These findings
are consistent with theoretical perspectives which suggest that leader development does not
always imply positive and linear change (Day & Sin, 2011, AB #11).

Practically, these findings demonstrate that general mental ability is not a critical factor to
consider with respect to leader emergence. The findings demonstrate that other motivational and
personality factors play a more critical role. Although general mental ability (GMA) might be
ultimately critical to leader performance or the development of more specific leadership skills,
GMA appears to be unrelated to who emerges as a leader. For practical and research purposes,
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these studies show that it is not reasonable to expect development to be solely positive and
linear. In fact, there are likely to be individual differences in developmental trajectories.

In sum, development inherently takes time to occur, and longitudinal research is
necessary and critical in order to understand leader development and leadership development
over time. Many variables impact leader emergence, effectiveness, and perceptions of
effectiveness during the duration of this process. In other words, certain traits (e.g., self-esteem,
general mental ability, goal orientation) predict who emerges as leaders. Yet, the traits people
use to judge leadership effectiveness shift as time moves forward. Importantly, leader
effectiveness may have a curvilinear trajectory, rather than a linear trajectory, thereby implying
that leader effectiveness may not be stable over time. By understanding these patterns of leader
development over time, scholars and practitioners are better able to map progress, foster positive
change, and aid in the development of leaders along the career path. This understanding of
leadership trajectories over time is particularly important in a military setting, as individuals
typically move up in rank and take on increasingly more leadership duties as they move forward
in their military career.

Quasi-Experimental Research Designs

Longitudinal research designs are not a panacea for the methodological shortcomings in
leader development and leadership development research. Another way in which more rigor can
be introduced is through experimental and quasi-experimental research designs (Avolio et al.,
2009, AB #9). Experimental and quasi-experimental research designs are able to address issues
of causality that even well-designed longitudinal designs are unable to address. By and large,
leadership interventions that are based on experimental or quasi-experimental designs have been
shown to have a positive effect even when considering the category of intervention, the type of
organization, level of leadership targeted, and outcomes measured (Avolio et al., 2009, AB #9).
Pygmalion leadership interventions are characterized by leaders’ high performance expectations,
creating a supportive climate, and attributing subordinate success to the individual’s own internal
causes, which in turn relates to improved subordinate performance (Eden et al., 2000).
Interestingly, Avolio et al. (2009, AB #9) found that Pygmalion leadership interventions
demonstrate the largest effect sizes with respect to intervention success relative to newer (e.g.,
transformational or charismatic) and traditional (e.g., leader-follower exchange or reinforcement
behaviors) interventions. Due to this finding, future research involving leadership interventions
should take into account leader expectations, particularly with respect to newer theories of
leadership (e.g., transformational leadership), in order to determine which aspects of leadership
interventions are impactful above a shift in expectations (Avolio et al., 2009, AB #9).

Leadership interventions with experimental or quasi-experimental designs must also take
into account the interaction between leadership theory and criteria in how effective an
intervention is and consider the temporal effects of interventions. Avolio et al. (2009, AB #9)
found that while Pygmalion leadership interventions had the largest overall effects, interventions
based on newer theories had larger effects than traditional interventions when the outcomes
measured were affective or cognitive in nature, whereas the reverse was true when the outcome
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was behavioral. Additionally, fewer than 10% of studies included in the meta-analysis by Avolio
et al. (2009, AB #9) had an intervention that lasted longer than seven days, with the most
frequent intervention lasting an hour or less. Approximately one-third of the studies included had
a longitudinal design to test for within-group effects. For interventions that promise lasting
impacts, it is particularly important to have repeated measures that include multiple posttests to
demonstrate an intervention’s effectiveness over time, as demonstrated by Yeow and Martin
(2013, AB #20). In this study, both the experimental and control groups improved their ratings of
leader satisfaction, leader effectiveness, and extra effort in the first posttest, but only the
experimental group, who received self-regulation coaching in addition to their feedback reports,
demonstrated improvement at the second posttest.

Experimental designs are even stronger when coupled with longitudinal methods. For
example, in a longitudinal field experiment, Lester et al. (2011, AB #15) studied the effects of a
semi-formal mentoring intervention in a sample of West Point cadets over a 6-month period.
Participants in the experimental group were more likely to develop leader efficacy, with those
higher in negative-feedback-seeking having the greatest change in leader efficacy. Using a quasi-
experimental study design with two different cohorts of MBA students, DeRue et al. (2012, AB
#19) demonstrated the benefits of after-event reviews (AERs) in maximizing the value of
learning from experience. The two cohorts did not overlap in the MBA program as the
experimental cohort entered 2 years after the control cohort. AERs were conducted within two
weeks of four developmental experiences that were common to each cohort. The AERs had a
positive main effect on leadership ratings after the developmental experiences, while controlling
for the initial measurement of leadership ratings. Additionally, the participants who were higher
in conscientiousness, openness, and emotional stability showed more benefit from the AERs, as
did the participants who had experienced more developmental challenges in their careers prior to
the MBA program.

The ability to design and conduct true experiments within organizations is oftentimes
unrealistic as there are limited means of random selection and random assignment. Quasi-
experiments offer an avenue to improve attributions of causality in these cases, though not all
quasi-experimental designs are created equal (Cook et al., 1990). Organizations such as the U.S.
Army have aspects of their institutions that are amenable to cohort designs in which one cohort
may serve as a treatment or experimental condition while a preceding or subsequent cohort can
serve as the control group (Cook et al., 1990). The use of these designs ultimately allows
researchers to optimize organizational flexibility and strengthen the causal attributions of their
work as seen in Lester et al. (2011, AB #15) and DeRue et al. (2012, AB #19).

Social Network Analysis

Although the methodological suggestions from above are relatively established
techniques, there are other new and promising methodologies that may provide great benefit to
the field. Leadership research has a long history of shifting paradigms and viewpoints that
dominate the literature at any given point in time (Lord et al., 2017, AB #24). However, a
common thread that runs through this history is the belief that leadership is a relational
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phenomenon (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23). Although this common thread exists, our
understanding and conceptualization of leadership has become more sophisticated (Lord et al.,
2017, AB #24). Contemporary definitions emphasize that leadership is inherently context
dependent, patterned on unique relationships between dyads (e.g., leader and follower), and is
not restricted to only those in formal leader positions (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23). Social
network analysis is a particularly suitable methodology for studying leadership that addresses
more contemporary conceptualizations and allows researchers to study individuals and the
collectives within which the individuals are situated (Carter et al., 2015, AB #21).

Social network analysis can be defined as, “a set of theories, tools, and processes for
understanding the relationships and structures of a network™ (Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010, p. 601, AB
#10). The networks are often visualized as graphs with people within a network represented as
“nodes”, and the relationships between people in the network represented as “links” between
nodes. Aspects of the network can be quantified to capture how influential an individual is within
the network. Some of the common metrics used in social network analysis are betweenness
centrality and indegree centrality. Betweenness centrality is a measure of how often a person is
an intermediary link on the shortest path between two unconnected individuals within a network
(Freeman, 1979). Indegree centrality is a measure of the number of ties that a person has in a
network as reported by the other members of the network (Freeman, 1979). Social network
analysis allows for the assessment of both the individuals in the network (nodes) and the network
as a whole.

With respect to leader development and leadership development, a social network focus
offers a unique approach targeting both individual and collective change. In a survey of leader
development practitioners, a majority report having facilitated development initiatives oriented
on helping an individual improve their networks at work or facilitating the development of an
entire group or collective (Cullen-Lester et al., 2017, AB #23). Development initiatives that are
focused on improving a social network may take a few different approaches: (a) developing an
individual’s general social competence, (b) helping an individual shape a specific network, and
(c) helping a collective collaboratively improve the network quality (Cullen-Lester et al., 2017,
AB #23). Although the network perspective to leader development seems to be quite prevalent,
practice seems to be slightly ahead of leader development and leadership development research
and theory (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23; Cullen-Lester et al., 2017, AB #23).

Social network analysis can be used to answer a wide variety of questions, such as how
leaders emerge within groups (Kwok et al., 2018, AB #25). In a sample of adolescent cadets
enrolled in the Royal Canadian Air Cadet Program, Kwok et al. (2018, AB #25) demonstrated
that the indegree centrality of a cadet (or the number of people that reported a friendship tie to a
cadet) mediated the relationship between that cadet’s leader role identity and their emergence as
a leader (using trainer and peer ratings) during a 6-week training course. The application of
social network analysis to questions related to leader development and leadership development is
relatively new, but offers a lot of promise to the field and its methodology is well suited for more
recent conceptualizations of leader development and leadership development that involve groups
or teams of people (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23).
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Despite the advantages offered in social network analysis, it is not without its own set of
issues and challenges (Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010, AB #10). Social network analysis comes with its
own set of privacy concerns and ethical issues as each individual reports on their relationship
with others by name, making it difficult for anyone to truly opt-out. For example, if Person A
decides to not respond to the survey because Person A believes that the survey will keep them
out of the survey results, Person A may still be included if Person B reports a network tie with
Person A. In this situation, Person A would have to be completely removed from any network
roster that contains reports from other members. Another related issue is that social network
analysis is more sensitive than traditional surveys to missing data. Acquiring accurate individual
and network metrics requires a survey response rate of at least 75% (Borgatti et al., 2006). In the
event that an adequate response rate is achieved to conduct a network analysis, there are issues of
oversimplification and misuse or misinterpreting network metrics (Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010, AB
#10). An overreliance on the visualization of a social network can lead to a misinterpretation of
results, as the same network data can be visualized in a variety of ways to lead to different
conclusions. The overreliance on the visualization of the social network is more of a practitioner
concern. However, researchers can still misuse or misinterpret network measures. For example, a
measure of centrality in a friendship network has a very different meaning than centrality in
reference to an advice network. Additionally, many network metrics can interact with the overall
network size (Anderson et al., 1999). Many of the current social network analysis studies involve
descriptive or case study approaches, but individual and network metrics have the potential to be
used in more rigorous research (Carter et al., 2015; Cullen-Lester et al., 2017).

Social network analysis provides a unique opportunity to assess leadership development
at the collective level. For example, an analysis of network features in different squads or
platoons could be related to overall group performance. Social network analysis could also be
used to evaluate leaders in terms of their influence capabilities and the influence structure of
personnel under their command. The use of sociometric methods in leader development practice
is quite prevalent and is used to help leaders and organizations better understand the social
systems, formal and informal, that are operating within their purview (Cullen-Lester et al., 2017,
AB #23). Though social network analysis and visualization may be more prevalent in practice,
more research is necessary to better understand its impact.

Building the Development Criteria

Now that conceptualization issues, methodological concerns, and alternative research
approaches have been discussed, another critical topic to consider has to do with the
appropriateness of leader development and leadership development criteria. Among the variables
studied in leader development studies, leader emergence and effectiveness are among the most
common. Although these variables are useful criteria for researchers and practitioners to gain a
better understanding of the outcomes and correlates of general leader development, the variables
provide little information as to what specifically is being developed. Additionally, the variables
do not explain the causal mechanisms by which leader development and leadership development
activities lead to emergence and effectiveness, nor do the variables explain possible feedback
loops and reciprocal relationships. Moreover, the tasks and responsibilities inherent in most
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leadership roles require a certain level of proficiency with respect to certain knowledge, skills,
and abilities, especially at more senior strategic leadership positions. Oftentimes, organizations
identify groups or clusters of knowledge, skills, and abilities that the organizations deem to be
critical to their goals. However, organizations often lack a clear understanding of how to help
leaders develop those required skills and competencies. Clearly, more work is needed in this
research domain regarding our understanding of the skills and competencies needed for any
given leadership position, how to develop those skills and competencies, as well as explaining
causal mechanisms. The following section outlines suggestions for addressing these literature
gaps, because the literature would benefit greatly from an improved understanding of
development and utilization of more specific criteria.

Advancing Beyond Emergence and Effectiveness

Many of the studies discussed previously in this review used leader emergence or leader
effectiveness as metrics of leader development. Although understanding the factors that
influence emergence and effectiveness as a leader is valuable, these two outcomes lack
specificity with regards to the skills and behaviors that are being developed. The skills and
behaviors that contribute to an individual’s emergence as a leader do not necessarily imply that
the person will be effective in that capacity. Moreover, effectiveness ratings are often too broad
to gain a better understanding of what contributed to others’ perceptions of their effectiveness.

However, beyond these two common leader development and leadership development
criteria, there are a variety of taxonomies that outline requisite skills and capabilities that are
relevant to leadership. These skills models are typically behaviorally based and are often
developed in a bottom-up fashion (Campion et al., 2011). One such model is the leadership skills
strataplex, which attempts to capture the leadership skill requirements at different organizational
levels (T.V. Mumford et al., 2007, AB #27). The leadership skills strataplex is organized around
four broad categories: (a) cognitive skills, (b) interpersonal skills, (¢) business skills, and (d)
strategic skills. Each broad category has a number of subskills that were previously proposed or
studied (e.g., active learning and critical thinking as cognitive subskills). Another model of
leadership capabilities was proposed with a specific focus on general capabilities that the authors
thought were developable, which include: (a) self-management capabilities, (b) social
capabilities, and (c) work facilitation capabilities (McCauley & Van Velsor, 2004). Yet another
model focuses specifically on the cognitive component, proposing nine critical cognitive skills
necessary for leader performance: (a) problem definition, (b) cause and goal analysis, (¢)
constraint analysis, (d) planning, (e) forecasting, (f) creative thinking, (g) idea evaluation, (h)
wisdom, and (i) sensemaking (M.D. Mumford et al., 2017, AB #34). Each of these skills-based
models has a leader-centric approach in which the improvement of leadership outcomes is
assumed to be mostly dependent upon the qualities of an individual leader.

In seeking to outline the skills and behaviors necessary for leadership development at the
collective level, Friedrich et al. (2009) proposed three domains of collective leadership behavior:
communication, network development, and leader-team exchange. In a low fidelity leadership
simulation, Friedrich et al. (2016, AB #33) examined how each behavior was used in response to
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different written scenarios that varied based on the focus of the task (i.e., strategic or innovation
focus), type of problem to be resolved (i.e., task- or person-focused) and the network
characteristics of the hypothetical team involved (i.e., network size, network density, network
embeddedness). Leader-team exchange behaviors were used more in innovation scenarios and
task-focused problems. Communication and network development behaviors were used more in
strategic change than in innovation scenarios. The only network characteristic that influenced the
collective leadership behavior was embeddedness, in that they were used more in less embedded
teams.

Given the conceptualization of leader development as a long-term process, some
proximal indicators of leader development at both the individual and collective levels have been
proposed as signs that development is occurring (Day & Dragoni, 2015, AB #6). At the
individual level, along with specific knowledge and skills, components of an individual’s self-
concept have been advanced as proximal indicators of development (i.e., leadership self-efficacy,
leader self-awareness, and leader identity). The reasoning is that if a person views themselves as
a leader, has a high degree of confidence in their ability to behave as a leader, and has an
accurate self-perception of their ability as a leader, they will have a greater chance at further
developing relative to those who do not hold the same views about themselves (Hannah et al.,
2008). At the collective level, when teams feel psychologically safe, possess an awareness of
each team member’s expertise, and share a similar mindset regarding leadership, the collective’s
capacity for leadership development becomes more likely (Day & Dragoni, 2015, AB #6).

Assessing Leadership Competencies

Although the skills- and behavior-based leadership models discussed above represent
promising directions for assessing leader development and leadership development, another
approach also represents a fruitful direction for future work. That is, competency models as
criteria for leader development and leadership development. Many leader development and
leadership development initiatives are framed around the development of leadership
competencies. The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) defines a competency as, “a
measurable pattern of knowledge, skills, abilities, behaviors, and other characteristics that an
individual needs to perform work roles or occupational functions successfully” (OPM, n.d.).
Competency models are multifaceted and are typically linked to organizational strategy more
than skills-based models are (Campion et al., 2011). Moreover, competency models are usually
developed in a top-down fashion, they describe how competencies can change or progress for a
given employee level, and competency models sometimes include considerations of future job
requirements (Campion et al., 2011). Though there have been many critiques of competency
models, the models are useful frameworks for conceptually linking organizational strategy to
leader development processes (Campion et al., 2011; Day et al., 2009b, AB #28). Competencies
can be difficult to assess, often as a result of conceptual ambiguity (Stevens, 2013). However,
when well defined and based on sound theory and methodology, competencies are easier to
measure and produce more generalizable results (Stevens, 2013).
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Among the most common methods of competency ratings is the use of 360-degree ratings
from supervisors, peers, and direct reports. Previously discussed articles (Braddy et al., 2014, AB
#30; Gentry et al., 2015, AB #32), utilized the Benchmarks® assessment (Center for Creative
Leadership, 2007), which contains measures of task-oriented and relationship-oriented leader
behaviors as well as behaviors indicative of career derailment. Another common way in which
competencies are assessed is through the use of assessment centers. In examining the effect of
global work experience on a strategic thinking competency, Dragoni et al. (2014a, AB #31)
utilized assessor ratings from five different assessment center activities, which included a
behavioral interview, in-basket, and three meetings (i.e., with direct report, customer, and team).

In a longitudinal field study, Dai et al. (2010, AB #29) examined competency growth of
financial service managers in a leader development program. Each manager was rated by their
supervisor, three peers, and three direct reports on 67 competencies that were representative of 6
factors. Separately, each competency was rated by the test publisher for degree of developmental
difficulty. Managers exhibited greater improvements on competencies they selected for
development compared to those that were not selected, a change that was greater than would be
expected by regression to the mean. Additionally, the managers exhibited smaller improvements
on competencies that were identified as difficult to develop. Interestingly, there was no
significant effect of developmental difficulty on the selection of competency for development by
managers.

Beyond the use of self-report surveys, 360-degree ratings, and assessment center ratings,
there are a limited number of options for assessing leader competencies. One intriguing avenue
for assessing leader development is through social network analysis. Although much of the
research involving social network analysis is descriptive in nature, there is a growing call for
utilizing network analytic approaches to validate models of leader development and interventions
(Cullen-Lester et al., 2017, AB #23). For example, social network analysis could be used to
better understand the informal structures within a team (e.g., trust, communication, or advice
ties), and whether a leader has the competence and skills to improve those structures (Cullen-
Lester et al., 2017, AB #23). Social networks can be studied in order to assess how individual
differences relate to an individual’s network, how a leader shapes their social network, and how
the structure of an individual’s network or their position within it influences leadership
outcomes, such as leader development.

Another promising application of social network analysis is in the study of relative
leader-member exchange, or the examination of how an individual’s relationship with a leader
relative to their coworkers within a team influences outcomes (Hu & Liden, 2013; Sparrowe &
Liden, 2005). Given the importance of supervisors and organizational context in the leader
development and leadership development process, this avenue of research could prove valuable
in understanding how social influence develops and functions in a complex team context
(Sparrowe & Liden, 2005). Given the prevalence of digital technologies in the workplace,
leadership networks can also be studied by using more unobtrusive means, such as digital
communication data, instead of being reliant on self-report survey data (Carter et al., 2015, AB
#23). Although the methodology and theory are still emerging, social network analysis is a
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methodology capable of capturing the dynamic and complex nature of leadership in a manner
that is unique from previous methodologies (Carter et al., 2015, AB #23; Cullen-Lester et al.,
2017, AB #23; Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010, AB #10).

Developmental Experiences, Readiness, and Leader Identity

So far, we have discussed topics surrounding the conceptualization of leader development
and leadership development, methodological concerns, such as alternative research approaches,
as well as building criteria for leader development and leadership development. However,
extending beyond these topics, a final consideration worth discussing involves the components
of experience that are critical to development, as well as identifying who will best capitalize on
development. One of the primary ways in which leaders are expected to develop is through
experience. Whether it be formal job training, challenging and novel job assignments, or self-
initiated experiences, there is an intuitive link between experience and the development of
leadership skills. One of the many challenges in making the clear connection between experience
and development is deciding the best way to capture the components that make an experience
developmental in nature. In other words, it is important to determine what features of
assignments are thought to be developmental and it is also important to determine how those
features should be measured. In the event that those features are appropriately captured, it is not
a given that individuals will respond to developmental experiences in the same way. Some
individuals will inevitably be more capable and ready than others to capitalize on developmental
experiences. Accounting for the components of experience that are critical to development and
identifying who will best capitalize on development are two of the most important issues
organizations must consider as the organizations develop their future leaders.

Developmental Experiences

One of the foundational tenets of leader development research is that development is
driven heavily by experience. Although this tenet makes intuitive sense, defining how experience
drives development has proved a much greater challenge. Experience can be conceptualized into
quantitative and qualitative components (Tesluk & Jacobs, 1998). The quantitative component is
often conceptualized in terms of the length of time performing a job. The quantitative component
may also be conceptualized as the length of time or number of times a task has been performed.
The qualitative component of experience can be conceptualized in terms of variety of different
tasks and responsibilities within a job, how challenging the tasks within a job are, or how
complex the tasks are within a job. Research has shown that it is much more than just tenure
within a career, job, or organization, but rather the qualitative aspects of experience that are most
impactful for development.

Research by the Center for Creative Leadership led to the development and validation of
the Developmental Challenge Profile (DCP), a tool to assess developmental potential in
management positions (McCauley et al., 1994). DCP identified six factors of managerial
positions that contribute to development: unfamiliar responsibilities, proving yourself,
developing new directions, high stakes, managing business diversity, and job overload. In the
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interest of assessing the qualitative components of self-development activities, Orvis and
Ratwani (2010, AB #41) proposed five key aspects of these activities: content relevancy, learner
engagement, challenge, structure, and experiential variety (please see AB #41 for a listing of
these five attributes and their definitions). The leader self-development process is modeled in
Reichard and Johnson (2011, AB #46), though an important component of the model is the
organizational context within which leaders are engaging in self-development. Though leader
self-development may be more cost-effective than formal leadership education and training, the
organization must strategically prepare the context within which self-development is occurring.

Leader development via experience gets more complex when you consider that certain
leadership skills become increasingly more important at higher levels of leadership (T. V.
Mumford et al., 2007, AB #27). In a study of U.S. government employees, the skill requirements
for four broad leadership skills (i.e., cognitive, interpersonal, business, and strategic) were
examined in relation to organizational level (T. V. Mumford et al., 2007, AB #27). The skill
requirements for all four skills were positively related with organizational level, but the type of
skill moderated the relationship because strategic and business skills became increasingly
important (i.e., had the steepest slopes) at the higher organization levels. In a separate study, it
was found that developmental challenge as rated by focal leaders (measured using the
Developmental Challenge Profile) displayed curvilinear relationships with interpersonal and
business leadership skill development as rated by supervisors (DeRue & Wellman, 2009, AB
#40). DeRue and Wellman noted that this finding supported the notion that there might be
diminishing returns with work assignments that were too challenging. However, strategic
leadership skill development exhibited a positive linear relationship with developmental
challenge, indicating that different skills were likely to develop differently in response to job
challenges.

In a large-scale cross-sectional study of Army officers, Mumford et al. (M. D. Mumford
et al., 2000a, AB #35) studied how more specific leadership skills differed at different levels of
experience by comparing junior, mid-level, and senior level officers. Mumford et al. found that
skill increases in complex problem solving, solution construction, and creative thinking were
associated with work assignments characterized by the following: problems with multiple
components, long-term planning, novel and ill-defined problems, diverse experiences, autonomy,
and boundary spanning assignments. Additionally, Mumford et al. found that basic technical
training had a stronger relationship to skill increases from junior to mid-level officers, whereas
advanced professional training that emphasized the development of complex problem-solving
skills had a stronger relationship with skill increases moving from mid-level to senior officers.
Both of these studies highlight that certain leadership skills become increasingly important at
higher levels of organizational leadership, and that certain types of work experiences contribute
more than others to development (M. D. Mumford et al., 2000a, AB #35; T. V. Mumford et al.,
2007, AB #27).

Clearly, type of experience plays a large role in the leader development process.
Experiences do not need to be formal leader development programs either, as demonstrated by
Seibert et al. (2017, AB #56). Informal development opportunities experienced by first-line
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managers (i.e., developmental job challenge and developmental supervision) were related to
supervisor ratings of leadership effectiveness and promotability, largely via the manager’s
leadership self-efficacy. Formal developmental experiences proved influential when there were
either low or high levels of informal developmental experiences. Specifically, in relation to
strategic thinking, the accumulation of work experience, or the varied number of roles (i.e.,
contributor, manager, lead strategist) an individual has had in completing a leadership-related
task was shown to be related to the strategic thinking ability of executive leaders (Dragoni et al.,
2011, AB #44). Further study of experiences in relation to strategic thinking found that global
work experience (i.e., international work assignments, managing multinational businesses, and
building multicultural relationships) was positively related to strategic thinking ratings of upper-
level managers (Dragoni et al., 2014a, AB #31). These relationships were stronger if the global
work experience occurred in a more culturally different context than the manager was used to.

Although it makes intuitive sense that developmental experiences aid in leadership skill
development, experiences do not occur in a vacuum. The context within which a leader develops
is also quite important. As leaders develop and adjust to evolving roles, having supportive
supervision in the form of role modeling and provision of job information helps leaders better
understand their role and more appropriately allocate their time in leading others (Dragoni et al.,
2014b, AB #48). Leaders with greater access to feedback display greater skill development as
reported by their supervisors (DeRue & Wellman, 2009, AB #40). Having supportive
supervision can be particularly important for younger leaders. A study of West Point cadets
found that cadets in a semi-formal 6-month mentorship program had higher post intervention
levels of leader efficacy compared to their nonmentored peers, and that leader efficacy was
positively related to a cadet’s performance ratings (Lester et al., 2011, AB #15). Ultimately the
benefits of having a supportive developmental environment extend beyond just the skills that
leaders are developing. Organizational support for development (e.g., training, workshops,
leader-member exchange, career mentoring), when employees perceive future career
opportunities within an organization, is related to better performance