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“The greatest leader is not necessarily the one who does the
greatest things. He is the one that gets the people to do the
greatest things.” (Comment by Ronald Reagan, former
U.S. President)

Abstract With increasing importance of organizational effectivity and efficiency
measures like Balanced Scorecard and optimization of employee work behavior to
achieve higher organizational efficiency, Human Resource activities concerning
leadership development and academic leadership research are growing. Throughout
the course of the twentieth century, a multitude of empirical studies show primarily
positive relationships between different constructs of leadership models and desir-
able variables of organizational behavior. It becomes apparent, though, that in
academic research the selection of analyzed leadership models and their conse-
quences is very heterogeneous. This Master Thesis has the objective to contribute
to Leadership Research by applying a comparative empirical study in the–until
today–often neglected study population of in-house and sales personnel within the
pharmaceutical industry. For this purpose, an online employee survey with N ¼ 137
participants from a leading pharmaceutical company in Germany was conducted.
Based on contemporary leadership theory, a range of Hypotheses regarding conse-
quences of modern leadership models is empirically tested. The results of the study
reconfirm Identification with Manager, Trust & Loyalty and Employee Satisfaction
as consequences of Authentic as well as Transformational leadership. Work context
as in-house vs. sales setting shows moderating effects on some of the leadership-
consequences relationships. As the research involves multiple structurally different
variables as well as constructs and compares feedback of different study populations,
tangible management implications to boost desirable work attitudes and behaviors
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can be derived and appropriately adapted to match the respective work context.
Ramifications for future scientific research are also presented.

1 The Importance of Leadership for Corporate Success

Today’s organizational and business environments become heavily disrupted by
challenges stemming from political, economic, social or technological currents and
trends. The pharmaceutical industry, for example, faces strains like global, regional
or local pressures on product pricing, new Market Access hurdles, compliance
guidelines and regulations, competition from innovative, generic or biosimilar
companies as well as the advent of digital business models that put corporations
under pressure to be effective and efficient. Human Resource (HR) departments
evaluate how to best deal with one of the companies’ most important resource: their
employees. Therefore, leadership is key in organizations’ strive for long-term
success and financial performance. In order to contribute to leadership research
and its positive outcomes for organizations’ success, this work’s main objective is
to provide an overview of relevant leadership theories, to summarize current scien-
tific literature on consequences of leadership and to empirically test relationships
between leadership and defined work attitudes and behaviors. A secondary objective
is to close research gaps regarding leadership in different work contexts, esp. with
regards to pharmaceutical sales and in-house personnel.

2 The Concept of Leadership

Burns (1978) stated that “Leadership is one of the most observed, yet least under-
stood, phenomena on earth” (p. 3). This indicates that both the scientific and
managerial community operates with various definitions of leadership. Vecchiotti’s
(2018) chronological perspective of leadership definition development starts with a
patriarchic view based on characteristics of men situated in positions of authority.
Over time, the role of subordinates was recognized and leadership encourages
implementers to contribute to achieve mutually agreed goals. A paradigm shift due
to new aspects like collaboration, teamwork, work-life balance, continuous feedback
and learning becomes apparent (Vecchiotti 2018). Consequently, the following
definition best reflects the latest view: “Leadership is a long-term, value-based
process that encourages leaders and implementers to initiate actions that contribute
to achieving a common purpose, and to willingly make significant contributions in
meeting mutually agreed to goals.” (Vecchiotti 2011, p. 6). Leadership, by its
processual character, is a construct that has to be considered ambiguous, polymor-
phic and multifaceted. Von Rostenstiel’s Leadership Model (Fig. 1) comprehen-
sively describes the various components and entry points for leadership theory and
research (von Rosenstiel 2001).
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Von Rosenstiel’s Model is an excellent stimulus to look into four different
approaches widely discussed: trait approach, behavioral approach, contingency
approach, as well as two contemporary approaches of positive leadership.

Historically, leaders were described by traits (Galton and Eysenck 1869). In the
1930s and 1940s, leadership research focused on personal characteristics of an
individual and sought to identify personality, social, physical, or intellectual attri-
butes that differentiate leaders from non-leaders. Trait theory was aiming at discov-
ering a built-in set of traits that leaders possess, e.g. “aggressiveness”, “self-control”,
“independence”, friendliness”, or “optimism” (Owens 1973). A famous example is
the “Big 5” Personality Model with the five fundamental dimensions “extraversion”,
“agreeableness”, “conscientiousness”, “emotional stability” and “openness to expe-
rience” (Costa and McCrae 1992; Norman 1963; Tupes and Christal 1961). Aca-
demic research describes “Extraversion” as the most predictive trait of leadership
(Bass and Bass 2008).

Behavioral theory tries to identify the right things effective leaders do, e.g. how
they communicate, motivate, delegate, plan, or handle meetings (Owens 1973). The
most comprehensive example is the Ohio State Studies with the objective to identify
independent dimensions of leadership behavior (Schriesheim and Bird 1979). Two
key dimensions are “Initiating Structure” and “Consideration”. The former describes
task-oriented behavior, e.g. putting high emphasis on work organization, work
relationships, deadlines and goal attainment. The latter refers to people-oriented
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Fig. 1 Von Rostenstiel’s Leadership Model. Source: von Rosenstiel (2001)
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behavior with a focus on mutual trust, respect for subordinates’ ideas, and regard for
their feelings (Fleishman and Peters 1962). One of the biggest contribution of
behavioral theory is the introduction of five leadership styles: (1) the autocratic
leader (who permits little or no freedom, relying on his or her position, knowledge or
power to reward and punish), (2) the bureaucratic leader (who gives clear orders,
relying on the organization’s policies, procedures and rules), (3) the diplomatic
leader (who provides limited freedom, relying on personal persuasion), (4) the
participative leader (who gives a high degree of freedom and accepts group decisions
and majority votes) and (5) the free-reign leader (who lets subordinates operate
freely unless asked for invention) (Owens 1973).

Contingency approaches of leadership comprise three elements: (1) a dimension
of leader behavior (“x”), (2) a criterion by which the effectiveness of the leader may
be determined (“y”), (3) an environmental or situational variable (“z”) (Korman
1972). The focus is on the environmental or situational impact “z”, which influences
the correlation between “x” and “y”. In the 1960s, Fiedler’s Contingency Model is
looking for the proper match between a leader’s style (i.e. task- vs. relationship-
oriented) and the degree to which the situation gives the leader control. If the right
match is achieved, effective group performance follows (Fiedler 1977). According to
Fiedler’s Model, a situation is assessed in terms of three situational dimensions:
(1) leader-member relations, (2) task structure, (3) power situation. The combination
of these dimensions leads to eight possible categories of leadership situations
(Fiedler 1972). Fiedler’s fundamental conclusion is to define two ways to improve
leader effectiveness: (1) Change of the leader in order to fit the situation, or
(2) Change the situation to fit the leader.

Today, two so-called “positive leadership styles” attract high scholarly and
managerial attention: Transformational Leadership (TL) and Authentic Leadership
(AL). Transformational leaders motivate and encourage others to outperform expec-
tations (Podsakoff et al. 1990). The four components of TL are referred to as the “4
I’s”: Idealized influence/charismatic leadership, Inspirational motivation, Intellec-
tual stimulation, and Individualized consideration. As TL is associated with perfor-
mance beyond expectations, this model remains at the forefront of scholarly
attention (Bass and Reggio 2006; Gardner et al. 2010; Yaslioglu and Erden 2018).
At the beginning of the twenty-first century, authentic leadership gained high
scholarly attention and is now among the most prominent leadership styles studied
(Banks et al. 2016; Berkovich 2014; Celik et al. 2016; Walumbwa et al. 2008).
Walumbwa et al. (2008) define AL as a composite of four dimensions: (1) self-
awareness (including an understanding of one’s strengths and weaknesses and being
cognizant of one’s impact on other people), (2) relational transparency (which means
presenting one’s authentic self to others, sharing information and expressing one’s
true thoughts and feelings), (3) balanced processing (which means to objectively
analyze all relevant data before decision making including challenge deeply held
positions), (4) internalized moral perspective (which refers to an integrated form of
self-regulation guided by internal moral standards and values versus outside pres-
sures) (Walumbwa et al. 2008). In sum, AL is a construct that incorporates traits,
behaviors, styles and skills to promote ethical and honest behavior (Covelli and
Mason 2017).
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3 Constructs and Generation of Hypotheses

A recent meta-analytic review by Banks et al. (2016) indicates construct redundancy
of TL and AL, claiming that none of the constructs adds palpable incremental
validity beyond the other. Joo and Nimon (2014) though concluded that both
leadership models are complementary, not substitutable (Joo and Nimon 2014).
Consequently, it is hypothesized that TL and AL both contribute to the relationship
of leadership with various dependent variables by explaining incremental variance.

In line with Zaccaro and Klimoski’s (2002) view that different dimensions of
organizations can moderate the nature of organizational leadership and its anteced-
ents and consequences (Zaccaro and Klimoski 2002), scientific leadership research
has been covering many of these aspects (Golden and Shriner 2017; Charbonnier-
Voirin et al. 2010; Jensen 2013; Kulophas et al. 2015; Zubair and Kamal 2016).
According to Antonakis and Atwater (2002), structural distance can be defined as
physical structure (i.e., physical distance between leader and subordinate), organi-
zational structure (e.g., hierarchical level, span of control), and supervision structure
(i.e., frequency of leader-subordinate interaction). In this work, research partici-
pants’ affiliation to a specific organizational setup (in-house vs. sales staff) of the
collaborating pharmaceutical company is treated as context variable. Its moderating
effect on various leadership-consequences relationships is analyzed. Especially the
physical distance between leader and subordinate is structurally different in both
work settings. When coming to TL’s and AL’s relationship with employee attitudinal
and behavioral constructs, moderation analysis will be carried out on the basis of
participants’ affiliation with one of the two work contexts. Moderation hypotheses in
this work have the structure presented in Fig. 2 below.

Social Identity Theory (SIT) postulates that individuals identify with social
entities, e.g. individuals or organizations, to foster and maintain a positive self-
concept (Tajfel and Turner 1986). Organizations offer employees a multitude of
identification targets, so-called foci. These foci can be an organization as a whole, a
team, or a manager (van Dick 2001). Positive leadership theories should be able to
enhance subordinates’ identification with manager (IM). With respect to the IM
construct, it is expected that both leadership models will contribute to employees’
Identification with Manager:

H1a: Authentic Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’ Identifica-
tion with Manager

H2a: Transformational Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’
Identification with Manager

Moreover, it is hypothesized that the employees’work context (i.e. organizational
unit: in-house staff vs. sales) will have a moderating effect on the AL/TL-IM
relationship:
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H1b: The relationship between AL and IM will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

H2b: The relationship between TL and IM will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

According to West and Farr, Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) describes the
intentional creation, introduction and application of new ideas within a work role,
group or organization in order to benefit role performance, the group or the organi-
zation (West and Farr 1989). In line with previous research, it is expected that both
leadership models contribute positively to employees’ IWB:

H3a: Authentic Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’ Innovative
Work Behavior

H4a: Transformational Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’
Innovative Work Behavior

Moreover, it is postulated that employees’ work context, i.e. their affiliation to
in-house vs. sales teams, will moderate the AL/TL-IWB relationship:

H3b: The relationship between AL and IWB will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

H4b: The relationship between TL and IWB will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

Authen�c 
Leadership

Transforma�onal 
Leadership

Work context
(in-house vs. 

Sales)

Work context
(in-house vs. 

Sales)

[Dependent 
Variable]

[Dependent 
Variable]

Fig. 2 Structure of hypothesized moderator effects. Source: Own representation
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Rousseau et al. (1998) comprehensively describe the nature of the trust construct:
“Trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based
upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p. 394f). It
comprises both exchange processes and an understanding of trust subjects and
objects not limited to an individual. For the purpose of this research, focus is on
the interpersonal aspect of trust between manager (trust subject) and subordinate
(trust object). According to Bass’ expansion of Burns’ TL theory, loyalty is an
outcome of TL, mediated by trust, honesty and further qualities of the leader. This
connection is substantiated in recent studies (e.g. Monzani et al. 2016). Overall, both
leadership models are hypothesized to positively contribute to employees’ Trust and
Loyalty (T&L):

H5a: Authentic Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’ Trust and
Loyalty

H6a: Transformational Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’
Trust and Loyalty

Again, employees’ work context (in-house staff vs. sales team) is expected to
moderate the AL/TL-T&L relationship:

H5b: The relationship between AL and T&L will be moderated by employees’work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

H6b: The relationship between TL and T&L will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

Employee satisfaction (ES) is a construct frequently correlated with leadership in
empirical research. Wong and Laschinger (2013), for example, established a direct
positive relationship between AL and ES. Yang et al. (2011) confirmed a positive
relationship for TL and ES. In this work, a positive relationship between both
leadership models and subordinates’ ES is postulated:

H7a: Authentic Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’ Employee
Satisfaction

H8a: Transformational Leadership will be a positive predictor of subordinates’
Employee Satisfaction

Employees’ work context (in-house staff vs. sales team) will have a moderating
effect on the AL/TL-ES relationship:

H7b: The relationship between AL and ES will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)

H8b: The relationship between TL and ES will be moderated by employees’ work
context (in-house staff vs. sales)
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4 Empirical Assessment of the Models

The statistical software IBM SPSS Statistics 21 including the macro PROCESS
(Version 3.1) was used to test the hypotheses (Hayes 2013). In total, 5 hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted, consisting out of subsequent, identical steps for
each of the five dependent variables. PROCESS Matrix procedure was also chosen
to define and analyze the models evaluating moderating effects. Tests of uncondi-
tional interactions between independent variables and conditional effects of focal
predictors in accordance to values of the moderators are possible.

Data collection for this research project occurred through an online questionnaire
activated from June 17th until/including July 15, 2018. Participating functions were
employees and their first line managers from selected sales, marketing, market
research, market access, medical management, patient care, human resources, com-
munication and further business support teams. N ¼ 247 employees, thereof N ¼ 34
first line managers, were invited. To avoid respondents’ overload, a maximum
duration of 15 min per survey is recommended (Batinic and Bosnjak 2000). With
an average residence time of a bit longer than 11 min this threshold level was met.
N ¼ 143 employees clicked through the entire questionnaire. After initial explor-
atory descriptive data analysis using SPSS, N ¼ 6 respondents were excluded due to
missing data for four or more constructs. All final data analysis is therefore based on
N ¼ 137 respondents. Consequently, the ratio of evaluable cases vs. invited
employees (N ¼ 247) is 55%. Of N ¼ 137 participants, 79 (58%) are female,
58 (42%) are male. The online cohort should quite closely reflect the workforce
structure of companies of the healthcare sector. Regarding age distribution, the
online cohort matches the national distribution of the German working population
very well. An important variable is the affiliation of employees to in-house vs. sales
personnel. In our sample, respondents are almost equally split between in-house
based (N ¼ 76; 55%) and sales employees (N ¼ 61; 45%).

For the operationalization of AL, the ALQ (Authentic Leadership Questionnaire)
as a well-established, theory-driven and validated measurement scale was chosen
(Walumbwa et al. 2008). For the purpose of this research, a German translation of
the ALQ, validated by Peus et al. (2012), was used. The version for external
assessment from employees’ perspective was applied. Internal consistency alphas
(Cronbach’s α) for each of the four subscales and the overall scale were originally
reported to be higher than 0.7 in a cross-cultural validation study (Walumbwa et al.
2008). In the present project, SPSS data analysis shows a high Cronbach’s α of 0.94
for the overall ALQ construct. Responses were collected on a 5-point Likert scale
with pre-determined answer options ranging from (1) “Does not apply at all” to
(5) “Fully applies”; German translations were used, respectively.

TL is operationalized by the GTL (Global Transformational Leadership scale).
This short measure was tested, validated and confirmed by many studies in various
geographical and business contexts (Carless et al. 2000; van Beveren et al. 2017). In
the present analysis, Cronbach’s α of 0.90 confirms its internal consistency. As in the
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original study, the response format was a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) “Does
not apply at all” to (5) “Fully applies”.

Based on an instrument for Organizational Identification (OI) from Mael and
Ashforth (1992), Ullrich et al. (2009) developed a short measure for IM consisting of
three items. The original Cronbach’s α was .69 (Ullrich et al. 2009). Similar to
organizations, teams or workgroups, managers can represent a social category with
which employees identify themselves (Gautam et al. 2004). Therefore, the original
OI instrument was amended to an IM scale. In the present research, a Cronbach’s α
of 0.84 was reached. Consistent with the previous measurement constructs, a 5-point
Likert scale with identical response options was used.

IWB is assessed by nine items derived from Scott and Bruce’s (1994) scale. It has
also proven validity and reliability in the work of Janssen (2000). In accordance to
the theoretical concept described earlier, three items each refer to the aspects of idea
generation, idea promotion and idea realization. Again, a 5-point Likert scale was
applied. Response options now ranged from (1) “Never” to (5) “Always”. Janssen
(2000) reported a Cronbach’s α of 0.95 for this instrument. The present data set
delivers a very acceptable Cronbach’s α of 0.90.

Trust in and loyalty to the leader is operationalized by use of a six item scale of
Podsakoff et al. (1990). The first three items represent the trust component of the
instrument. In turn, the remaining three items stand for employees’ sense of loyalty
to their managers. Again, responses were collected on a 5-point Likert scale with
answer options of (1) “Does not apply at all” to (5) “Fully applies”. In our data set a
Cronbach’s α of 0.93 was reached, pointing to a very good internal consistency.

Additional constructs like Organizational Identification (OI) and Employee Sat-
isfaction (ES) considered in the comprehensive work were operationalized by a
validated 3-item scale from Mael and Ashforth (1992) and a five-item short instru-
ment based on an original scale developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951).

Hypotheses H1a to H8a are tested by application of regression analysis. Hierar-
chical Regression analysis is applied to evaluate the differential explanatory effect of
both Leadership Models, AL vs. TL. Four three-step hierarchical regression analyses
were run with the following dependent variables: IM, IWB, T&L and ES. At step
one of each of the separate calculations, the demographic variables age and sex were
entered to control for covariates. AL was entered at step two as first predictor of
conceptual interest. The second predictor TL was entered at step three. The variables
were introduced stepwise to see if they have an effect over and above covariates.

Table 1 shows the Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s α for all constructs
covered, as well as Intercorrelations.

Due to limited space, not all statistical analyses are presented in detail. Of course,
all analyses and their results are available when contacting the authors. As age and
gender might have effects on the dependent variables of interest, they were entered in
the analyses as control variables.

TL explained additional variance above and beyond AL in Identification with the
Manager, Trust and Loyalty in the leader, and Employee Satisfaction (confirmation
of Hypotheses H1a, H2a, H5a, H6a, H7a, H8a). However, neither AL nor TL explained
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significant variance in Innovative Work Behavior (rejection of Hypotheses H3a,
H4a,).

Nevertheless, when context was included inside the model (moderator:
in-house vs. sales), there was a positive relation between AL and innovative work
behavior for sales, but not for in-house staff (see Fig. 3). Additionally, the moderator
analyses revealed that the relation for both AL and TL and trust and loyalty towards
the leader was stronger in sales than in in-house staff (see Figs. 4 and 5). Conse-
quently, hypotheses H3b, H5b, H6b are confirmed. Hypotheses H4b, as well as H7b and
H8b on moderating influences of context on the relationship between AL/TL and ES
are rejected, though.

5 Summary, Implications and Outlook

Key objective of this work was to empirically test the relationship between leader-
ship and its key consequences. By means of an online survey with 137 employees of
a pharmaceutical company in Germany, the importance of positive leadership
models–Authentic and Transformational leadership–for the occurrence of desirable
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Sales Force

Simple Slopes:
b = -.095, se = .121, t = -.788, CI: -.334, .144
b = .292*, se = .115, t = 2.533, CI: .064, .520

Fig. 3 The moderating influence of work context on the AL-IWB relationship. Source: Own
representation based on SPSS analysis
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work attitudes and behaviors like Identification with Manager, Trust and Loyalty,
and Employee Satisfaction, was documented. This implies that in corporate practice
a positive leadership culture is suitable to stimulate relevant employee actions that
contribute significantly to corporate success.

Based on a comprehensive literature review, AL and TL were identified as the
main contemporary leadership models of interest. Consequently, these approaches
constituted the key independent variables entered both into multiple hierarchical
regression as well as moderation analysis models. As a secondary objective, the
empirical analysis shed light on the pharmaceutical industry sector and expanded
scientific knowledge regarding consequences and potential moderating effects of
work contexts.

Essences of the present empirical research are:

• Positive Leadership Behaviors (AL and TL) are positive predictors of critical
employee attitudes and business targets like Identification with Manager, sub-
ordinates’ Trust and Loyalty, and Employee Satisfaction.

• The empirical research results confirm construct validity and conceptual inde-
pendence of both positive leadership theories, AL and TL.

-1.5

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1
low AL medium AL high AL

Trust and Loyalty

In-office staff

Sales Force

Simple Slopes:
b = .537***, se = .085, t = 6.303, CI: .368, .706
b = .886***, se = .081, t = 10.881, CI: .725, 1.047

Fig. 4 The moderating influence of work context on the AL-T&L relationship. Source: Own
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• Work context, operationalized as in-house vs. sales personnel, significantly
impact some leadership-consequences relationships, i.e. leadership’s relationship
with Trust and Loyalty is significantly moderated by work context (with a
stronger effect in the study population of sales force); for the AL-IWB relation-
ship, a significant moderating effect for sales personnel was also confirmed.

Although an often stated need for quantification of positive leadership behavior in
corporate financial success and target figures was not subject of this investigation,
the confirmed relationships between positive leadership and most of the desirable
work attitudes and behaviors indicate that AL and TL contribute positively to
operating profit.

In addition to the above mentioned financial aspects, hints on positive aspects of
employee behavior, namely Innovative Work Behavior, could be derived. As this
was especially accentuated in the context of customer facing sales personnel, one
could infer that high AL in sales contexts can have a halo effect on sales reps
customer interactions.

In order to achieve corporate goals, a recommendation to pharmaceutical com-
panies is to establish a corporate culture that fosters positive leadership behavior.

-1.2

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

low TL medium TL high TL

Trust and Loyalty

In-office staff

Sales Force

Simple Slopes:
b = .548***, se = .091, t = 6.013, CI: .368, .729
b = .836***, se = .079, t = 10.654, CI: .681, .992

Fig. 5 The moderating influence of work context on the TL-T&L relationship. Source: Own
representation based on SPSS analysis

Leadership Models and Work Behavior: An Empirical Analysis of. . . 57



Leader recruitment, leadership training and development should take the “4 I’s” of
TL and the four aspects of AL as a reference. Specific examples for HR departments
can be to provide platforms and trainings for people managers to develop capabilities
as mentors, coaches and active listeners. In order to be able to act as a positive role
model for employees, leaders should be clear about ethical and moral standards, also
with regards to the specifics of the pharmaceutical industry. Moreover, tools to foster
leaders’ and employees’ self-awareness, a culture that supports transparency and one
of error tolerance would be very beneficial to establish the desirable leadership
styles, hence positive employee attitudes and behaviors.

Although this research shows promising results, a few limitations need to be
mentioned. First, this study has a cross-sectional design. Therefore, longitudinal
investigations could be of interest in order to evaluate intrapersonal developments
over time and if and how they impact job attitudes and behavior. Second, due to
requirements of the collaborating company’s works council in order to ensure
anonymity and maximum data protection, a dyadic approach to collect and analyze
data based on team structures was not allowed. It would be advisable for future
research to collect and use this information in order to enhance data quality and
model reliability by reducing a potentially high amount of additional variance.
Similarly, the actual duration of individual leader-subordinate relationships could
actively be controlled for, as interpersonal relationships including the development
of trust tend to evolve over time. Third, all outcome variables are solely based on
employee self-assessment. This potential for common source bias could be reduced
in future studies if additional sources of feedback and information can be taken into
account, e.g. supervisors’ evaluations of employees’ behavior or secondary data
from more objective performance evaluations. Fourth, the present moderation anal-
ysis is purely based on self-reported organizational allocation to in-house vs. sales
departments. This was used as a surrogate for work context, primarily reflecting
physical distance to the supervisor, which in turn was supposed to impact frequency
and quality of communication. However, quality of leader-subordinate interaction
might be perceived quite differently on a personal level. In future studies, analysis
could therefore be controlled for effective communication frequency and/or per-
ceived quality of communication channel and content of leader-subordinate
exchange.

Despite these limitations and implications for future research, the study provided
various important insights. It seems to be first research project to systematically
analyze the two contemporary positive leadership models Authentic Leadership and
Transformational Leadership in a comparative context of in-house staff and sales
representatives of a single pharmaceutical company in Germany.

In order to build on the current outcomes, the following direction for future
research can be proposed. First, a longitudinal study design could be chosen to be
able to track the development of interpersonal leader-subordinate relationships over
time. Second, recourse to potentially more objective multi-source data to substanti-
ate the expressed employee attitudes and behaviors might be beneficial. Third, the
study could be run in or across different companies and industries to detect signif-
icant differences or communalities. Similarly, the study could be replicated by
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inclusion of different hierarchy levels within companies to assess if team size or span
of control impacts the relationship of leadership and its consequences. Fourth, the
evaluation of antecedents of AL and TL could be added to the research design to
potentially derive implications for people management and personnel development.
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