JleMOHCTPALMOHHBII BAPUAHT U MeTOAUYECKHE PEKOMEHIANHU
1o HanpasJjieHu10 «MeHemxMeHT» (Mpoduinu: «CTparernyeckoe U KOPNOPaTUBHOE
yIpaBJeHne», «YIpaBJeHue YeJ0BeYeCKIMHU pecypcaMm», «YpaBjieHHe NMPOeKTAMU:
NMPOEKTHbIH aHAJN3, HHBECTUIIUH, TEXHOJOTMH peaan3anumn», «KMapKeTuHr,
«MapKeTHHIoBble KOMMYHUKALIMU U PeKJIaMa B COBPEeMEHHOM OH3Hece»)
Ommmmuans! I'Y-BHID 1151 cTy1€HTOB ¥ BLINYCKHUKOB BY30B

MeTounquKne YKazaHusd 1Jisl MOATrOTOBKH K BBIIIOJTHCHHIO OJIUMITMATHOIO 3a/ITaHUA

Onumnuaga Mo MEHEeIKMEHTY MPOBOJIUTCS B paMKaX OTAEIbHBIX MaruCTEPCKUX MPOrpaMM:
«CTparernueckoe M KOPIMOPATUBHOE YIpPaBICHUE», «YIPaBICHHUE YEIOBEYECKUMHU PECypcammy,
«YmpaBieHHe TpPOEKTaMU: TNPOEKTHBIM aHaIW3, WHBECTUIMHM, TEXHOJOTMH peaTu3alun,
«MapxkeTuHr», «MapKeTHHIOBble KOMMYHHKAIIUU U PEKJIamMa B COBPEMEHHOM OU3Hece». YUJacTHUK
OJIUMMHAABI COOOIAET O CBOEM HAaMEPEHUHW BBITIOJHATH PabOTy MO NPODHII0 KOHKPETHOM
MarucTepPCKOU MPOrpaMMbl B MOMEHT PETHUCTPAIUH.

YyacTHHKaM OJMMMMABl TpeuiaraeTcs s BBIMOJIHEHHS OJHO MHCbMEHHOE TBOPYECKOE
3azaHue. Ha BbINIOJIHEHME TBOPYECKOTO 3alaHus OTBOAMTCA 3 (TpU) ACTPOHOMMUYECKHUX dYaca
(180 munyT). TBOpUECKOE 3aMaHKe OlleHUBaETCs Mo 10-0auTbHOM IIKae.

TBopueckoe 3amaHue NPEACTaBISIET COOOM HayuHylO cmamvl0 HA AHSAUNCKOM sA3blKe TIO
npodUITI0 KOHKPETHON MarucTepckoi MporpaMMbl ¢ BOIIPOCAMH JIJISl pa3MbILIUICHUS.

B Xozxe BBHIMONHEHHsS] TBOPYECKOTO 3aJaHUSl YYAaCTHUK OJUMIHUAABI JOJKEH MPOYHTATH
NPEJIOKEHHYI0O HAayYHYIO CTaThio (B TOM YHCIIE, HAMEPEHHO COJAEPIKAIyI0 CIIOPHBIE CYXICHHUS,
TOYKH 3PCHHUS, HETOUHBIC BEIBOJIBI U T.I1.) M, HA OCHOBAaHUHU C(OPMYIUPOBAHHBIX K CTaThe BOIIPOCOB
JUISL pa3MBIIUICHUS, ClIelaTh €€ KPUTUYECKUW aHallu3, N1aTh CBOE OYEHOYHOEe C)iHcOeHue 8
NUCbMEHHOM 8UOE HA PYCCKOM SA3bIKe.

Baosicno nomnume, 4to chopmynrpoBaHHBIE K CTaTh€ BONPOCHI JJIsi Pa3MBIIIJICHUS HE
SIBJITFOTCSI BOIIPOCAaMU-3aJaHHUsIMU, Ha KOTOPBIC YYACTHUKY OJMMITHAIbI HEOOXOAMMO OTBETHUTh.
OHU MMEHHO OIpPEAENSIOT, HO He O2panudueaiom, HANpaBIEHUS IJS pa3MbIIUICHUS B paMKax
KPUTHYECKOTO aHAJIM3a MaTepuaa 1 mpoOaeM CTaThu.

BrinosiHeHUME TBOPYECKOrO 3aJaHusl MPEANoyaraeT HCHOJb30BaHUE IOHATHN, TEOpUM U
KOHIICTIMI, BXOAAIIMX BO 6mopou pasden llporpaMMmbl BCTYNMHMTEIBHOTO HK3aMeHa IO
MEHE/DKMEHTY JJIs TOCTYMaloluX B Maructparypy dakynpTeTa MeHemxmeHnta [Y-BIID -
«Oo61menpodeccuoHaIbHbIE U TEOPETUYCCKHE AUCIUIUIMHBD (M. http://ma.hse.ru/vstupi).

[Ipy moAroToOBKE K OJUMIIHANIE 0c0O0e SHUMAHUe CIENYET YNeNUTh U3YUYEHUIO AUCLUILINH,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX MPO(UII0 BBHIOPAHHOW YYACTHHKOM OJUMIIHAIbI MAaruCTEPCKOW MPOTpamMMbI
(cM. Tabnuy).

Marwucrepckas nporpamma JIMcHUIIMHBL, COOTBETCTBYIONINE TPODUITIO
MarucTepCKOM IpOrpaMmsl
MapkeTuHr MapkeTuHr
MapkeTHHroBble KOMMYHUKALIUH U MapKkeTHHroBblE KOMMYHHUKALIUH
peKiIaMa B COBpEMEHHOM On3Hece
Crparerndeckoe u KOprnopaTuBHOE Crparernueckoe ynpaBieHHE
yIpaBJICHHUE OCHOBBI KOPIIOPATUBHOT'O YIPABIICHUS

Pa3zpaboTka ynpaBieHUeCKUX perieHui
Hcroprueckne 0CHOBBI MEHEKMEHTA

YnpasieHue npoeKTaMu: MPOEKTHBIN VYnpasneHue npoekramu
aHaJIn3, MHBCCTUIIUH, TCXHOJIOI'MHN I/IHHOBaLII/IOHHI:II\/'I MCHECIKMCHT
peanu3anuu AHanu3 GUHAHCOBOM OTYETHOCTH

[Ipon3BOACTBEHHBIN MEHEIKMEHT
VYnpapieHne Ka4eCTBOM

YIpaBieHue 4eJI0BEYECKUMU pecypcamu Teopus opranuzanui



http://ma.hse.ru/vstupi�

VYpapieHue nepcoHagom
Opranu3airoHHOE MOBE/ICHNUE

OnHako A7 MOJYYEeHHs BBICIIMX OICHOK 3a OJMMIIMAJAHOE 33JaHUE PEeKOMEHOVemcs: He
02PaHUNUBAMbCS N3YUYECHUEM TOJIBKO MPOQMIBHBIX TUCLMILIHH.

Hampumep, ycnemHo crupaBuTbCsa ¢ OJMMMIIMAIHBIM 3aJaHUEM, B KOTOPOM pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS
npoOJeMbl  MApKETHHIOBBIX ~ KOMMYHUKAalMH  (JUCUMIIMHA  MarucTepcKodl  Mporpammbl
«MapKeTHHTOBble KOMMYHHKAIIMM U peKjamMa B COBPEMEHHOM OH3HEce»), Oy/leT HEBO3ZMOXKHO 0e3
3HaHUS OCHOB MapKEeTHHIa (JUCLUIUIMHA MaruCTepCKO nmporpaMmsl « MapKETHHI»), a ¢ 3aJaHHEM,
B KOTOPOM pacCMaTpUBAIOTCSA BOIPOCHI CTPATETMM M IOJUTHUKHU YIIPABICHUS YEJIOBECYECKUMHU
pecypcaMu (JUCHMIUIMHA MarucTepcKoi MporpaMMbl «YIpaBJIEHUE YEIOBEUECKUMH PECYPCaMuy),
— 0e3 3HaHUS OCHOB CTPATErMYECKOr0 YIpaBlIEHUS (JUCHUIUIMHA MarucTepcKOW MpOorpamMmbl
«CtpaTernueckoe u KOpIopaTUBHOE YIIPaBIEHUE») U T.1I.

Omeem (KpUTHUYECKUI aHAJIN3 HAYYHOH CTAaThH) JOJHKEH OBITh XOPOIIO CTPYKTYPHPOBAHHBIM,
JIOTUYECKH ITOCJIE0BATEIbHBIM U apTyMEHTHPOBAHHBIM.

IIpp  BBINOJIHEHHWHM  TBOPYECKOIO  3aJaHUSl  YYACTHUKMA  OJUMIIMAJAbLI  JOJDKHBI
IIPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh HE TOJIBKO MOHMMAaHUE TEKCTA CTATBH, IIMPOTY 3HAHUU COOTBETCTBYIOLIMX
MOHATHUH, TEOPHA, KOHIIETIIINH, MPAKTUYECKUX MOJX0/10B, METOJIOB U TEXHOJIOTHH, HO U TITyOHMHY MX
IIOHMMAHHsA, YMEHHE TI'PAMOTHO OIEPUPOBAaTh HMMH, AHAIU3UPOBATb MX B3aMMOCBSA3b, a TaKKe
JIOTUYECKH CBSI3aHHO M apryMEHTHUPOBAHO H3JlaraTb CBOIO TOYKY 3PEHHs, J€JaThb BBIBOJbI, 1aBaTh
KPUTHYECKYIO OLICHKY. Ba)KHBIMU XapaKTEPUCTUKAMU «OTINYHOI0» OTBETA HA TBOPYECKOE 3aJaHUE
JIOJKHBI SIBJIATHCS YMEHUE M3JIaraTh CBOM MBICIH B TEKCTE B CTWJIMCTUKE HAYyYHBIX paboT, a TaKkxke
BIAJICHUE METOJaMM HayyHOW apryMmeHTanuu. IIpHBETCTBYIOTCS CCBUIKM Ha MOHOIpaduH,
npodeccuoHaIbHBIE UCTOYHUKH U JIUTEPATYPY, UX [IUTUPOBAHHE, a TAKXKE MPAKTHUECKUE IPHUMEPHI.



IIpumep TBOpueckoro 3aganus 2011 roga

3ananue. [IpounTaiite cTathio’ 1 c/eaiiTe ee KpUTHUECKHIT aHATIH3.

Census numbers indicate older age groups will increase substantially in the next few years.
Workforce aging is a result of the maturing of baby boomers, increased longevity and a
simultaneous decline in the birth rate (Crampton & Hodge, 1996). Drucker (1997) believes the most
important concern for businesses in the near future will not be technology or economics, but
demographics. Similarly, Reingold (1999) characterizes anticipated demographic changes as
“almost like geological plates, but it’s demographic plates. The graying of America will alter
everything from office furniture to the meaning of work itself. As Americas generation of baby
boomers approaches retirement age, statisticians and demographers are predicting a workforce
vastly different from any time in the past. The impact of workforce aging will be comparable in
magnitude to the baby boom generation, the civil rights movement, and the women’s rights
movement (Bronte & Pifer, 1986). Much of the current workforce is made up of baby boomers,
followed by a considerably smaller generation X (Venneberg, 2006). Many of the most experienced
workers will soon be eligible to retire, and there will be too few knowledgeable, skilled workers to
replace them. A gap in the supply and demand of workers is emerging — a gap that will grow to
perhaps tens of millions of workers (Dychtwald et al., 2006). In addition, the workforce is
becoming more demographically diverse, with people frequently working with others who differ in
age, race, gender, and ethnicity (Tsui et al., 1992).

Changing demographics have created a shortage of skilled and experienced workers, molding
the workplace of the future and “shaping HR management and development practices” (Stein et al.,
2000). These changing demographics have increased the importance of understanding the
characteristics of older workers. For this study, older workers and older supervisors were defined as
age 50 and over. This threshold was chosen because it is the age of eligibility for membership in the
American Association of Retired Persons (AARP), the leading nonprofit, nonpartisan organization
for older individuals in the United States. In addition, research published by AARP (1989, 1994)
defined older workers as age 50 and over.

Traditionally, managers have been older and more experienced than their subordinates.
However, businesses are now hiring older workers for entry-level positions as well as jobs
previously performed by younger workers, thus violating traditional age norms in the workplace
(Lawrence, 1988). As a result of this demographic evolution, older workers are reporting to much
younger supervisors (Perry et al., 1999; Shore et al., 2003) who were promoted into management
positions because of a higher level of education, strategic planning expertise, or information
technology skills (Sopranos, 1999). Younger workers and supervisors were defined in this study as
age 39 and below. This age threshold is consistent with the Federal Age Discrimination in
Employment Act specifying age 40 as the cutoff point between younger and older employees
(Crampton & Hodge, 2007). Moreover, younger workers are normally defined in the literature as
someone under 40 years of age (Smith & Harrington, 1994).

Several problems have been associated with the older-worker-younger-supervisor dyad. For
example, older workers feel uncomfortable taking instructions from supervisors the same age as
their children or grandchildren (Hirsch, 1990; Shellenbarger & Hymowitz, 1994). Younger
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supervisors are reluctant to give orders to workers as old as their grandparents (Hirsch, 1990).
Similarly, younger supervisors with older subordinates may contradict status and age norms that
suggest older, more experienced supervisors should supervise younger, less experienced
subordinates (Perry et al., 1999). Finally, age differences that are not compatible with workplace
status norms may negatively affect the supervisor-subordinate relationship (Tsui et al., 1996).

These issues have created a need for greater understanding of age-related demographics in the
supervisor-subordinate dyad. For example, older workers perceive they obtain less support from
younger supervisors, while younger supervisors believe they receive less loyalty and fewer
contributions from older workers (Tsui et al., 1996). These feelings may be due to incongruence in
social status or violation of expected career timetable (Perry et al., 1999). Older workers also may
perceive younger supervisors as having less wisdom and experience, or as lacking the ability to
obtain resources and use upward influence in the organization. Age differences that are not
consistent with relational age norms, as with an older subordinate, may create negative responses
such as less cooperation and lower support for younger supervisors (Tsui et al., 1996). Finally,
generational differences can contribute to how workers perceive the leadership of their supervisors
(Arsenault, 2004).

This age-reversed dyad can be understood by examining the effects of older workers’
expectations on their younger supervisors leadership behavior — a relationship referred to as the
Reverse Pygmalion effect (Eden, 1984) or upward expectancy effects (Eden, 1990). The lack of
research on upward expectancy effects in the workplace, as well as emerging problems associated
with generational differences, led to this investigation of older and younger workers’ expectations
of their younger supervisors. Gilley et al. (2002) defined one mission of human resource
development (HRD) as “organizational development that results in both optimal utilization of
human potential and improved human performance”. This study addresses that mission by
increasing HRD’s awareness of and ability to respond to this new intergenerational dyadic
relationship of an older worker with a younger supervisor, a phenomenon that is increasingly
critical to improving organizational performance.

The purpose of this research was to examine the Reverse Pygmalion effect by focusing on
upward expectancy effects in the supervisor-subordinate dyad represented by an older worker with
a younger supervisor, as compared to a younger worker with a younger supervisor. Specifically, the
upward expectancy effects examined were the subordinate’s expectations of the supervisor’s
leadership behaviors. These research questions were posed:

1. Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective leadership behaviors than
do younger workers with younger supervisors?

2. Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective leadership behaviors than
do younger workers with older supervisors?

3. Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective leadership behaviors than
do older workers with older supervisors?

4. Do older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisors leadership behavior lower
than do younger workers with younger supervisors?

5. Do older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisors leadership behavior lower
than do younger workers with older supervisors?

6. Do older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisors leadership behavior lower
than do older workers with older supervisors?

Research Method
Study Measures. A questionnaire was developed using constructs from the supervision
literature, input from knowledgeable experts in the field, and interviews with managers and



employees. The two leadership constructs used were worker expectations of their supervisors’
leadership and worker perceptions of the supervisors leadership behavior. Leadership expectations
were measured by the Leadership Expectations Inventory (LEI) developed by Gurie (2002). With
the original LEI instrument, respondents rated their supervisor on 12 items using a five-point Likert
scale from Never to Always. Examples of items: | expect my supervisor to be “overall a strong
leader,” | expect my supervisor to be “an effective communicator,” and | expect my supervisor to be
“a good encourager.” The Cronbach alpha for the original LEI instrument was .96. The original LEI
was adapted for this study because two questions were double-barreled. For the present study, these
double-barreled items were separated into two separate items. This was done because it is
impossible to know which of the two adjectives a respondent is reacting to, and respondents would
not know how to answer if they have differing opinions about the two descriptors (Hair et al.,
2007). In addition, the adjective helpful was added to the construct as another item because this
dimension was suggested in preliminary in-depth interviews as a component of the supervisory
expectations domain. Separation of the two double-barreled items and the addition of the “helpful”
item brought the total number of LEI items to 15 in this study. Reliability of the revised
expectations measure was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha, which revealed an a = .97. The sample
used to assess the reliability was the 319 older and younger workers and supervisors on which the
study’s findings are based.

The face validity of the LEI was established on the basis of input from in-depth interviews of
managers and workers, as well as psychometric experts. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was
used to further assess the validity of the LEI. EFA was chosen because it yields a direct picture of
dimensionality (Hurley et al., 1997). The EFA approach was common factor analysis because it is
more appropriate than principal components analysis when the objective is to identify latent
structures (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Moreover, the Kaiser’s measure of sampling adequacy
was .95, which means the data were appropriate for an exploratory common factor analysis. An
oblique rotation was used because it is also more appropriate for latent variable investigation when
latent variables are expected to have some correlation (Hair et al., 2006). The sample used for the
EFA was the 319 older and younger workers and supervisors on which the study’s findings are
based, which represented a 21.2:1 respondent-to-item ratio. Generally a ratio of between 5:1 and
10:1 is desirable (Hair et al., 2006), so this sample would be considered to have strong respondent-
to-item ratios.

The Leadership Practices Inventory-Observer version (LPI-O) was used to assess workers’
perceptions of their supervisors leadership behavior (Kouzes & Posner, 2003). The LPI-O has 30
items measuring five leadership behavior attributes identified using exploratory factor analysis:
Modeling the Way Inspiring a Shared Vision, Challenging the Process, Enabling Others to Act, and
Encouraging the Heart. This instrument was developed from more than 1,000 case studies, followed
up by 38 in-depth interviews to determine what leaders did in their personal best experiences as
leaders (Posner & Kouzes, 1990). Results from the initial qualitative findings were then analyzed
guantitatively with another sample of more than 2,100 managers and their subordinates (Posner &
Kouzes, 1988). The LPI-O has excellent face validity, and construct validity was further established
by a study that concluded the five leadership behavior attributes were significantly related to
subordinates’ rating of managerial effectiveness; internal reliability ranged from .81 to .92, and test-
retest reliability ranged from .93 to .95 (Posner & Kouzes, 1992). Reliability of the LPI-O for the
current study was assessed using the 319 older and younger workers and supervisors. The
Cronbach’s alpha measure of reliability was .98. For purposes of consistency in data collection
across the two constructs in this study, a 10-point Likert scale was used on both the LEI and LPI-O,
with 10 being “Strongly Agree” and 1 being “Do Not Agree at All.” A 10-point Likert scale was



used because it increases the precision in the scaled responses and reduces bias when respondents
tend to avoid extreme scale points (Hair et al., 2007).

The final questionnaire included a total of 45 items for the LEI and LPI-O. In addition,
demographic information such as respondent age, gender, educational level, and firm size were
obtained. The questionnaire was pretested on a small sample (N = 11) of subordinates and
supervisors to examine clarity of instructions and sequence and understanding of questions.

Data Collection and Preparation. The questionnaire was uploaded to a Website by a
professional research firm. The firm maintains a list of individuals employed by a cross-section of
U.S. businesses that have agreed to participate in surveys but are not compensated. The firm
solicited participation by sending a notice to the list of individuals inquiring if they would be
interested in responding to a survey focusing on the relationships between workers and their
immediate supervisor. The individuals were informed that the survey would take approximately 10
minutes to complete and that their responses would be totally anonymous. A total of 1,500
individuals were invited to take the survey. The final response was 566, for a response rate of 37.7
percent.

The responses were coded to create four analysis groups, as shown in Table 1. The four
groups were older worker, younger supervisor; older worker, older supervisor; younger worker,
younger supervisor; and younger worker, older supervisor. For this study, older workers and older
supervisors were defined as age 50 and above (AARP, 1989, 1994) and younger workers and
supervisors as age 39 and below (Smith & Harrington, 1994).

Table 1. Respondent Groups for Analysis

Analysis Group Age Characteristics N

Older Worker — Younger Supervisor Older Worker = 50+ with 45
(OW-YS) Younger Supervisor = 39 or less

Older Worker — Older Supervisor Older Worker = 50+ with 51
(OW-0S) Older Supervisor = 50 +

Younger Worker — Younger Supervisor Younger Worker = 39 or less with 143
(YW-YS) Younger Supervisor = 39 or less

Younger Worker — Older Supervisor Younger Worker = 39 or less with 80
(YW-0S) Older Supervisor = 50 +

Total 319

These age differences ensured that comparisons were based on demographic differences and
consistent with research on relational demography that investigates demographic differences, such
as age, between an employee and another member of his or her workgroup (Perry et al., 1999).
Because “differences in the attitudes, values, and beliefs of each generation affect how each
generation views leadership” (Arsenault, 2004), the stated age differences ensured data were
collected from distinct generations.

Note that to create the analysis groups responses identifying workers or supervisors aged 40
to 49 were removed from the sample. Thus no middle-age dyadic relationships such as older-
worker-middle-age supervisor, or middle-age-worker-younger supervisor were examined. This
ensured that in all comparisons the age difference between groups was a minimum of 10 years. The
justification for removing this middle group was in-depth interviews with workers and supervisors
in a preliminary study. These individuals indicated that perceptions of an older or younger
relationship with another individual were not manifested unless several years’ difference existed in
ages. These expressed perceptions along with the study’s definition of older and younger
workers/supervisors led to this group being removed from the analysis.




Results reported in this study are based on comparisons of the subgroups of the 319
individuals in the worker-supervisor groups aged 39 or younger, and 50 or older. The sizes of the
older-worker-younger-supervisor and older-worker-older-supervisor groups are somewhat smaller
than the other two groups. The lower representation of these groups in the sample is a reflection of
the proportion they represent in the worker-supervisor population as a whole. That is, these two
groups have emerged only in recent years and still represent a relatively smaller proportion of the
overall worker-supervisor population. Although they are somewhat smaller, they were considered
sufficiently large to represent these two groups. Table 1 presents the respondent groups, their ages,
and sample sizes.

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Study Respondents

Groups Respondent” Immediate Supervisor
Age Typical Education Level Age Typical Education Level

1. YW-YS 26  |Undergraduate degree 33 |Undergraduate degree

2. YW-0S 28  |Undergraduate degree 55  |Undergraduate degree

3. OW-YS 55  |Undergraduate degree 35  |Undergraduate degree

4. OW-0S 53  |Undergraduate degree 55  |Undergraduate degree

*Firm size: the average size of firm that respondents worked for was about 8,500 employees.
Respondent gender: about 70% of respondents were female and 30% male. Type of job: about 80%
of the respondents were employed in a white-collar position. Respondents were workers and
supervisors, either younger age " 39 years or older ~ 50 years.

A demographic profile of the responses included in the analysis is shown in Table 2. The
average age of the younger worker groups was 27 and the average age of the older worker groups
was 54. Approximately 70% of respondents were female and 30% male; about 80% were employed
in a white-collar position. Respondents were asked to evaluate their immediate supervisor, so
demographic characteristics for the immediate supervisor were also obtained. The average age of
younger supervisors was 34 and the average age for older supervisors was 55. The typical
educational level for both respondents and immediate supervisors was an undergraduate degree,
although about 20% of the immediate supervisors had a graduate degree. The average size of the
respondents’ firms was about 8,500 employees.

Data Analysis and Results

Table 3 contains the means and correlations of the study variables. Overall summated scores
are reported for the LEI and LPI-O. Individual summated scores for the five composite leadership
attributes making up the LPI-O also are shown. As can be seen, the mean level of leadership
expectations of the immediate supervisor for the total sample is quite high: 8.23 on a 10-point scale,
with 10 being the highest level of expectations.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables (N = 319)

Variables Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Expectations (LEI) 8.23
2. Management Behaviors (LPI-O) 6.13 436*
3. Models the Way 6.15 410* .939*
4. Inspires Shared Vision 5.84 .376* .920* .833*
5. Challenges the Process 5.83 .399* .948* | .852* | .894*
6. Enables Others to Act 6.74 A52* .926* .853* | .767* | .832*
7. Encourages the Heart 6.12 401* 943* .861* | .808* | .858* | .876*

Note: *p < 0.001.



The overall evaluation of the immediate supervisors leadership practices is somewhat above
the midpoint of the 10-point scale (mean = 6.13). Two of the composite leadership attributes
(Inspires Shared Vision and Challenges the Process) were rated below the mean of 6.13 and three
(Models the Way, Enables Others to Act, and Encourages the Heart) were rated above the mean.

All of the relationships are positively and significantly correlated. Thus worker expectations
of their immediate supervisors’ leadership effectiveness are associated with their perceptions of
their leadership practices. That is, if subordinates expect a higher level of performance from their
immediate supervisor they also perceive that their supervisor performs relatively higher. Similarly,
if subordinates’ performance expectations are lower for their immediate supervisor then perceptions
of leadership performance are lower.

To examine the research questions, data analysis required testing for statistical differences
between the means of two metric variables from two sample groups, workers versus supervisors.
For all research questions, the null hypothesis was no differences between the two groups being
tested. These considerations indicated that analysis of variance (ANOVA) was the appropriate
statistical technique to examine the research questions (Hair et al., 2007).

Research Question 1: Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective
leadership behaviors than do younger workers with younger supervisors?

Table 4 presents the ANOVA tests comparing the leadership expectations of two groups. The
mean expectations level of older workers with younger supervisors was 6.97, whereas the mean
expectations level of younger workers with younger supervisors was 8.31.

Table 4. ANOVA for Expectations of Immediate Supervisors’ Leadership Effectiveness

Leadership Expectations (LEI)

Groups N Means Standard Mean Sig. Effect”
Deviations | Difference
Research OW-YS 45 6.97 2.568 1.34 .000 .624
Question 1 YW-YS 143 8.31 1.620
Research OW-YS 45 6.97 2.568 1.64 .000 .830
Question 2 YW-OS 80 8.61 1.100
Research OW-YS 45 6.97 2.568 1.52 .000 742
Question 3 OW-0S 51 8.49 1.340

“Cohen’s d = .5 is medium effect and .8 is large effect.

The difference between the means of the two groups, 1.34, was statistically significant at the
.000 level. Thus older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective leadership behaviors
than do younger workers with younger supervisors.

Research Question 2: Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective
leadership behaviors than younger workers with older supervisors?

Table 4 presents the ANOVA tests comparing leadership expectations of two groups. The
mean expectations level of older workers with younger supervisors was 6.97, whereas the mean
expectations level of younger workers with older supervisors was 8.61. The difference between the
two groups, 1.64, was statistically significant at the .000 level. We conclude, therefore, that older
workers with younger supervisors do expect less effective leadership behaviors than younger
workers with older supervisors.

Research Question 3: Do older workers with younger supervisors expect less effective
leadership behaviors than older workers with older supervisors? Table 4 presents the ANOVA tests
comparing leadership expectations of two groups. The mean expectations level of older workers



with younger supervisors was 6.97, whereas the mean expectations level of younger workers with
younger supervisors was 8.49. The difference between the two groups, 1.52, was statistically
significant at the .000 level. We conclude, therefore, that older workers with younger supervisors do
expect less effective leadership behaviors than older workers with older supervisors.

Table 5. ANOVA for Evaluations of Immediate Supervisors’ Leadership Performance

Leadership Performance (LPI-O)

Groups N Means | Standard Mean Sig. Effect”
Deviations | Difference
Research OW-YS 45 4.67 2.418 1.74 .000 132
Question 4 YW-YS 143 6.41 2.331
Research OW-YS 45 4.67 2.418 1.76 .000 778
Question 5 YW-OS 80 6.43 2.095
Research OW-YS 45 4.67 2.418 1.53 .000 .663
Question 6 OW-0S 51 6.20 2.193

“Cohen’s d = .5 is medium effect and .8 is large effect.

Research Question 4: Do older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisors
leadership behavior lower than do younger workers with younger supervisors?

Table 5 presents the ANOVA tests comparing evaluations of immediate supervisors’
leadership practices for the two groups. The mean performance level of older workers with younger
supervisors was 4.67, whereas the mean performance level of younger workers with younger
supervisors was 6.41. The difference between the means of the two groups, 1.74, was statistically
significant at the .000 level. Thus older workers evaluate their younger supervisors’ leadership
behavior lower than do younger workers with younger supervisors.

Research Question 5: Do older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisor’s
leadership behavior lower than do younger workers with older supervisors?

Table 5 presents the ANOVA tests comparing evaluations of immediate supervisors’
leadership practices for the two groups. The mean performance level of older workers with younger
supervisors was 4.67, whereas the mean performance level of younger workers with older
supervisors was 6.43. The difference between the two groups, 1.76, was statistically significant at
the .000 level. Thus older workers with younger supervisors rate their supervisors’ leadership
behavior lower than younger workers with older supervisors.

Research Question 6: Do older workers evaluate their younger supervisor’s leadership
behavior lower than do older workers with older supervisors?

Table 5 presents the ANOVA tests comparing evaluations of immediate supervisors’
leadership practices for the two groups. The mean performance level of older workers with younger
supervisors was 4.67, whereas the mean performance level of older workers with older supervisors
was 6.20. The difference between the two groups, 1.53, was statistically significant at the .000 level.
Thus older workers evaluate their younger supervisors’ leadership behavior lower than older
workers with older supervisors.

Conclusions and Discussion

The overall workforce is growing older, but the proportion of younger supervisors is
increasing. Although negative stereotypes have been associated with older workers, research
supports their positive attributes including dependability, loyalty, high work ethic, exemplary
attendance, and good citizenship (Perry et al., 1999; Rix, 1997; Ramsey, 2003). Workplace changes
show an increase in older workers reporting to younger supervisors, thus creating a need for
research on supervisor-subordinate relationships. In addition, studies of Pygmalion and Reverse



Pygmalion effects have shown that supervisory expectations have an impact on the performance of
the subordinate (Eden, 1984) and that subordinates’ expectations of their supervisor can affect the
supervisor’s leadership behavior (Eden, 1990).

The Pygmalion effect proposes that higher expectations in a supervisor-subordinate
relationship elicit more effective performance and lower expectations elicit less effective
performance (Eden, 1984). Within the context of this research study, the Pygmalion effect occurs
when supervisory expectations influence the performance of subordinates. Similarly, the Reverse
Pygmalion effect occurs when subordinate expectations have an impact on the performance of
supervisors. The major findings of this study are that older workers expect less from their younger
supervisors than do younger workers, and in turn older workers rate their younger supervisors’
leadership behavior lower than younger workers rate their younger supervisors, thus confirming the
Reverse Pygmalion effect. In addition, older workers expect less from their younger supervisors
than do younger workers with older supervisors or older workers with older supervisors, and they
also rate their younger supervisors’ leadership behavior lower than younger workers with older
supervisors or older workers with older supervisors. Again, this confirms the Reverse Pygmalion
effect because employee expectations affect how they rate the leadership behavior of their
Supervisors.

Implications for HRD Research and Practice. HRD has become a dynamic force in bringing
about change to greatly enhance organizational performance. Gilley et al. (2002) defined the
mission of HRD as offering individual development, career development, performance
management, and organizational development. These four characteristics of HRD’s mission are
important to HRD professionals in all organizations. Therefore they are discussed individually in
relation to our research findings.

“Individual development [is] focused on performance improvement related to a current job”
(Gilley et al., 2002). In considering the impact of individual development, HRD professionals have
expressed concern about an aging workforce and its influence on organizational performance. From
a research perspective, this study confirms the importance of focusing on the individual
development of both the older worker and the younger supervisor. Individual knowledge of the
power of expectations in the supervisor-subordinate dyad could contribute to a better workforce and
to overall improvements in the organization. Our findings also suggest HRD professionals should
develop training programs for younger supervisors to develop and improve their supervisory skills
in managing an older population. Because perceptions may influence the subordinates belief about
the leadership ability of the supervisor (Tsui et al., 1996), and “such perceptions represent
employees’ thinking about such issues as relationships with their supervisors” (McMurray et al.,
2004), HRD professionals and practitioners need to develop training programs to address issues
surrounding the qualifications of younger supervisors by focusing on development of both older
workers and younger supervisors. These programs should assist older workers in better
understanding younger supervisors, thus improving their negative perceptions. They should
specifically focus on training both younger supervisors and older workers about cultural and
generational differences. This training will lead to greater understanding within this dyad. As HRD
professionals focus on developing and training the individual, both younger supervisors and older
workers will gain the tools needed to focus on the development of their respective careers.

““Career development [is] related to future job assignments” (Gilley et al., 2002). This study
also confirms the value of career development related to future job assignments. HRD professionals
familiar with upward expectancy effects should leverage this knowledge to increase performance by
designing and implementing career development training on the power of expectations to bring
about more effective leadership. Career development training should include information on age



differences and the value each generation contributes to the workplace, thus increasing the older
workers expectations of their younger supervisor and leading to higher performance on the part of
younger supervisors. If employees are given the opportunity to develop and advance their careers,
this will in turn lead to better system-wide performance.

“Performance management systems [are] used to enhance organizational performance
capacity and capability” (Gilley et al., 2002). According to Gilley et al., performance management
Is an approach that improves organizational performance by focusing on the total organizational
system. Organizations commonly use leadership development programs to improve system wide
organizational performance from the top down. By using the findings of our research, HRD
professionals should design leadership development programs that emphasize generational
differences by making training programs more relevant to the younger generational cohorts
(Arsenault, 2004). They should also focus on aspects of management and leadership that can
develop younger supervisors. In addition, system wide performance improvements can be attained
by planning for and systematically employing an age-diverse workforce (Jayne & Dipboye, 2004).
Competitive readiness and profitability of the whole organization as a system can be enhanced as
HRD professionals find ways to use the diverse talent created by this emerging dyad of an older
worker with a younger supervisor.

This readiness and profitability can be further enhanced if HRD professionals implement
plans for organizational development.

“Organizational development that results in both optimal utilization of human potential and
improved human performance [is] measured by increased competitive readiness, profitability and
renewal capacity” (Gilley et al., 2002). Our study confirms the importance of this fourth component
of HRD’s mission. Greater understanding of this new intergenerational dyad will increase our
ability to respond to a dyadic relationship critical to improving organizational development and
performance. Moreover, organizations can enhance the value of both younger supervisors and older
subordinates by designing relevant training to enhance the development of each member of the
supervisor-subordinate dyad. An understanding of the power of expectations in the supervisor-
subordinate dyad gives HRD professionals a new performance lever to use in designing innovative
training methods, thus developing a company’s best resource: its employees.

Bonpoch! A1si pa3sMbILLTeHAN :

1. KakoBbI OCHOBHBIE TPOOJIEMBI, pacCMaTPUBAEMBIE B CTaThe?

2. Kakue u3 mpHUBEIEHHBIX B CTAThe MCCIEAOBATEIBCKUX MOIXOA0B U METOJOB, BHIBOJOB TIO
pe3ynbTataM HCCIEAOBAHUS TMPEJACTABISAIOTCS BaM CIIOPHBIMH, HEMOJHBIMHU, HEIO0CTaTOYHO
o6ocHoBanHbIMU? [Touemy?

3. KakoBbI orpanu4eHus MpoOBEICHHOTO UCCEAOBAHMS?

4. Kak BBl cuMTaeTe, KaKOBBI JIOMOJHHUTENIbHBIE HampaBieHUs ucnojb3oBaHus HR-
MEHEKEPAMH PE3yJIbTaTOB ATOTO UCCIIEOBAHUSA?

5. SIBNAIOTCST M PAcCMOTpPEHHBbIE B CTaThe MNPOOJIEMBbl AaKTyadbHBIMU JUISI POCCUMCKHX
KoMnaHuii? HackoJbKO MpPUMEHUMBI PE3YyJbTaThl MPOBEICHHOTO HCCIEAOBAHUS B POCCHUMCKOU
IpaKTUKe?

> Bummanme! B OMMMIMAZHOM 3aJaHMM BOMPOCH IS PasMBIIUICHHS OyayT cOPMYIHpOBAHBI HA AHIJMICKOM
s3bIKe. Takke BaXKHO IMMOMHHTB, YTO BOMPOCH ISl Pa3MBIIUICHUS HE SIBISIOTCS BOIIPOCAMH-3aJaHUSAMH, Ha KOTOPBIE
YYaCTHHUKY OJIMMIIHAIRI He0OXoauMo oTBeTUTh. OHM NMEHHO OMNpe/IesisiloT, HO He OrPAHMYUBAIOT, HAIIPABJICHUS IS
Pa3sMBINUICHAS B paMKaX KPUTHYECKOTO aHaJII3a MaTepraa 1 mpooieM CTaThH.



