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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between leadership styles 

and subordinates' job stress in Taiwan. It was predicted that less supportive, less 

approachable, less communicative, more controlling leaders who use less delegation 

will have subordinates reporting more job stress; and that the "control" factor will be 

the strongest predictor of subordinates' job stress. Furthermore, it was hypothesized 

that overall leaders will tend to underestimate their subordinates' job stress, but that 

leaders who are trusted, approachable, and more communicative, will be more 

accurate in their perceptions of subordinates' job stress. A questionnaire was designed 

that included demographic items and measures of leadership style and job stress. 

Leadership style was measured using the Leadership Orientations scale (Bolman & 

Deal, 1997), and three factors extracted from the Leader Behavior Description 

Questionnaire (Initiation, Consideration, and Tolerance of Freedom (Delegation)) 

(Stogdill, 1963; Stogdill, Goode & Day, 1962). The scale measuring job stress was the 

Perceived Job Stress Scale (modified from the Perceived Stress Scale, Cohen, 

Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983). Data was collected from 174 complete work groups 

(e.g., 1 leader plus 4 subordinates) from Taiwanese companies. Results indicated that 

leader support, approachability, and communication are important predictors of 

subordinates' stress. A significant difference was found between leaders' rating of 

subordinate stress and the subordinates' ratings. Implications of the findings are 

discussed and future research directions are suggested. 

2 



Overview 

Examination of the relationship between leadership behaviors and subordinates' job 

stress within a Taiwanese sample is the central focus of the present study. Chapter 1 

starts by outlining the need for the study in terms of the relationship between work 

and health. Theories of different types of leadership (e.g., 

transformational-transactional leadership), and their relationship with job stress are 

then discussed, followed by the issue of cultural universality and specificity of 

leadership behavior in Taiwan. 
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Chapter 1 

The Need for the Study of the Relationship between Work and Health 

The relationship between work and health has become an important issue in the field 

of research during the past few years. As outlined by the National Occupational 

Research Agenda (National Institute of Occupational Safety & Health [NIOSH], 

1996), the changing nature of jobs (e.g., shift from manufacturing to services), as well 

as the aging and growing diversity of the workforce, suggests that the threats to 

worker health are dramatically different today than a generation ago. Research 

examining different aspects of today's jobs and today's workers is therefore necessary 

to inform employment policies, both at a national level and at the employer level, and 

help protect the health of workers (Ettner & Grzywacz, 2001). 

In recent years, many organizations have changed the way they manage their human 

resources. Some of these changes have benefited employees, however, in other ways, 

these changes may ultimately b1ing more work stress to workers, and there is 

increasing evidence showing work stress is related with negative health outcomes, 

both psychological and physiological (e.g., Ganster & Schaubroeck, 1991; Keita & 

Jones, 1990; Offermann & Armitage, 1993). For example, as competition for skilled 
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employees has increased, organizations have moved to offering their employees 

financial incentives tied to corporate performance (Pfeffer, 1998). Other changes in 

the employment relationship have also negatively affected employees. For example, 

widespread mergers, layoffs, and reorganizations have reduced job security and 

increased uncertainty among employees (De Meuse, Bergmann, & Vanderheiden, 

1997). As a result of the increasingly dynamic business environment, many 

organizations have been forced to rethink-and to modify-the nature of the 

"psychological contract" they have with their employees. As such, leadership is a 

factor to be carefully considered, because leadership is a social-influence process 

shared among all members of a group (Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy, 1996). 

Background Theory of Leadership Behavior and Job Stress 

The study of leadership was initiated early in the twentieth century, beginning with 

trait theory, which suggested that leaders are endowed with specific traits that 

differentiate them from their followers (Yukl, 1998). A shift in the emphasis from the 

personal characteristics of leaders to their behaviors as leaders began as a result of 

Stodgill's initial research (Stodgill, 1948). This behavioral approach, emphasized 

from the late 1940s to the late 1960s, was concerned with leader behavior that is 
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capable of being changed, focusing on the differences in the behavior of effective and 

ineffective leaders. 

The behavioral approach unfortunately, paid scant attention to the possibility that 

leader behavior was contingent upon the situation, thus leading to the contingency 

approach in the 1970s, which emphasized the importance of situational factors and the 

nature of the external environment as determinant of leader behavior (Bryman, 1996). 

An additional approach to studying leadership was initiated by Bums in the late 1970s. 

Bums (1978) believed that leadership could take one of two forms. Transactional 

leadership occurs when "followers" are in some type of exchanged relationship in 

order to get needs met. The exchange could be economic, political, or psychological 

in nature, and examples might include exchanging money for work, votes for votes, or 

loyalty for consideration. The second form of leadership proposed is transformational 

. leadership. Transformational leadership serves to change the status quo by appealing 

to followers' values and their sense of higher purpose. Transformational leaders 

articulate the problems in the current system and have a compelling vision of what a 

new society or organization could be. This new vision of society is intimately linked 

to both the leaders' and followers' values, it is an ideal that is congruent with their 

value systems. Furthermore, transformational leaders are not only good at appealing 
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to followers' values, but they are also adept at teaching followers how to become 

leaders in their own right and inciting them to play active roles in the change 

movement. 

It is important to note that all transformational leaders are assumed to be charismatic, 

but not all charismatic leaders are transformational. Transformational leaders are 

charismatic in that they are able to articulate a compelling vision of the future and 

form strong emotional attachments to followers. This vision, and these relationships, 

are aligned with their followers' value systems and help followers to get their needs 

met. Charismatic leaders who are not transformational can convey a vision and fmm 

strong emotional bonds, but they do so in order to get their own (i.e., the leader's) 

needs met (Burns, 1978). 

The most well known of the recent conceptualizations of charismatic leadership is 

Bass's (1985) theory of transformational and transactional leadership. One strength of 

Bass's theory is that it has generated considerable research (Hughes, Ginnett, Curphy, 

1996). Bass believed that transformational leaders possess good visioning, rhetorical, 

and impression management skills, and they use these skills to develop strong 

emotional bonds with their followers. According to Bass, transactional leaders do not 
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possess these leadership characteristics, nor are they able to develop strong emotional 

bonds with their follower or inspire their followers to do more than they thought they 

could. Instead, transactional leaders were believed to motivate followers by setting 

goals and promising rewards for desired performance. Another difference between 

transactional and transformational leadership is in the extent to which the 

transactional leader works within the organization's culture; the transformational 

leader develops and/or changes it. In contrast, transactional leaders accept what can be 

talked about, while transformational leader changes what can be talked about (Bass, 

1985). 

In the 1980s, Bolman and Deal (1984) developed one of the most useful 

organizational typologies for viewing and studying leadership (Bensimon, Neumann, 

& Birnbaum, 1989). Bolman and Deal (1984) synthesized existing theories of 

leadership and organizations into four traditions, which they labeled as "frames". The 

four frames of leadership, as described by Bolman and Deal, are the structural frame, 

the human resource frame, the political frame, and the symbolic frame. The structural 

frame postulates that effective leaders define clear goals, establish specific roles for 

people, and coordinate activities through the use of rules, policies, and a chain of 

command. Structural leaders emphasize rationality, analysis, logic, facts and data. 
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They are likely to believe strongly in the importance of clear structure and 

well-developed management systems. A good leader is someone who thinks clearly, 

makes the right decisions, has good analytic skills, and can design structures and 

systems that get the job done. The human resource frame focuses on human needs. 

These leaders emphasize the importance of people. They endorse the view that the 

central task of management is to develop a good fit between people and their 

organization. They believe in the importance of coaching, participation, motivation, 

teamwork and good interpersonal relations. A good leader within this frame is a 

facilitator, and participative manager, who supports and empowers others. The 

political frame assumes a continuing competition among different constituencies for 

scarce resources and emphasizes individual and group interests. Political leaders 

believe that managers and leaders live in a world of conflict and scarce resources. The 

central task of management within this frame is to mobilize the resources needed to 

advocate and fight for the unit's or the organization's goals and objectives. Political 

leaders emphasize the importance of building a power base: allies, networks, and 

coalitions. A good political leader is an advocate and negotiator who understands 

politics and is comfortable with conflict. Finally, within the symbolic frame, the 

leader believes that the essential task of management is to provide vision and 

inspiration. They rely on personal charisma and a flair for drama to get people excited 
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and committed to the organizational mission. A good symbolic leader is a prophet and 

visionary, who uses symbols, tells stories and frames experience in ways that give 

people hope and meaning. 

Research has been conducted to investigate how leaders use the four leadership 

frames (i.e., whether they demonstrate the behaviors as described in each leadership 

frame). In one study, Bolman and Deal (1991) sampled educational administrators in 

US colleges and universities, US public schools, and public schools in Singapore. 

Results revealed that less than 25 percentages of participants used more than two 

frames. Furthennore, only about 5% used all four frames. In all three samples, the 

symbolic frame was used by fewer than 20% of the participants, while the structural 

frame was used by about 60% of the participants. The three samples varied widely in 

their use of the political and human resource frames. 

Leadership and Stress 

As regard to the issue of leadership and stress, Offermann and Hellmann (1996) 

pointed out that leadership behavior is an organizational variable that should be 

amenable to change as well as a prime target for efforts to ameliorate unhealthy levels 

of work stress. There is evidence showing job stress is associated with certain key 
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leadership behaviors, particularly discretion or worker control (e.g., Fox, Dwyer, & 

Ganster, 1993; Quick, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1992; Sauter, Murphy, Hurrell, 1990; & 

Maier, 1967), as well as peifomzance and role clarity (e.g., Kahm, Wolfe, Quinn, & 

Snoek, 1964; Sauter, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1990). For example, Maier (1967) found 

that leaders who either overcontrol or undercontrol tend to produce frustration and 

ineffectiveness. This evidence implies that leaders can affect the degree of 

subordinates' job stress. 

Furthermore, Bass's (1985) theory of transformational leadership states that 

transformational leaders possess good visioning, rhetorical, and impression 

management skills, and the transformational leader is conceived to induce greater 

effort by directly increasing subordinate confidence and by elevating the valence of 

outcomes for the subordinate through expanding the subordinate's portfolio of needs. 

Therefore, transformational leaders use these skills to develop strong emotional bonds 

with followers. As such, transformational leaders are proposed to be able to offer 

more worker control and participation, high goal clarity, low performance pressure, 

and the leader will not underestimate the strength of these relationships. In fact, the 

relationship between transformational-transactional leadership and job-related stress 

has received extensive theoretical and empirical attention (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bums, 
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1978; Howell & Avolio, 1993), and Bass's theory of transformational leadership is 

seen as a particularly powerful source of effective leadership in the stress reduction 

contexts (Seltzer, Numeroff & Bass, 1989). According to all the theories about 

leaderships above, the characteristics or the attitude the leaders hold toward to their 

subordinates, and how they express these attitudes into actual leadership behavior, 

may become a "source" of subordinate stress. 

On the other hand, leader support could also be treated as a "moderator" of 

subordinate stress, and in fact, some studies have found that leader support is related 

to greater subordinate satisfaction and tendency to stay on the job longer (e.g., 

LaRocco & Jones, 1978), as well as a buffer to the effects of job demands on both 

depression and job dissatisfaction (Karasek, Schwartz, & Theorell, 1982). As to what 

specific leader behaviors are considered supportive of stressed employees, it has been 

found that leader support is provided by combining both instrumental (i.e., making 

one's work life easier) elements and emotional (i.e., ease of talking with) elements 

(e.g., LaRocco & Jones, 1978). One way leaders show their support is by 

communication, and it is found that lack of leader communication undermines 

follower trust in the leader (Bass, 1998; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Morman, & Fetter, 

1990), and may serve to intensify follower fear of the unknown and job stress. In 
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addition, there is evidence showing that stress may be allayed by reducing uncertainty 

through effective communication (McCauley, 1987), raising efficacy expectations 

(Bandura, 1986), and developing supportive group relationships (Schuler, 1980). 

Therefore, according to the definition of transformational and transactional leadership 

made by Bass (1985) and Bums (1978), transformational leaders in the present study 

are the ones who are likely to develop strong emotional bonds with their subordinates, 

and will have subordinates reporting less job stress. 

However, leaders' and subordinates' perception of or beliefs about events may be 

different. For example, leaders may think the subordinates' job stress is caused by the 

subordinates' poor working performance, but in fact, the real source of subordinates' 

job stress is from low goal clarity. Thus, as observers of subordinates, leaders may 

make fundamental attribution errors in attributing stress responses to the 

organizational environment in which the subordinate works, creating differences in 

how leaders and subordinates perceive job stress (e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 1984). There is 

also evidence showing that managers often have higher levels of stress tolerance than 

the general work population (Yukl, 1994). Therefore, it is possible that managers may 

be less likely to experience work stress than their less stress-tolerant employees and 

may be unaware of many subordinates' stress problems. Based on this reasoning, it 
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may be expected that subordinate ratings of their own job stress might be higher 

overall than the level of perceived stress in their subordinates obtained from their 

managers. 

Cultural Universality and Specificity of Leadership Behaviors in Taiwan 

In some cultures, one might need to take strong decisive action in order to be seen as a 

leader, whereas in other cultures consultation and a democratic approach may be a 

prerequisite. Furthermore, following from such different conceptions, the evaluation 

and meaning of many leader behaviors and characteristics may also strongly vary in 

different cultures. For instance, in a culture that endorses an authoritarian style, leader 

sensitivity might be interpreted as weak, whereas in cultures endorsing a more 

nurturing style, the same sensitivity is likely to prove essential for effective 

leadership. 

Getzels (1963) pointed out that the influence of culture is enormous and affects 

people's values. As such, leadership behaviors and the perceptions of their 

subordinates of these leadership behavior maybe influenced by culture (Meade, 1970; 

Bennett, 1977; Bass, 1990a; Hofstede, 1993; Nahavandi, 1997). Moreover, the way in 
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which the social environment is interpreted is strongly influenced by the cultural 

background of the perceiver. This implies that the attributes that are seen as 

characteristic or prototypical for leaders may vary in different cultures, and people in 

the same culture may have a higher concurrent cognition of leadership (Redding & 

Casey, 1976; Hofstede, 1993; Yang, 1996; Nahavandi, 1997). 

Based on Hofstede's (1980) pioneering study of 88000 IBM employees in over 60 

countries, he proposed four dimensions of organizationally relevant cultural value 

differences: power distance (PDI), uncertainty avoidance (UAI), 

individualism-collectivism (IDV), and masculinity-femininity (MAS). PDI is defined 

as the extent to which there is an acceptance of unequal distribution of power within a 

culture. In low-PDI cultures, superior-subordinates relations are theoretically close 

and less formal in nature; in high-PDI cultures these relationships are expected to be 

more distant, hierarchically ordered, and reserved. Smith, Peterson, and Misumi 

(1994), in their "event-management" research, show that managers in high-PDI 

countries report more use of rules and procedures than do managers from low-PDI 

countries. It was also found that PDI is significantly and negatively associated with 

leader communication, delegation, approachability, and team building (Offermann & 

Hellmann, 1997). UAI is the extent to which members of a culture prefer certainty 
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and predictability and find ambiguity stressful. High-DAI cultures have been called 

"tight" because norms are clear, and people are expected to behave exactly as 

specified by those n01ms; "loose" cultures allow more latitude in behavior (Triandis, 

1994). Furthermore, UAI is found to be significantly associated with more leader 

control, but less delegation and approachability (Offermann & Hellmann, 1997). 

Given the theoretical relationship of perceptions of uncertainty and ambiguity with 

aspects of decision-making and policy formation (i.e., Jackson & Dutton, 1988), 

relationships between UAI and leadership behavior in organizations are likely. 

Dorfman, Howell, Hibino, Lee, Tate, and Bautista (1997) compare leadership 

behaviors in Western and Asian countries. In their research, supportive, contingent 

reward, and charismatic leader behaviors were found to be cultural universal in 

Taiwan, Japan, South Korea, Mexico, and the United States. Directive, participative 

and contingent punishment leader behaviors were found to be culture specific. For 

example, directive leadership was not prevalent in the Unite States, Japan, or South 

Korea, but was found in Mexico and Taiwan. Furthe1more, Taiwan leaders were found 

to adopt directive leadership when compared to the other four countries in their study. 

In addition, it was also found that transformational leadership coffelated positively 

with a variety of positive outcomes in countries as diverse as the United States, 
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Canada, Japan, Taiwan, New Zealand, the Netherlands, and Australia (see Bass, 

1997). 

The GOLBE study (1999), cited in Den-Hartog, House, Hanges, Antonio 

Ruiz-Quintanilla, and Dorlman's (1999) study, which is a multi-phase, multi-method 

research program aimed at identifying universal, as well as culturally contingent, 

leadership attributes and behaviors in more than 60 cultures, demonstrated that several 

attributes reflecting charismatic/transfonnational leadership are universally endorsed 

as contributing to outstanding leadership. These include motive arouser, foresight, 

encouraging, communicative, trustworthy, dynamic, positive, confidence builder, and 

motivational. Several other charismatic attributes were found to be culturally 

contingent. These include enthusiastic, risk taking, ambitious, self-effacing, unique, 

self-sacrificial, sincere, sensitive, compassionate, and willful. 

In Dorlman et al's study (1997), Taiwan was one of the five countries that were 

selected to take part (the other four countries were Japan, South Korea, Mexico, and 

the Unite States). These five countries were selected because, first, they are major 

players in a growing economic bloc called the Asian-Pacific Basin; second, they 

represent considerable cultural variation on numerous dimensions such as 

17 



individualism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, degree of 

industrialization, paternalism, and Eastern versus Western attitudes toward work and 

authority (Hosftede, 1991; Ronen & Shenkar, 1985). As regard to Taiwan, Taiwan 

reflects the prosperous "oversea" Chinese culture found in many areas of the Pacific 

Rim. Hofstede (1980) also reported the Chinese to be very high on collectivism, and 

Dorfman and Howell (1988) found them high on both collectivism and paternalism. 

The Confucian norm of deference to rank (wu-lun) is strong, with followers preferring 

clear-cut directions from kind, "human hearted' leaders (Jen) who care about their 

followers (Redding, 1990; Hsu, 1982). Most Chinese business and management 

practices are based on the family business model-even large scale business 

operations usually follow this cultural norm. According to Redding (1990), the 

managerial philosophy can be summarized by the word "patromonialism"-indicating 

themes such as hierarchy, familialism, mutual obligation, personalism and 

connections. Ingratiation of leaders (providing compliments, conformity in opinions 

and behavior, gift giving) is common by followers and is called enhancing others' 

face. Hsu (1982) found that Chinese subordinates prefer a leadership style where the 

leader maintains a harmonious considerate relationship with followers while being 

directive. Research from the local university in Taiwan conducted by Kang and Chang 

(2001) also pointed out that subordinates prefer the role of leader as family as the 
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most important factor, followed by mentor and then director. In other words, 

subordinates expect their leaders to respect and show concern for them first, provide 

training, development and instruction for them secondly, and then to encourage or 

take precaution. Hsu (1982) also found that leader initiating structure correlated 

positively with Chinese followers' job satisfaction and that subordinates preferred 

leaders who define clear-cut tasks for each member of the group. Furthermore, 

Dorfman et al (1997) found that leader directiveness can increase satisfaction with 

supervision, increase organizational commitment, and can decrease role ambiguity. 

In a comparative study of beliefs about management behavior, Redding and Casey 

(1976) found Chinese managers distinctly more authoritarian and autocratic than 

Western managers, especially regarding sharing information with subordinates and 

allowing them to participate in decision making. Open discussion about decision 

making processes tended to be viewed as a challenge to the leader's authority 

(Redding & Casey, 1976). Subordinates typically assume the leader has considered all 

relevant factors prior to making a decision. A large PDI is maintained by the boss 

(Chen, 1995). 

In Chinese organizations, control is achieved through conformity, nepotism and 
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obligation networks (quanxi), not through performance contingent rewards and 

punishments (Redding & Wong, 1986). Judgment of a person's worth is based on 

loyalty rather than ability or performance against objective criteria (Chen, 1995). The 

Chinese culture urges avoidance of confrontation which is sometimes considered 

uncilized behavior. Preserving others' face in social encounters is important so 

supervisors usually do not point out others mistakes directly. They typically use vague 

or moderate language to protect the face of those being criticized. Fahr, Podsakoff, 

and Cheng (1987) found that punishment behavior of any kind has significant 

dysfunctional effects on subordinate performance in Taiwan. Dorfman et al (1997) 

also found contingent punishment has a negative impact on satisfaction with 

supervision as well as a positive affect on organizational commitment. In contrast to 

punishing behaviors, it was also found that performance contingent rewards might 

play a positive role in Chinese organizations (Fahr, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987). 

Dorfman et al (1997) found the same result as that obtained in the study by Fahr, 

Podsakoff, and Cheng (1987), where contingent reward behavior increased 

satisfaction with work and supervision in Taiwan. 

Redding (1990) has also pointed out that managerial leadership among overseas 

Chinese is primarily transactional, not charismatic. Subordinates are expected to 
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exhibit loyalty, diligence, conformity and behaviors that enhance the superiors' face. 

This psychological contract governing the superior-subordinates relationship is a 

direct reflection of the Confucian family social structure which is based on filial piety 

(hsiao). The loyalty and devotion of subordinates derives from cultural dictates, not 

from an inspirational charismatic leader. However, Dorfman et al (1997) did find that 

charismatic leadership can increase satisfaction with work and supervision and can 

decrease role ambiguity in Taiwan. According to these research results, Taiwan is a 

country where the situation of high-PDI (Chen, 1995) and high UAI (Hsu, 1982) 

exists in organizations. In summary, based on the past research results and the above 

reasoning, the hypotheses of present study are outlined below. 

Research done by Offermann and Hellmann (1996) shows that leader communication 

is a very powerful predictive factor relating to subordinates' job stress. However, their 

study was conducted in the United States, and Hofstede (1980) describes the United 

States as Low on PDI (Power Distance) and UAI (Uncertainty Avoidance), whereas 

Taiwan is described as High on both PDI (Power Distance) (Chen, 1995) and UAI 

(Uncertainty Avoidance) (Hsu, 1982), thus it is proposed that the factors relating to 

job stress in Taiwan may be different from those found in the USA. Diagram 1 shows 

all the hypotheses, and a detailed description of each hypothesis is provided below: 
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1. Hypothesis 1: Leaders who use more control, less delegation, are less approachable, 

engage in less communication, and provide less support will have subordinates that 

report more job stress. Furthermore, the most predictive factor relating to job stress 

will be the "Control" (Structural frame and Initiation factor) factor. 

The Structural frame from the Leadership Orientations Scale and the Initiation factor 

from the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire were categorized as the 

"Control" factor, according to Wilson and Wilson (1991) and the "Control" factor 

represents a leadership style of "making control adjustments", and includes Time 

emphasis, Control of details, and Goal pressure. The Human Resource frame from the 

Leadership Orientations Scale, and the Consideration factor from the Leader Behavior 

Description Questionnaire were categorized as the "Communication" factor, because 

they both focus attention on human needs, communication between organizations and 

employees. 

2. Hypothesis 2: Generally, leaders will underestimate their subordinates' job stress. 

However, leaders who are trusted and approachable, who enjoy better 

communication with subordinates, will be more accurate in their perceptions of 
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subordinates stress. 

23 



Different Score 

Subordinates 

(Each Individual) 

Leadership Orientation: 
1. Structural Frame 

(Analytic and Organized) 

2. Human Resource Frame 

(Supportive and Participative) 

3. Political Frame 

(Powerful and Adroit) 

4. Symbolic Frame 

(Inspirational and Charismatic) 

5. Initiation 

6. Consideration 

7. Delegation 

Leaders Rated Stress Level for 

Subordinates 

.. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

*-----------------: Hypothesis 2 (t-test) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I • 

... Stress Level (Averaged) 
----.. r• 

Diagram 1: 

. --- ----- --- --- ---- - ---- _, 

Hypotheses, Procedure and Analysis 
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Method 

Participants: 

Taiwanese companies were approached as sources of participants in the present study. 

A haphazard sample of participants was obtained via introductions of friends and 

relatives of the author, and clients of friends or relatives, etc. All participants were 

Taiwanese. The sample size was 174 complete work groups (i.e., 150 groups had 1 

leader and 4 subordinates, and 24 groups had 1 leader and 3 subordinates), made up of 

112 male leaders, 62 female leaders, and 672 subordinates. Leaders average age was 

41.4 years old (SD= 9.3), average tenure was 12.5 years (SD= 11.6), and average 

experience as manager was 11.3 years (SD= 18.44). Subordinates' average age was 

32.6 years old (SD= 9), and average tenure was 6.4 years (SD= 7 .6). In addition, the 

average number of people working in the participants' company was 2905 (SD= 

7420.3). Eighteen of the leaders perceive themselves as low-level managers, 133 of 

them were middle-level managers, and 23 of them were high-level managers. 

Twenty-four percent of the participants were from the technology industry, 21 % were 

from the customer service industry, 4% were from the manufacturing industry, 34% 

were from the financial business industry, and 17% were from the education area. 
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Materials: 

Two scales (see Appendix A: both English and Chinese versions are included) were 

combined into a questionnaire for used in the present study, one scale measured leader 

behaviors, and the other measured job stress. Items about the participants' age, sex, 

years working in their current job (the above three items were for both leaders and 

subordinates), total years of experience as a manager, type of industry, perceived 

position level, total number of people working in the organization, and ethnic group 

(the above 5 items were for leader only) were also included. Leader behavior was 

measured using the "Leadership Orientation (LO)" scale (Bolman & Deal, 1997), and 

three factors extracted from the "Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire 

(Initiation, Consideration, and Tolerance of freedom (Delegation)) (LBDQ; Stogdill, 

1963; Stogdill, Goode & Day, 1962). Job stress was measured using the Perceived Job 

Stress Scale (PISS; modified from the Perceived Stress Scale, PSS-14, Cohen, 

Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983). These scales are described in more detail below. 

Measures: 

Leadership Orientations (LO) 

The Leadership Orientations scale was designed as a measure of organizational culture 
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and leadership style, and exists in two parallel forms: one for leaders to rate themselves 

(self), and one for subordinates to rate their leaders (other). This study used the LO 

(Self) that consists of 32 questions addressing leader behaviours from the viewpoints of 

the leaders themselves, consistent with Bolman and Deal's (1984) four frames of 

leadership, i.e., Structural frame, Human Resource frame, Political frame, and 

Symbolic frame. Bolman and Deal (1990) have reported Cronbach alphas for the four 

frame measures, ranging from .91 to .93, and Cronbach alphas in the current study 

ranged from .86 to .88 (see Table 1). LO responses are obtained using a five-point 

scale (1 = never, 2 = occasionally, 3 =sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = always), and each of 

the four frames of leadership is represented by eight items describing leader behaviours 

(i.e., analytic and organized for Structural frame; supportive and participative for 

Human Resource frame; powerful and adroit for Political frame; and inspirational and 

charismatic for Symbolic frame). 

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) 

The LBDQ was established as a method whereby group members would be able to 

describe the leader behavior of designated leaders (Halpin, 1957; Stodgill, 1963). The 

instrument contains items describing the manner in which a leader might behave, 

along with the respondent's rating of the way in which the leader is perceived to 
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engage in each type of behavior (Halpin, 1957). Two broadly defined dimensions of 

leader behavior are measured by the LBDQ: Initiating Structure and Consideration 

(Gorton & Snowden, 1993; Halpin, 1957; Hemphill, 1955; Stogdill, 1963, 1970). 

Initiating Structure refers to the leader' s perceived ability to clearly define the 

leader's role and to let followers know what is expected (Gorton & Snowden, 1993; 

Hemphill, 1955; Stodgill, 1963, 1970). The Initiating Structure dimension of 

leadership involves attempting to set well-defined patterns of organization, channels 

of communication, and ways of getting the job completed (Halpin, 1957; Hemphill, 

1955). Initiating Structure behaviors describe leaders who are task-oriented and stress 

the global activities of directing, planning, coordinating, and problem solving 

(Bensimon et al., 1989; Gorton & Snowden, 1993; Hemphill, 1955). 

The Consideration dimension of leadership behavior refers to behavior indicating 

friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the interactions between the leader 

and members of the group (Halpin, 1957; Hemphill, 1955; Stogdill, 1963). This 

dimension of leadership behavior is more relationship-oriented (Bensimon et al., 

1989). 
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In the present study, the self-report version of LBDQ which was modified by 

Randolph & Blackbum (1989) for leaders to complete was used. This scale consists of 

30 items, 15 for each of the 2 dimensions (Initiation and Consideration). In addition, 

24 items that belong to the Tolerance of freedom (Delegation) dimension in 

LBDQ-Form XII were included in the current study, because delegation is a leader 

behavior that may have positive or negative effects on stress, depending on the other 

behaviors that accompany it (Wilson & Wilson, 1991). For example, delegating after 

clarifying objectives would be reasonable; delegation without clarification of goals 

and objectives may lead to stress. The reliability and validity of the LBDQ have been 

demonstrated by numerous investigators. Halpin and Wirier (1957) indicated that the 

split half reliability was .86 for initiation and .93 for consideration. Seeman (1957) 

found reliability of .89 for consideration and .87 for initiation. LBDQ responses are 

obtained using a five-point scale (1 = never, 2 = occasionally, 3 =sometimes, 4 = often, 

5 = always). Scores for Consideration and Initiating Structure, as designed by Halpin 

(1957) were determined by calculating the sum of the 15 items in each dimension. 

The possible range of scores is 15 to 75 (Halpin, 1957). The same form of scoring was 

applied to the Tolerance of freedom (Delegation) dimension, which was calculated as 

the sum of the 24 items. The possible range of scores was 24 to 360. 
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Perceived Stress Scale (PPS) 

The Perceived Stress Scale (PSS, Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein. 1983) has been 

shown to be very useful to assess perceived stress. The PSS was designed to measure 

the degree to which individuals perceived their daily life during the past month as 

uncontrollable, unpredictable, and overloading; and it was initially developed for 

college aged students and adults. There has been extensive normative data collected 

on over 2,000 respondents using the PSS. The PSS was chosen since the perception of 

stress is the factor of interest, rather than the inherent 'stressfulness' of a task or 

situation (Cox, 1986). 

The PSS-14 was modified into the PJSS by taking out item 4 and 6 ( due to the 

irrelevancy to the present study) and adding words into the rest of the items, such as 

"at works", to make items such as, "In last month, how often have you felt nervous 

and stressed at work?" (see Appendix A). Two versions of the PJSS were used, one for 

leaders (for the leader to rate how they perceive their subordinates' job stress) and one 

for subordinates (for subordinates to rate their own job stress). In the leader-version 

PJSS, the subject used in each item was "your work team" (e.g., In the last month, 

how often has your work team felt nervous and stressed at work?), and the 

subordinate-version was "you" (e.g., In last month, how often have you felt nervous 
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and stressed at work?). 

The PJSS asks the participant to rate the frequency of stressful and non-stressful 

experiences over the last month. It consists of 12 items of which 5 are positively 

formulated (e.g., "In the last month, how often have you felt that things are going your 

way at work?") and 7 are negatively formulated (e.g., "In the last month, how often 

have you felt that you were unable to control the important things at work?"). Ratings 

are made on a five-point scale (0 = never, 1 = almost never, 2 =sometimes, 3 = fairly 

often, 4 = very often). PJSS scores were obtained by reversing the scores on the 5 

positive items, and then summing across all 12 items. Higher scores indicate more 

perceived stress. In the current study, item 4, 5, 7, 8, and 11 were reversed scored. The 

cranbach alphas value for the PJSS in the current study was 0.66 (see Table 1). 

Translation 

Scales were first translated from English to Chinese, then back translated from 

Chinese to English. This was done by the author and friends of author. Each item was 

carefully checked in order to avoid translation errors. Some difficulties were 

encountered during the translation process, such as translating some of the words (e.g., 
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alliances, aspiration) into terms in Chinese. When problems occurred during the 

translation process, they were solved by seeking more information about English 

meaning of the specific words. 

Procedure: 

Companies that were interested in participating were provided with a copy of the 

questionnaire and a cover letter (see Appendix A). The numbers of staff who were 

willing to participate were identified, and questionnaires were then posted. to the 

contact person. Data collection was done by groups, that is, one leader and up to four 

subordinates of the leader fanned a group. The leader of each group was required to 

complete the scale measuring his/her leadership style, and the leader-version of the 

PJSS which measured his/her perception of his/her subordinates' job stress. The 

subordinates in each group complete the subordinate-version of the PJSS. An 

introduction for each scale was also attached. The name of the leaders, and 

subordinates were not collected, but each questionnaire was symbolized in order to 

match the data of a given leader and a given subordinate group. Questionnaires were 

returned at a meeting between the contact person of the company and the author, or by 

return post. Each questionnaire had a pre-paid envelop with a return address on it. 
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Result 

In order to examine the internal consistency of the scales used in the present study, 

Cronbach Alpha values were calculated. The 2nd column of Table 1 shows the 

Cronbach Alpha values of each factor. Inspection of these results indicates all scale 

showed an adequate level of internal consistency. The 3rd, 4th and 5th columns of Table 

1 show the score ranges for each factor and the 6th and ih columns show the mean 

scores and standard deviations, respectively. Result showed the mean scores of 

subordinates' job stress was 21 out of 48. This indicates that, although subordinates 

were not on average extremely stressed, there was evidence of "stress" in the sample. 

Leaders were also aware of their subordinates' job stress, because the mean scores for 

leaders' perception of subordinates' job stress was 19.7. 
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Table 1. Summary table of internal consistency for all factors 

Alpha Minimum Maximum Possible Range Mean SD 

Leader Stress 0.66 4 34 0-48 19.7 4.94 

Subordinates' Stress 0.71 3 40 0-48 21 3.41 

Structural 0.88 14 40 8-40 31 5.30 

Human Resource 0.86 12 40 8-40 32 4.85 

Political 0.87 8 40 8-40 26.6 5.53 

Symbolic 0.88 12 40 8-40 27.7 5.67 

Initiation 0.87 28 72 15-75 54.3 8.10 

Consideration • 0.89 25 74 15-75 58.3 8.09 

Delegation • 0.83 34 113 15-120 80.6 10.26 

Hypothesis 1 

Multiple regression was used to test Hypothesis 1 (i.e., leaders who use more leader 

control, less delegation, less team building, are less approachable, engage in less 

communication, and provide less support, will have subordinates that report more job 

stress). Pearson product moment correlations were first calculated, and are shown in 

Table 2. Inspection of Table 2 indicates a number of large correlations (e.g., between 

the political and symbolic factor, between the human resource and structural factor, 

the initiation and structural factor, etc.), which may cause the problem of 

"multicolinearity" (Howell, 1997). Therefore, only group average tenure, the 

structural factor, the consideration factor, and the delegation factor, were regressed on 

to subordinates' average job stress. The reason for group average tenure being entered 

into the multiple regression analysis was because time may be required for the 
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leadership style/stress relationship to develop. Alternatively, subordinates who have 

worked with a leader for some time may have adapted to their leadership style. The 

subordinates' average job stress was calculated by averaging the stress scores of each 

group. A significant regression result was obtained [F (4, 169) = 2.33, p < 0.05], 

which explained 5% of the variance (r = 0.23; r square= 0.05; adjusted r square= 0.03) 

in subordinates' average perceived job stress. Table 3 shows the standardized 

regression coefficients ( /3) from this analysis. Inspection of Table 3 indicates that 

none of the individual factors were significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not 

supported. However, the standardized regression coefficients still showed that both 

the structural frame ( /3 = -0.08) and consideration factor ( /3 = -0.11) had negative 

relationships with the subordinates' job stress. The scatter plot shown in Figure 1 

indicates that the more consideration factor used (i.e., more communication, more 

support) in leadership style, the less job stress perceived by subordinates. In addition, 

group tenure ( /3 = -0.11) was negatively associated with subordinates job stress: the 

longer the subordinates had worked in the organization, the smaller their rated job 

stress. 

One interesting result was found unexpectedly, as shown in Figures 2 and 3, the usage 

of leadership style in Taiwan was high on both the control factor and the 

35 



communication factor (i.e., high on both structural frame and human resource frame; 

and high on both consideration factor and initiation factor). This indicated that 

Taiwanese leaders tend to adopt both authoritative leadership style and 

communicative leadership style. 
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Table 2: Correlation Matrix of Study Variables 

1 2 G) () 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

.. Group average age 1.00 

Group average tenure 0.80* 1.00 

3. Leaders' Stress -0.18* -0.20* I 1.00 

ubordinates' Ave. Stress -0.17* -0.11 0.32* 1.00 

5. Structural 0.05 -0.02 -0.09 -0.16* 1.00 

6. Human Resource ✓ 0.04 -0.06 -0.10 -0.10. 0.78* 1.00 

i 

7. Political -0.03 -0.11 0.02 -0.lll 0.70* 0.72* 1.00 
' l 
I 

8. Symbolic 0.02 -0.08 ! -0.05 
i 

-0.10\ 0.75* 0.78* 0.85* 1.00 
i 

' ' 
I 

9. Initiation 0.00 0.00 -0.11 -0.14\ 0.72* 0.70* 0.60* 0.67* 1.00 
I 
I 

10. Consideration 0.06 -0.17* -0.19*i 0.56* 0.76* 0.55* 0.58* 0.74* 1.00 

11. Delegation 0.12 0.03 -0.17* -0.16* 0.46* 0.60* 0.46* 0.50* 0.57* 0.72* 1.00 

* = significant at p< 0.05 
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Table 3: Summary table for multiple regression on Subordinates' Average job 

Stress 

Beta Std.Err. B Std.Err. t(169) p-level 

Intercept 26.83 2.16 12.41 0.00 

Group average tenure -0.11 0.08 -0.06 0.04 -1.41 0.16 

Structural -0.08 0.09 -0.05 0.06 -0.86 0.39 

Consideration -0.11 0.12 -0.04 0.05 -0.91 0.36 

Delegation -0.05 0.11 -0.02 0.04 -0.44 0.66 

*=Significant at p=0.05 
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Figure 2: Scatterplot for Human Resource frame and Structural frame 
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Hypothesis 2 

A dependent sample t-test was performed in order to test hypothesis 2 (i.e., leaders 

will underestimate the subordinates' job stress). The leaders' perception of 

subordinates' job stress (mean=19.7, SD=4.9) and average subordinates' job stress 

score (mean=21, SD=3.4) were compared (t (173) = -3.17, p<0.01). Subordinates' 

average perceived stress was higher than their leaders' perception of their stress. 

Therefore, this hypothesis was supported, with leaders underestimating subordinates' 

job stress. 

Hypothesis 2 also predicted that leaders who are trusted and approachable, who enjoy 

better communication with subordinates, will be more accurate in their perceptions of 

subordinates' job stress, compare to leaders who are not trusted and approachable. 

Independent sample t-tests were performed to test this hypothesis. The human 

resource frame and consideration factor were analyzed in terms of their relationships 

to first, the subordinates' average perceived job stress; second, the leaders' perception 

of subordinates' job stress; and last, the difference between leaders' perception of 

subordinates' job stress and subordinates' job stress (i.e., leaders' perception of 
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subordinates' job stress subtract from subordinates' average job stress). The analysis 

was done by dividing the leaders' based on their scores on the human resource frame 

and the consideration factor into 3 groups (i.e., the 2 extreme ends of the score 

distiibution: equal to or below the 25 quartile, equal to or above the 75 quartile, and 

the middle part between 26% and 74%). Table 4 below shows the mean, SD, 25 

quartiles, and 75 quartiles scores for both the human resource frame and the 

consideration factor. Leaders who scores equal to or above the 75 quartile on both 

the consideration factor and the human resource frame were assigned to the group 

labeled the most trusted leaders (n= 37). Leaders who scores equal to or below the 25 

quartile on both the consideration factor and the human resource frame were assigned 

to the group labeled the most distrusted leaders (n= 35). 

Table. 4: Descriptive Statistics for the Human Resource Frame and the 

Consideration Factor 

Mean S.D 25 % Quartiles 7 5 % Quartiles 

Human Resource 31.9 4.84 30 35 

Consideration 58.2 8.0 54 63 
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When the most trusted leaders (Mean= 20.68, SD= 3.55) and the most distrusted 

leaders (Mean= 21.97, SD= 3.28) were compared on subordinates' average job stress, 

the result was not significant (t (70)= 1.59, p= 0.12). Second, when the most trusted 

leaders (Mean= 19.38, SD= 4.93) and the most distrusted leaders (Mean= 21, SD= 

3.41) were compared on leaders' perception of subordinates' job stress, the result was 

also not significant (t (70)= 1.61, p= 0.11). Lastly, there was no significant difference 

when the most trusted leaders (Mean= -1.31, SD= 5.53) and the most distrusted 

leaders (Mean= -0.97, SD= 3.44) were compared on the difference score of leaders' 

perception of subordinates' job stress and subordinates' job stress (t (70) = 0.31, p= 

0.76). Overall, no results showed that the difference between leaders' perception of 

subordinates' job stress and subordinates' job stress was affected by the way leaders 

treat their subordinates. Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. 

43 



Discussion 

Main Findings and Implications 

The aim of this study was to explore the relationship between leadership style and 

subordinates' job stress in Taiwan, compared to other research that was based on 

Western cultures. According to previous research, Taiwan is a place where the 

situation of high PDI (Power Distance) and high UAI (Uncertainty Avoidance) exists 

in organizations. Therefore, it was hypothesized the control-type leadership styles 

(structure frame and initiation factor) would be the strongest predictors of 

subordinates' job stress. However, results from this study did not support this 

hypothesis. 

Results from this study did not support previous Western leadership research (e.g., 

Seltzer, Numeroff & Bass, 1989; Bass, 1998; Podsakoff et al., 1990; McCauley, 1987) 

that shows when leaders are more communicative, more approachable, and more 

supportive, they will be more likely to have their subordinates reporting less job stress. 

However, the Standardized regression weight ( /3) of the consideration dimension still 

showed a negative relationship with the subordinates' average perceived job stress. 
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The hypothesis that the control factor would be the most predictive factor of 

subordinates' job stress, was not supported in the current study, and the reason may be 

that leadership style may be changing in Taiwan (from being more control to more 

communicative). Literatures in the 1970s, 1980s, and early 1990s indicated that 

Chinese managers are more authoritarian and autocratic than Western managers (e.g., 

Hsu, 1982; Redding & Casey, 1976; Chen, 1995; Redding, 1990). In contrast, 

literatures from the late 1990s till the present started to mention that communication 

between leaders and subordinates is an important factor to reduce subordinates' job 

stress (e.g., Bass, 1998; Podsakoff et al., 1990; McCauley, 1987; Schuler; Offermann 

& Hellmann, 1996). Dorfmann et al (1997) found cultural universality for supportive, 

contingent reward, and charismatic leader behaviors in Taiwan. The GLOBE research 

project (1999) also demonstrated that several attributes reflecting transformational 

leadership such as encouraging, communicative, trustworthy, positive, and 

motivational, are universally endorsed as contributing to outstanding leadership. 

Furthermore, local research from Taiwan also stated subordinates expect their leaders 

to respect and show concern as the most important issue for them first, with 

subordinates preferring the role of leader as family as the most important factor. 

Therefore, it can be seen from these literatures that there may be a changing nature to 

the leadership style in Taiwan, and the relationship between leaders and subordinates 
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may no longer be transactional, but moving towards transformational. Taiwan leaders 

may be starting to put more attention on their subordinates, and caring more about 

their subordinates. This interpretation is supported from a local article "The trends of 

human resource managerial development in the 21st century" written by Chen (1998) 

who is a professor at the National Taiwan University. In his article, Chen (1998) 

pointed out that Taiwan was previously in the stage of "Era of Industry", with 

traditional leadership (authoritative leadership style) dominating leadership styles. As 

the 21 century arrived, Taiwan started to move to the stage of "Era of Technology". 

Leadership styles adopted in organization may therefore have changed in order to 

catch the changing nature of the entire environment. One of the leadership styles Chen 

(1998) suggested for the "Era of Technology" was the transformational leadership 

style. The rated scores of leaders (see Table 1) for the control factor (Mean score: 

structural frame= 31; initiation factor= 54.3) and the communication factor (Mean 

score: human resource frame= 32; consideration factor= 58.3) as well as the 

Scatterplot shown in Figures 2 and 3, indicated that Taiwanese leaders in this sample 

did tend to adopt both authoritative and communicative types of leadership styles, 

which is consistent with the interpretation that leadership style in Taiwan is changing 

from more authoritative to more communicative. 
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Results support the hypothesis that leaders will underestimate subordinates' job stress, 

with the subordinates' average job stress ratings significantly higher than the ratings 

of leaders' perception of their subordinates' job stress. A possible reason for this 

finding is leaders may be less likely to experience work pressure than their 

subordinates who are less stress-tolerant. As leaders have been found to have higher 

levels of stress tolerance than the general work population (Yukl, 1994) and may be 

unaware of many stress problems that their subordinates encountered. On the other 

hand, subordinates may also believe it to be in their best economic interest to hide 

their experiences of stress from their leaders. In addition, Fiske and Taylor (1991) 

pointed out, individual may have the tendency to take credit for success and deny 

responsibility for failure, known as the self-serving bias. There is also a possibility 

that subordinates over-estimated their own job stress. 

Previous research (Bass, 1998, and Podsakoff et al., 1990) shows that lack of leader 

communication could undermines subordinate' trust in the leader, and may then serve 

to intensify subordinates' fear of the unknown and job stress. In other words, if there 

is good communication between leaders and subordinates, the perception and belief 

between them would be close. However, the hypothesis that leaders will be more 

accurate in their perceptions of subordinates' job stress if they are trusted, 
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approachable, and communicative with their subordinates, was not supported by the 

results. An explanation for this result may be due to leaders in Taiwan still being in 

the transition period of adopting more communication in their leadership style. On the 

other hand, this changing of leadership style in the transition period may also confuse 

subordinates, with subordinates not being sure of the real expectations of their 

leaders. 

Offermann and Hellman (1996) suggest that training those in leadership roles may be 

a viable intervention option for organizations seeking to alleviate employee stress. 

Organization may start to realize more benefit will be gained if a preventive view is 

taken. Therefore, the current study suggests leadership style using more 

communication, approachability, and support may be considered as an important issue 

in organizational interventions aimed at reducing employee stress. Results of this 

study also suggest, to help leaders understand how their behaviors affect their 

subordinates and how they can recognize and buffer employee stress is crucial in 

leader training. More specifically, leader support, approachability, interest in 

subordinate growth, trust building and communication are representing specific 

guidelines for leader efforts to reduce staff stress. 
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Limitations and Future Directions: 

The present study had some limitations, and these will be discussed with suggestions 

for future research. 

Gebelein (1994) pointed out that many managers and human resource professionals 

have assumed that a manager's self-appraisal was the most accurate source of 

information regarding leadership strengths and weakness. However, from the social 

psychological perspective of attribution theory, Nisbett and his colleagues (e.g., 

Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) have argued that people often do not 

know what influences their behavior, and that there are pervasive biases in the way 

that we account for our own and others' behavior. One common source of bias, 

known as the actor-observer effect, is the tendency for people to say that their own 

behavior is caused by situational factors and that other people's behavior is caused by 

dispositional factors (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Jones & Nisbett, 1971). Another related 

type of bias, known as self-serving bias, is the tendency to take credit for success and 

deny responsibility for failure (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Due to the limitation of the 

self-report of leadership styles, it is recommended that future research could examine 

leadership styles and subordinates' job stress from multiple perspectives: from leaders 

themselves, from their bosses, and from the leaders' subordinates. Tornow (1993) 
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pointed out that the use of multiple perspectives can enable one to map similarities 

and differences in perceptions that can provide powerful tools for individual and 

organizational applications, and avoid the possibilities of the limitations of self-report 

mentioned above. 

The second limitation was the type of staff members that participated in the present 

study. Offermann and Hellmann (1996) found a difference in the relationship between 

leadership styles and job stress between the professional staff and the clerical staff. 

They found that clerical staff showed even stronger relationships between leader 

behavior and their perceptions of stress than did professional staff, with the 

professional staff repmting higher stress. The reason provided by Offermann and 

Hellmann (1996) was due to a greater dependence of clerical staff on their manager 

for the provision of leadership behaviors that moderate or reduce stress. Furthermore, 

the existence of substitutes for leadership was argued by Kerr and Jermier (1978) in 

that in some circumstances the characteristics of the staff, task, or organization tend to 

neutralize or suppress the need for a leader to produce maximum peiformance 

effectiveness. However, in the present study, participants were from various type of 

organization, although most of them were from the financial business industry, it was 

still unclear what type of the staff they were. Future research could consider 
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examining subordinates' job stress in different types of staff and their relationship 

with their leaders. 

Another recommendation for future research is to explore gender differences in the 

relationship between leadership styles and subordinates' job stress for both leaders 

and subordinates. Gardiner and Tiggemann (1999) found that women in 

male-dominated industries might face pressures, different from those faced by men in 

the same jobs, or by women and men in more female-dominated environments. In 

their study, female leaders in male-dominated industries reported a leadership style 

similar to male leaders, but female leaders reported higher job stress. There are three 

consequences for women which are liable to increase their stress: increased visibility 

(i.e., being more visible, or attracting a disproportionate share of attention) (e.g., 

Bellamy & Ramsay, 1994); exaggeration of differences (i.e., women may end up 

isolated from the main (male) group and therefore lack both formal and informal 

support, leading to higher levels of stress) (Bellamy & Ramsay, 1994); and sex 

stereotyping (Fiske, Bersoff, Borgida, Deaux & Heilman, 1991). These gender 

differences on leadership may eventually affect both leaders' and subordinates' 

perception of subordinates' job stress. 
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Finally, stress scale used by leaders in this study had low scale reliability. Nunnally 

(1978) pointed out that high internal consistency is necessary for a scale to be 

considered valid; Kline (2000) and Nunnally (1978) also stated that coefficient alphas 

should not be tolerated if they are below 0.7. 
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Conclusion 

The present study contributes to the literature in a number of ways. Although the 

results did not support literature addressing leaders' support, approachability, and 

communication as having a positive impact in subordinates' job stress reduction, there 

were still positive correlation between communication factor and subordinates' job 

stress. The gap between leaders' perception and subordinates' perception of 

subordinates' job stress was found in organizations in Taiwan with leaders' 

underestimating subordinates' job stress. In addition, this study suggests that 

organizations in Taiwan may be now in a transition stage of adopting a 

more-communicative (human-hearted) leadership style rather than the 

more-authoritative leadership style. 

Furthermore, this study has implications for leadership behavior. Specifically, leader 

support, approachability, interest in subordinate growth, trust building and 

communication are representing specific guidelines for leader efforts to reduce staff 

stress, and are crucial factors in leader training that may help leaders understand how 

their behaviors affect their subordinates and how they can recognize and buffer 
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employee stress. This may help to create a more comfortable work environment with 

a harmonious relationship between leaders and subordinates, in which leaders are 

supportive and communicative; subordinates are more likely to devote themselves to 

their organizations and eventually have lower job stress. 
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University of Canterbury 

Department of Psychology 

Appendix A 

Leaders Questionnaire 

Information Sheet 

You are invited to participate as a subject in a research project titled "The relationship 

between leadership behaviors and subordinates job stress in Taiwan". 

The aim of this project is to investigate the relationship between leadership behaviors 

and subordinates job stress in Taiwan. Previous similar research has been focused on 

Western cultures mainly and the purpose of this research is to see whether the results 

from our survey can indicate any significant cultural differences between Western and 

Asian cultures, especially Taiwan. 

Your involvement in this project will involve completing 2 questionnaires and this 

should take approximately 25 minutes. You have the right to withdraw from the 

project at any time, including withdrawal of any information provided. 

All data from this research is only investigated as group data. No data will be 

investigated on an individual basis. The result of this project may be published but 

any printed information will also be anonymous and group based. Under no 

circumstances will the identity of participants be made public. Therefore you may be 

assured of the complete confidentiality of data gathered in this investigation. 

Completed data will be placed into a locked drop-box. The questionnaires will be 

stored under lock and key and eventually shredded at the end of the research. All data 

that is entered into any computer system for the purpose of this research will be done 

by using allocated participant numbers. No name will be entered into a computer. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Science thesis by 

Che-Min Chu under the supervision of Dr. Chris Burt. 
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Background Information 

1. Are you: __ Male __ Female 

2.Age: __ 

3. How many years have you been in your current job? __ 

4. How many total years of experience do you have as a manager? __ 

5. What industry do you work in (e.g., I.T.)? __ _ 

6. What level you consider yourself as a manager in your organization (e.g., top 

level, mid-level)? __ _ 

7. How many people in total work in your organization? __ _ 

8. Which ethnic group do you belong to (e.g., Taiwanese)? __ _ 
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Part 1 

This questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management style. 

You are asked to indicate how often each of the items below is true of you. 

Please use the following scale in answering each item. 

1 Never 

2 Occasionally 

3 Sometimes 

4 Often 

5 Always 

So, you would circle 'l' for an item that is never true of you, '2' for one that is 

occasionally true, '3' for one that is sometimes true of you, and so on. 

Be discriminating! Your results will be more helpful if you think about each item 

and distinguish the things that you really do all the time from the things that you do 

seldom or never. 

1. Ithink very clearly and logically .................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I show high levels of support and concern for others ............ 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I have exceptional ability to mobilize people and ............... 1 2 3 4 5 

resources to get things done. 

4. I inspire others to do their best ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines ..... 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I build trust through open and collaborative relationships ...... 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 
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8. I am highly chadsmatic ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I approach problems through logical analysis ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 

and careful thinking. 

10. I show high sensitivity and concern for ......................... .. 1 2 3 4 5 

others' needs and feelings. 

11. I am very persuasive and influential.. ............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I am able to motivate others ........................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

13. I develop and implement clear, logical policies .................. 1 2 3 4 5 

and procedures 

14. I foster high levels of participation and ........................... 1 2 3 4 5 

involvement in decisions 

15. I anticipate and deal adroitly with company conflict.. .......... 1 2 3 4 5 

16. I am highly imaginative and creative .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. I approach problems with facts and logic ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 

18. I am consistently helpful and responsive to others .......... .... 1 2 3 4 5 

19. I am very effective in getting support from ....................... 1 2 3 4 5 

people with influence and power. 

20. I communicate a strong and challenging .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

sense of vision and mission. 

21. I set specific, measurable goals and .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

hold people accountable for results. 

22. I listen well and am very receptive to ...................... ......... 1 2 3 4 5 

other people's ideas and input. 
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23. I am sensitive and skilful in dealing with company conflict. .. 1 2 3 4 5 

24. I see beyond current realities to generate ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

exciting new opportunities. 

25. I have extraordinary attention to detail. ........................... 1 2 3 4 5 

26. I give personal recognition for work well done .................. 1 2 3 4 5 

27. I develop alliances to build a strong base of support ............ 1 2 3 4 5 

28. I generate loyalty and enthusiasm in my subordinates .......... 1 2 3 4 5 

29. I strongly believe in clear structure and ........................... 1 2 3 4 5 

a chain of command 

30. I am a highly participative manager .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

31. I succeed in the face of conflict and opposition .................. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. I serve as an influential model of company ....................... 1 2 3 4 5 

aspirations and values. 

33. I make my attitude clear to the group ............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

34. I do personal favors for subordinates ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 

35. I try out my new ideas with my group ........................... 1 2 3 4 5 

36. I do little things to make it pleasant to be ................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

a member of the group 

37. I rule with an iron hand ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

38. I am easy to understand ............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

39. I speak in a manner not to be questioned ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 
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40. I find time to listen to subordinates ............................... 1 2 3 4 5 

41. I criticize poor work ................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

42. I socialize with subordinates rather than keeping ............... 1 2 3 4 5 

to myself 

43. I assign subordinates to particular tasks .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

44. I look out for the personal welfare of individuals ................... 1 2 3 4 5 

in my group 

45. I schedule the work. ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

46. I explain my actions to subordinates .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

47. I maintain definite standards of performance .................... 1 2 3 4 5 

48. I consult subordinates before action .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

49. I emphasize deadlines ............................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

50. I back up subordinates in their action .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

51. I encourage the use of uniform procedures ....................... 1 2 3 4 5 

52. I treat all subordinates as equals ...................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

53. I make sure that my role in the company is understood ......... 1 2 3 4 5 

54. I am willing to make changes ........................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

55. I ask that subordinates follow standard rules ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

and regulations 

56. I am friendly and approachable ....................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

57. I let subordinates know what is expected of them ............... 1 2 3 4 5 
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58. I make subordinates feel at ease when talking with them ...... 1 2 3 4 5 

59. I see to it that subordinates are working up to capability ....... 1 2 3 4 5 

60. I put suggestions made by my group into action ................ 1 2 3 4 5 

61. I see to it that the work of subordinates is coordinated ......... 1 2 3 4 5 

62. I get group approval in important matters before acting ....... 1 2 3 4 5 

63. I allow the members complete freedom in their work. ........... 1 2 3 4 5 

64. I encourage overtime work. ........................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

65. I permit the members to use their own judgment.. ............... 1 2 3 4 5 

in solving problems 

66. I keep the group in good standing with higher authority ....... 1 2 3 4 5 

67. I accept defeat ......................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

68. I let other persons take away my leadership in the group ....... 1 2 3 4 5 

69. I let the members do their work the way they think best ....... 1 2 3 4 5 

70. Ilet some members take advantage of me ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 

71. !treat all group members as my colleagues ..................... 1 2 3 4 5 

72. My supe1iors respond favorably to most of ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

my suggestions 

73. I decide what shall be done and how it shall be done ........... 1 2 3 4 5 

74. I assign a task, then let the members handle it ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 

75. I am the leader of the group in name only ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 
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76. I enjoy the privileges of my position .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

77. I am able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty ............. 1 2 3 4 5 

78. I am reluctant to allow my subordinates any freedom .......... 1 2 3 4 5 

79. I let some members have authority that I should keep ........... 1 2 3 4 5 

80. I don't put pressure on my subordinates .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

81. I allow the group a high degree of initiative ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

82. I take full charge when emergencies arise ........................... 1 2 3 4 5 

83. !trust my subordinates to make good decisions ................. 1 2 3 4 5 

84. I overcome attempts made to challenge my leadership ............ 1 2 3 4 5 

85. I refuse to explain my actions ....................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

86. I permit my group to work at their own speed .................... 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part2 

Instructions 

The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts about your 

work team at work during the last month. In each case, you will be asked to 

indicate how often you felt or thought about your work team a certain way. 

Although some of the questions are similar, there are differences between them 

and you should treat each one as a separate question. The best approach is to 

answer each question fairly quickly. That is, do not try to count up the number of 

times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate the alternative that seems like a 

reasonable estimate. 

For each question, choose from the following alternatives, and indicate your 

response by circling a number. 

O=never 

l=almost never 

2=sometimes 

3=fairly often 

4=very often 
Never Very often 

1. In the last month, how often has your work team ................ 0 1 2 3 4 

been upset because of something at work 

that happened unexpectedly? 

2. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that they were unable to control 

the important issues at work? 

3. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

felt nervous and stressed at work? 

4. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that they were effectively coping with important 

changes that were occurring at work? 

5. In the last month, how often has your work team ................ 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that things were going their way at work? 
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Never Very often 

6. In the last month, how often has your work team ................ 0 1 2 3 4 

found that they could not cope with all 

the things they had to do at work? 

7. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

been able to control irritations in their work life? 

8. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that they were on top of things at work? 

9. In the last month, how often has your work team ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

been angered because of work issues that happened 

that were outside of their control? 

10. In the last month, how often has your work team ............... 0 1 2 3 4 

found themselves thinking about work issues 

that they have to accomplish? 

11. In the last month, how often has your work team ............... 0 1 2 3 4 

been able to control the way they spend their work time? 

12. In the last month, how often has your work team ............... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt work difficulties were piling up so high that 

they could not overcome them? 

Thank You 
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Leaders Questionnaire Chinese Version 

University of Canterbury 

Department of Psychology No. 

f~PJ ~ 1J•~l¥J :§Jr:B-Wi~wf~~~ f;}ffl § ffi "itJll:±~®iJJ~ :1JS:t5f•~ !11.I ft ffljJ 

1¥Jfflfflf*"®1iff~llst15. 

ili f5tliff~llst151¥J:± ~ ~Wi'ili'fitJll:±~®iJJ~nS:t5fD~ !11.I f tffl1J ®!UH*· ~* 
l'l"J:xiA:±~~Wi±iE]?§nl'l"J:x {t, -ti11zsl!I:t*liff~llst~l'l"J § 1¥J~ff El3tlt1r~s"J F1:1i~ 
*~~'.f g§;j5f•fil!t1+11¥J:x {tl:1¥J~~~~ffiE 

~f5tliff~llst15t-1:217 2 f5tF1:1i~, *~J:wr1tf~ 25 :B-ii1¥JJeyFai*515fflG. f~lHlflJiE 
1:f1J:iJ1¥JJey!li~ pig,11ffl~~~ f5tliff~, mmlf:simtEr1:1,~tf=lf~fiJTJJf~®Jl*4. 

ili f5tnff~llst15 J=ifr~B"J~~:f:'=:Jtr PJl!iliffll¥JJl3f6!.**!E~t, 515~B"J~~trijtEf*~*ili 
tp, iE1iff~l¥J~1!ttr1JJlj~~- ¥:a~lliuA iEfflH~ tf=l ®Jif-4, -ti1R tr PJ ~ 1JD~l¥Jfi~ 
milf\. H.@J,Ff tr PJ ffiAl¥J:1JS:tmilf\. ili f;}liff~llst~l'l"J*-6*~1:lJ fcf gtr lli!V3, {B ~~ 

ffl31¥JJi3f6!. :f:'=:Jtr PJ 11i ::gd(Il!iliffl*!E~tl'l"JnS:t*milf\. ::f ~iEf 3::f i'tJB"J '[W15t ~, ~ 1JO~l¥J 
:§fr:B-:1:'=:J::f trtt1f-£-fw. ff If:t UJ PJ :fiif*f~l¥JfLAJif4. 
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l=tE*~~ 
2=-{Mffl 

3=~~-@t 

4=ffi~ 
5=~~ 

~~tt:~! f~1¥J~*it!1~1r,*~it1Fm'~MEiJJ, ®tmf~1=iJtJ1NM~l'l"J~n-¥JflJG@ 
f~*'~ t±{t&l'l':J$f•JJG @f~-fMffl~ft~{{t* ~~1'1':JiHf. 

1. ~1¥J,~,~tl:ct1NM~J=i.Jt~~ffl'li ................................ .. 1 2 3 4 5 

I think very clearly and logically 

2. ~,1~1-tl!A -iw~1Jlte~Na~:szJf;r•;m{" ............................. 1 2 3 4 s 
I show high levels of support and concern for others 

3. ~~~tel¥Jt~1J~tlllJJA1JfD~~lll{*~~$'[W .................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I have exceptional ability to mobilize people and 

resources to get things done 

4. ~-~flitb~1iliA~~w1lli1r,ml:kl¥JttfJ ............................. 1 2 3 4 5 

I inspire others to do their best 

5. ~+n-i.1mfflJ~¥1'!':Jgt~;rD~liil¥JffiJFa~n-rJiB .......................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I strongly emphasize careful planning and clear time lines 
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6. flt11fffiEl31ffli&f•ir1tl¥JH1**~J'.I1~H:f ............................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I build trust through open and collaborative relationships 

7. flt~ffl1.ll~fttJ5 ll ~~littUffi1Jl¥J~tU~ .......................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I am a very skillful and shrewd negotiator 

8. flt~~ ~ffl'.1¥J~B 1J ..................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I am highly charismatic 

9. fltfiFIJfliM~l¥J:B-tfil•~w1¥JJ5V~*lWi:R:Fr:r~m ................ .... 1 2 3 4 5 

I approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking 

10. fltJttnJJU.A.1¥Jw>1t&r~$wr~rJu:B~ffl'. ............................. 1 2 3 4 s 
1¥Jfj~~ffl'.WH IL' 
I show high sensitivity and concern for others' needs and feelings 

11. flt~l¥J+:5t~~D~1JW1;~1Jl¥J.A. .................................. l 2 3 4 5 

I am very persuasive and influential 

12. f!tfig~~.A.1Gvf~~-~fq]J:. ........................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I am able to motivate others 

13. fltm1~:MLllH11'rm~. ~•m-,1~1¥J1&*l•¥JR$fiJ¥ .............. 1 2 3 4 s 
I develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures 

14. fltfi!&i:R:JE!ey11f{,lE~tE11IF1=1~!¥Jir{tHf*W~~~ ................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I foster high levels of participation and involvement in decisions 

15. flt1:iJTJJj[:WJ:M£:i:1jfr!J>:f:tg~:EJ1!0AJpgl¥JmS~ ........................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I anticipate and deal adroitly with company conflict 

16. i!t~~~'i'l¥Jr~-f&1JWEU~1J ........................................ 1 2 3 4 s 
I am highly imaginative and creative 

17. flt1#f1JE$Jl'WrtrirJflffll¥J~lt*lWi:R:Fr:r~ffi ........................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I approach problems with facts and logic 
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18. t1twrt~1t1¥J@H!111!J.Jflffi!:~•WJ .................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I am consistently helpful and responsive to others 

19. t1t+1tm~1;t~f!f~¥:1JfDifi:1J1¥J,A,fflrr11H~¥u•WJ ............. 1 2 3 4 s 
I am very effective in getting support from people 

with influence and power 

20. ~Wf!MJ3UJ.J~iEUi~_§Jlf!frJtl'#tl~l¥J~1ltf0~$ ................ l 2 3 4 5 

I communicate a strong and challenging sense 

of vision and mission 

21. ~Wf~k~uf_[riJ~fflGl¥J§ff, t~1JLHiliA~fflG ................... .1 2 3 4 s 
:Ml!t;1tMi*~• 
I set specific, measurable goals and hold people 

accountable for results 

22. ~flli~!;Ji~ffif _[1pm':&:~*ti'3l:J3UAl¥J~1!f0~~ ............. 1 2 3 4 s 
I listen well and am very receptive to other 

people's ideas and input 

23. ~tE~:f!1[0-p_Jrggj3fti~J::~~~_[f!f:f1}51¥J ..................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I am sensitive and skilful in dealing with company conflict 

24. ~wrffl~0-P] §mJl¥JJJ!R*~m!~JJ!;ttffJ!fJrl¥J~Wf ............. 1 2 3 4 s 
I see beyond current realities to generate 

exciting new opportunities 

25. ~!tf£{1'iJ*'fflffi'jiITT+:B-~±~ ............................................ .. 1 2 3 4 5 

I have extraordinary attention to detail 

26. !t:li~I{tJ::~J.11¥J~JJ!~wrMffi~riJ&lzlb ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I give personal recognition for work well done 

27. ~-Etl~~ffl*ij!;ftffl~l¥J3z:~ .................................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I develop alliances to build a strong base of support 

28. ~~~$JIMNI{tJ::1¥J~'IWf0;1tJ!',~ ............................ 1 2 3 4 5 

I generate loyalty and enthusiasm in my subordinates 

76 



29. flt;J;§1Ei M~l¥1*JUi~tl~OO:tll¥Jl¥Jt~-fi-~~1¥J ................ 1 2 3 4 s 
I strongly believe in clear structure and a chain of command 

30. flt~,(ffij;fl~3i~~1¥Jif:E!l!ff .......................................... .... 1 2 3 4 5 

I am a highly participative manager 

31. iltlJfi~jJ~:E!![1}p_]pgl¥J1if~f•if§Zrl¥Jif~ ........................ .1 2 3 4 5 

I succeed in the face of conflict and opposition 

32. f\tf-fnf0 P.]1¥Jfflf!!:EJIL~~Ji:fJ!~lJif§'M'l¥J~-1J ................ 1 2 3 4 s 
I serve as an influential model of company aspirations and values 

33. ~1HM~l¥Jf-filtl¥Jlll~~~iltl¥J~ffl'. ............................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I make my attitude clear to the group 

34. iltiffflifTMffBJii¥J'l't ................................................. 1 2 3 4 s 
I do personal favours for subordinates 

35. iltt•iltl¥Jlll~:fr~liff~11:ffl'lJEIBl¥JfJr~t:t ......................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I try out my new ideas with my group 

36. i!tiffffEi31t.&1E91J\$*!i~lll~~rdl1¥J~f& ........................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I do little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group 

37. ~PJ~JI7815(~*#1f .................................................... l 2 3 4 5 

I rule with an iron hand 

38. ~~1ffil1H~~12Sl7ml¥JA .............................................. l 2 3 4 5 

I am easy to understand 

39. i\t1¥J~~~~~t12Slff~ ................................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

I speak in a manner not to be questioned 

40. i!tifft~Wif/Jl:t~Iffj~$Jll¥J1G,1t ....................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I find time to listen to subordinates 

41. ilttfft!c~I1'F5&$~1¥J,1$G~ ........................................... l 2 3 4 5 

I criticize poor work 
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42. ~tf~~JMlJ,..$Ml¥J~¥lr~ .......................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I socialise with subordinates rather than keeping to myself 

43. ~tf:B-fr:lff~M~fi&~ki¥JI{'F ....................................... .I 2 3 4 s 
I assign subordinates to particular tasks 

44. ~tf~~~ll~tp~-11E~~1¥JmiffJfa~~ ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I look out for the personal welfare of individuals in my group 

45. ~l'f3frJFI{'FJ:1¥J~]Jt ................................................. 1 2 3 4 s 
I schedule the work 

46. ~tf!1ff~MMf'¥~1¥Jff~ ............................................. .1 2 3 4 5 

I explain my actions to subordinates 

47. ~*ffJ~-kfiJJtl¥JI{'F7JdfL. ......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I maintain definite standards of performance 

48. ~tf1=t1'rlJJiWf•ff~Mfr~§ji@ ........................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I consult subordinates before action 

49. ~z1.m1t1tfeyr1c1, ......................................................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I emphasize deadlines 

50. ~tf{i&ff~• I{'FJ:1¥11&!§ .............................................. 1 2 3 4 5 

I back up subordinates in their action 

51. ~~Jtf~J=IUJE-11U!l¥J¥h¥$fif¥ ..................................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I encourage the use of uniform procedures 

52. ~Wff~Mfr~-fff7lfq]{- ................................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I treat all subordinates as equals 

53. ~tf1i~~::f=E0-P]l¥JftEJ€3~~1Etm~7M ........................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I make sure that my role in the company is understood 

54. ~+:B-~1i~2>(~ .......................................................... l 2 3 4 5 

I am willing to make changes 
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55. flt~*g~J1Hri*31v*l*l¥JmJwf•1~f§u ............................ 1 2 3 4 s 
I ask that subordinates follow standard rules and regulations 

56. f\t1.&:lz~ iL zp:~~A .................................................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I am friendly and approachable 

57. flt~g~;g;1ri~•~flt!Jfii!.fl1i1¥JM~~1tr.t ........................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I let subordinates know what is expected of them 

58. 'Mfltf•g~•m~i1¥Jiey1~, fltwr~1-ig1rit:rfr.&,~Jt ................ .1 2 3 4 5 

i9.f§!E:1J 
I make subordinates feel at ease when talking with them 

59. flt-JEi.1~JUg~;g;1ri~~f§~tf f-tgfrift&$!¥J~g:1J ................ 1 2 3 4 5 

I see to it that subordinates are working up to capability 

60. flttr!e!~~itnifa1¥J~*11Mifilh .................................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I put suggestions made by my group into action 

61. flt-JEtfi.1~g~J11rt~~f'f5tIEff .............................. .l 2 3 4 5 

I see to it that the work of subordinates is coordinated 

62. i-tn~:m~l¥J$fi, flttr:t=E1=r1111wffi*~~~1¥J~~- ............... .1 2 3 4 5 

I get group approval in important matters before acting 

63. flt~r~MfriI ff_1:%~1¥J § Ef3 ..................................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I allow the members complete freedom in their work 

64. fltiiz~.1Jo:FJI ................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

I encourage overtime work 

65. fltft~Lfg~•1rim § a1¥JIH!UiWtU~*MtR:rAi~ .................. .1 2 3 4 5 

I permit the members to use their own judgment in solving problems 

66. :t=Effi!-f~Jt!ttltfey, flttfffiifrfltl¥J~~~JEOOl¥Jff11 ............. .1 2 3 4 5 

I keep the group in good standing with higher authority 
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67. fltfm~~§B!'0~1:!1Hi~1-tltAJeJF!'0~J! ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

I accept defeat 

68. tE~Rtp, ilt~lt1ttA.~fflflt!'0f5Ji~;fl ............................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I let other persons take away my leadership in the group 

69. flt~ffBJiHritJ.1if!1ri~?Jm&W®:15:ct*§'G~1if!1ri!'0Iff ......... .1 2 3 4 5 

I let the members do their work the way they think best 

10. f\t@:ffffBJt®ffBJIHr!:iflt!'01JvOJ!11L .................................... .1 2 3 4 s 
I let some members take advantage of me 

71. fltft~ffB®ffBJl1riW~ll"IJ$1!1i-ft®f,H~ ........................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I treat all group members as my colleagues 

72. flt®J:1§'.Jii'M''tt!-tflt®~i!~rlEfili®@JJJl ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 

My superiors respond favourably to most of my suggestions 

73. ilt1R:5E1tJJf$'11~~~11Jt§'G~J;J&~D1l:iJ*§'G~ .................. .1 2 3 4 s 
I decide what shall be done and how it shall be done 

14. flt7tMBI1t, ~z&xEl3ffB111r,**~···················· ........... .1 2 3 4 s 
I assign a task, then let the members handle it 

75. flt.R~~~J:®f5Ji~1f .............................................. ... 1 2 3 4 5 

I am the leader of the group in name only 

16. flt1&*~ilt®tm1ilJ'iJrmr*irilt®~fl ............................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I enjoy the privileges of my position 

77. flt1'1JJ;J;g~I1'FJ:®§[MJ;J&~lit5E'[:t ........................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I am able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty 

78. ilt~iil*~rffBJl11111t:&~5E®§El3 ................................. .1 2 3 4 s 
I am reluctant to allow my subordinates any freedom 

79. Jt:ff~B?t®ffBJlflt'tt~fltJJl1:l~Hi®fl~& ......................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I let some members have authority that I should keep 
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80. ~;r-~tm• 1r1JE:tJ ...................................................... .1 2 3 4 5 

I don't put pressure on my subordinates 

81. ~ftiff~~lll~1r1~:±:tJJ~Jf)(fflJJ~11lU ......................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I allow the group a high degree of initiative 

82. M'~~1g~~WZ1£~~~~wr~ a~mm:Ell1 ...................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I take full charge when emergencies arise 

83. ~if§f~f!t~gB• 1r11!r{i!ftW~iR:5E ..................................... 1 2 3 4 s 
I trust my subordinates to make good decisions 

84. ~UJPJ4if.i'1ffil-f:MlmJlffl3J!!.1:i:fijlgtJt~~iJi~:tJ~WZt£ .......... .1 2 3 4 s 
I overcome attempts made to challenge my leadership 

8s. fltte*-~*mttflt~fiffi ................................................ .1 2 3 4 s 
I refuse to explain my actions 

86. ~ftiff~~lll~~5E~c~I1t~N .............................. .1 2 3 4 s 
I permit my group to work at their own speed 
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ili153-ri:1i;g1:~~1:E~wri:1i, 1mw~1m®r.1tlll~1:E~:t-M~ q::i, i1r.1t®~1'f• 
~t:t. 1=£4ij-Mri:1imtt, w.r~~1m1:1~1m®r. 1t111~,1~-fllil1~t:t~~1:®~~ 
:JZffl:. -in~t1f-!E9ri:1imAJ,g~@JB*1~fPJ, 1s~ft1J,-tr,~T-fAJ®, ~&\~'llffm:te:i't:1r, 
~#1'F~iij-MT-fAJ®ri:1im. m:~=r®:1Jt:t~w.rPJTill::t@l1§'.qij-fflri:1im. 

O==fft5Kif~ 
1=~3¥~1f~ 
2:iffey~ 

3::ffi~ 
4=1[::,m!m~ 

1.1:E~:t-M~ q::i, 1m1:1~1m®r.1tlll~1:EI1tJ: .............. o 1 2 3 4 

1f l:f:Pf{t1!,fr1®~~Z~®iHff~jffl '.1:1~1[/JJ[O,ffl? 

2.1=£~:t-M~ q::i, fml:1~fm®I.{'Flll~ ........................... O 1 2 3 4 

1f 1f~l!~:EII 1'F J:ffi:~$'1ff®~1'0,I? 

3.1=£~:t-M~ q::i, 1:EI.f'FJ:fm1'1~ft®If'Flll~ ............... o 1 2 3 4 

1f l:1~~~~1N1fJE1JO,I? 

4. 1:E~:t-M~q::i, 1mt:1~fm®If'Flll~1f~1' .................. o 1 2 3 4 

ft1!,fr1i-f~~:EII. f'F J:~~$flj::ff!g~r~#®J!!~:1Jitn,I? 

s.1=£~:t-M~ q::i, 1mt:1~fm®If'Flll~1:EI.f'FJ: ............... o 1 2 3 4 

1f1f1f1LJ\IJ!-¥®~1l? 

6. 1=£~:t-M~ q::i, 1mt:tffm®r.1t111~1r~11 ................ .. o 1 2 3 4 

~WH!1-JI. 1'F J:pfr1f &\1Jl:tJJ!l1!®$•lffO,ffl? 
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7. tE~*-OOJ=I r:p, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~~}t ................. o 1 2 3 4 

{-&1r11:iJ J;J~:f!l[~I {'FffiJ'3 I JEB~:ti'lf~t~'liU&~U,I? 

8. tE~*-OOJ=I tp, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~ltf~AJJ;J ........... o 1 2 3 4 

~~M:f!l[I {'F __t-~~~i§tU,I? 

9. tE~*-OOJ=I r:p, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~-~ ... .......... ..... o 1 2 3 4 

I {'F __t~~ T ftt!:fr1~1!~$U~$'lwffiJ ~~U,I? 

10. tE~*-{lffl}=}tp, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~ ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

~ tf,mttri~1-&1r1&,iJi%fflGI 1'F~tE1ia~~? 

11. tE~*-11fflJ=I tp, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~~m ................. 0 1 2 3 4 

AJ J;J~i§t¥U1-&fr1figfn.1~~1-&1r1~ I {tneyrai? 

12. tE~*-OOJ=I r:p, f~}tftf~~I{'F~~iltf~'.I: .............. o 1 2 3 4 

I{'FtE!lre&t!Ht*:f!,ffff~J&1-&1r1~1!*5'lij~~®ffifreU,I? 
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Subordinates Questionnaire 

University of Canterbury 

Department of Psychology 

Information Sheet 

You are invited to participate as a subject in a research project titled "The relationship 

between leadership behaviors and subordinates job stress in Taiwan". 

The aim of this project is to investigate the relationship between leadership behaviors 

and subordinates job stress in Taiwan. Previous similar research has been focused on 

Western cultures mainly and the purpose of this research is to see whether the results 

from our survey can indicate any significant cultural differences between Western and 

Asian cultures, especially Taiwan. 

Your involvement in this project will involve completing 1 questionnaire and this 

should take approximately 5 minutes. You have the right to withdraw from the project 

at any time, including withdrawal of any information provided. 

All data from this research is only investigated as group data. No data will be 

investigated on an individual basis. The result of this project may be published but 

any printed information will also be anonymous and group based. Under no 

circumstances will the identity of participants be made public. Therefore you may be 

assured of the complete confidentiality of data gathered in this investigation. 

Completed data will be placed into a locked drop-box. The questionnaires will be 

stored under lock and key and eventually shredded at the end of the research. All data 

that is entered into any computer system for the purpose of this research will be done 

by using allocated participant numbers. No name will be entered into a computer. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Science thesis by 

Che-Min Chu under the supervision of Dr. Chris Burt. 
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Background Information 

1. Are you: __ Male __ Female 

2.Age: __ 

3. How many years have you been in your current job? __ 
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Instructions 

The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts at work 

during the last month. In each case, you will be asked to indicate how often you 

felt or thought a certain way. Although some of the questions are similar, there are 

differences between them and you should treat each one as a separate question. 

The best approach is to answer each question fairly quickly. That is, do not try to 

count up the number of times you felt a particular way, but rather indicate the 

alternative that seems like a reasonable estimate. 

For each question, choose from the following alternatives and indicate your 

response by circling a number. 

O=never 

l=almost never 

2=sometimes 

3=fairly often 

4=very often 
Never Very often 

13. In the last month, how often have you ..................... 0 1 2 3 4 

been upset because of something at work 

that happened unexpectedly? 

14. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that you were unable to control 

the important issues at work? 

15. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt nervous and stressed at work? 

16. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that you were effectively coping with important 

changes that were occurring at work? 
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Never Very often 

17. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that things were going your way at work? 

18. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

found that you could not cope with all 

the things you had to do at work? 

19. In the last month, how often have you ..................... 0 1 2 3 4 

been able to control irritations in your work life? 

20. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt that you were on top of things at work? 

21. In the last month, how often have you ...................... 0 1 2 3 4 

been angered because of work issues that happened 

that were outside of your control? 

22. In the last month, how often have you ..................... 0 1 2 3 4 

found yourself thinking about work issues 

that you have to accomplish? 

23. In the last month, how often have you ..................... 0 1 2 3 4 

been able to control the way you spend your work time? 

24. In the last month, how often have you ..................... 0 1 2 3 4 

felt work difficulties were piling up so high that 

you could not overcome them? 

Thank You 
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Subordinates Questionnaire Chinese Version 

University of Canterbury 

Department of Psychology No. 

f~PJ~1J•::gl¥J:!:t:5:HN~ffl~!AHi f5}ffi § f.S "i==tf.!:±ff1¥Jifi~tfAfDT Ji.If tE1J 
1¥JM1*"1¥JWF1'Gf~iir. 

~ f5}Wf1'Gf~i!rl¥J.1: gt ~iJH'Fi==tf.!.1:ff 1¥Jifi~tfAIDT Ji.I ftE1J 1¥JM1*· ~* 
1¥J:x!IA::t~~Wi±tEiz§tfl¥J:x 1t, fu~Jl:t7-ls:Wf1'Gf~El¥J § 1¥J~ff 1±1flt1F~1¥Jr1=1~~ 
*~~t!Z§tfID:rffitHll¥J:x 1tl:1¥J~~~Nf¥tE 
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