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The Leadership Value Chain

Robert B. Kaiser and Darren V. Overfield
Kaplan DeVries Inc.

There is little question that leadership is vital to organizational effectiveness; how-
ever, there is a lack of comprehensive models of the processes and intervening
factors that explain the link between individual leaders and organizational perfor-
mance. This article concerns an evidence-based framework, the leadership value
chain, that traces the characteristics of individual leaders to their leadership style;
leadership style to effect on team and unit processes; team and unit processes to team
and unit results; and team and unit results to effectiveness across a broad range of
organizational-level performance measures. The point of the leadership value chain
is to identify the sequence of key variables and considerations that relate individual
leaders to organizational effectiveness. Of all the things to consider, these are the
things that must be considered to determine the value of leadership. The authors use
examples to show how this framework can provide a heuristic for thinking strate-
gically about key leadership investment decisions and organizational development
interventions.

Most people take it for granted that leadership matters. Beyond everyday intuition,
research has documented a link between leaders and organizational effective-
ness. For example, one study estimated that high performing executives add,
on average, $25 million in value more than mediocre performers over a typi-
cal tenure (Barrick, Day, Lord, & Alexander, 1991). Another study concluded
that chief executive officers account for 14% of the variability in firm finan-
cial performance (Joyce, Nohria, & Roberson, 2003). To put that in perspective,
industry sector accounts for 19% (McGahan & Porter, 1997). Thus, deciding who
will lead is nearly as consequential as deciding whether to sell pharmaceuticals,
undergarments, or automobiles.

It is one thing to know that leaders play a decisive role in the fate of orga-
nizations; it is a different and more helpful thing to know how they make a
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 165

difference. We have searched the business press and the professional literature
for research-based models that explain how leaders make a difference. There are
many frameworks that capture pieces of the puzzle, but none gives the whole
picture.

In this article, we propose a framework to begin filling this void. It is called the
leadership value chain because the basic concept comes from value chain logic
(cf. Porter, 1985). The goal is to identify the sequence and classes of variables
that transform a particular input (individual leaders) into a valued output (organi-
zational effectiveness). The purpose is that understanding the value of leadership
is important yet not well developed. It is also a complex problem. Our goal is
to cut through the complexity by distinguishing, amid all of the many different
things we could consider, what are the essential things we must consider to deter-
mine the value of leadership? We also take an evidence-based approach, choosing
only factors demonstrated by empirical research to link leaders, leadership, and
organizational performance.

After providing a bit of background, we describe the elements in the leadership
value chain and suggest ways to assess them. Ultimately, we acknowledge limi-
tations to the model and close with examples of how consulting psychologists,
human resources and talent managers, and researchers can apply the frame-
work in thinking strategically about key leadership investments and organizational
development.

BACKGROUND

Our interest in leadership comes from our work in business organizations.
Therefore, much of the following pertains to leadership in the context of for-profit
businesses. The basic logic and key concepts are likely to pertain to leadership of
government, military, education, community, and nonprofit organizations; how-
ever, some of the organizational performance variables we discuss may need to
be adapted to those contexts.

Simplifying the Complex

There were two needs that prompted the development of the leadership value
chain. First, our research and development team needed a way to think about crite-
ria for validating new leadership assessment tools and development interventions.
Second, the question of how leaders add value is on everyone’s mind—it is central
to such issues as the return on investment of executive coaching and the debate
about executive compensation—but the problem seems hopelessly complex. In
examining both the scholarly and practitioner literatures, we were struck by the
lack of a comprehensive framework. This prompted us to attempt to create one.
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166 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

Fair warning: the leadership value chain and the discussion around it are not
simple. This framework goes well beyond a 2 × 2 matrix. We are forsaking the
value of simplicity in deference to the complexity of the topic. Our hope is that as
one examines the framework by understanding each phase one at a time and then
considering how they all link together, one will find what Oliver Wendell Holmes
described as “the simplicity on the other side of complexity.”

Defining Leadership

All discussions of leadership rest on an assumption about what the term means.
The thinking behind the leadership value chain is guided by the view of leadership
articulated by Robert Hogan (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994; Hogan & Kaiser,
2005). According to this view, on the basis of an analysis of human origins, leader-
ship is an evolved solution to the adaptive problem of collective effort (Van Vugt,
Hogan, & Kaiser, 2008). Fundamentally, leadership concerns influencing individ-
uals to transcend their short-term self-interests and contribute to the long-term
performance of the group. Thus, the essence of leadership is building a team and
guiding it to outperform its competition.

There are two important points about this definition. First, leadership does
not primarily concern individuals called leaders; rather, leadership is primarily
concerned with the performance of the collective for which the leader is respon-
sible. The second point follows the first and is that an evaluation of leadership
effectiveness should focus on group performance.

The foregoing may seem obvious. Yet, a recent study we did suggests it
is worth emphasis. We reviewed the research literature and examined how
scholars operationally define leadership effectiveness. We created a classifica-
tion system for measures of leader effectiveness and then counted how often
they were used in 1,695 statistical analyses conducted with 1,124 independent
samples that included more than 285,000 leaders (Kaiser, Hogan, & Craig,
2008). The results were telling of an individual bias: The majority of mea-
sures of leadership effectiveness did not reflect team or group performance
and instead reflected evaluations of the individual leader. Common measures
included ratings of the manager’s overall job performance, the average rating
across an inventory of behavioral items or competencies, ratings of potential,
being nominated or selected for a leadership role, and rate of career progres-
sion. These variables are more concerned with the individual’s career success,
and they reveal very little about the performance of his or her team. Moreover,
of the minority of studies that did examine team performance, most were con-
cerned with team processes (e.g., subordinate job satisfaction, motivation, and
commitment; group cohesion). The least used measures of leader effectiveness
concerned results—group productivity, profitability, customer satisfaction, and so
forth.
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 167

The point is that even professional researchers often make a mistake in measur-
ing the value added of leadership by focusing on the leader as the unit of analysis.
If the purpose of leadership is to unite people and guide them in the pursuit of
a collective purpose, then the bottom line is how the group is doing at reaching
that goal.

THE LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN

Figure 1 presents a visual representation of the leadership value chain. We use
the label value chain to connote that the framework is intended to classify distinct
kinds of variables and represent how their interrelations transform inputs into val-
ued outputs. The idea is familiar to managers and seems apt to the question of
how leaders affect organizational effectiveness.

At first glance, this schematic may appear to be just another overengineered
taxonomy—a confusing and overwhelming list of variables. However, if we take
the categories one column at a time, they will each make sense as will the relations
among them.

Leader Characteristics

The leadership value chain begins by considering the things that make individual
leaders unique—their personalities, abilities, knowledge, skills, and relationships.
These individual differences represent who leaders are, and have implications for
how they lead.

One way to organize the domain of individual differences is provided by the
various types of capital discussed in the human resources literature (cf. Boudreau
& Ramstad, 1997). Perhaps because of their relative youth, the terms psycholog-
ical capital, intellectual capital, and social capital are often used inconsistently.
One way to distinguish them is as follows: Psychological capital refers to inher-
ent and enduring person characteristics such as personality and mental abilities;
intellectual capital refers to knowledge and skills acquired through education and
experience; and social capital refers to relational characteristics such as networks
and professional contacts.

Regardless of how the individual differences are categorized, they can be
quantified. For instance, consider psychological capital. Modern personality
assessment is quite robust, thanks in large part to the development of the Big
Five, or Five-Factor Model. A recent meta-analysis of 73 studies of the relation-
ship between personality and leadership shows that when the Big Five personality
dimensions are considered as a set, the multiple correlation with leadership is .48
(Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). The results indicate that good leaders
seem emotionally stable (confident, calm under stress), extraverted (energetic,
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 169

assertive, outgoing), conscientious (self-controlled, organized, hard working),
open (creative, visionary, flexible), and only somewhat agreeable (considerate,
but also tough minded).

Recent advances in personality research show that counterproductive disposi-
tions and values can shed further light on understanding effective, and ineffective,
leadership. For instance, so-called “dark side” dispositions have been concep-
tualized as counterproductive, extreme versions of the Big Five that undermine
leadership effectiveness because they disrupt relationships and corrupt judgment
(e.g., when extreme stability is seen as arrogance, when extreme conscientious-
ness leads to a fear of making mistakes; Hogan, Hogan, & Kaiser, 2010; Kaiser
& Hogan, 2007). Another aspect of personality important in leadership is values.
Values are deeply held beliefs about what is important and desirable and there-
fore motivate particular behavior patterns and choices (Hofstede, 1980; Rokeach,
1968). Several studies show how leader values predict what they will reward,
sanction, and ignore, as well as the kinds of goals, strategies, and processes they
will select, and even the types of information they will and will not attend to
(Finklestein, Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009). Values also have implications for
organizational fit, because leaders whose values are congruent with the values
implicit in the organizational culture are more committed and productive (Schein,
1992).

Other psychological capital variables related to leadership include mental abil-
ities. A recent meta-analysis of 151 studies reported a correlation of .27 between
general mental ability, or IQ, and leadership (Judge, Ilies, & Colbert, 2004).
General mental ability can be easily quantified with cognitive tests, of which
there are many well-developed and easy-to-administer measures. Emotional intel-
ligence (EQ) is more suspect; most supposed measures of EQ are little more than
repackaged personality scales that do not represent it as a truly distinct mental
ability (Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2008). However, measures that represent EQ
and its components as a true mental ability are sufficiently distinct from IQ and
personality to make a unique contribution to the prediction of job performance
(Daus & Ashkanasy, 2005). Alas, the research on ability-based measures of EQ
and leadership is too sparse to draw strong conclusions at this stage.

Another key individual difference variable in leadership is learning orientation
(Lombardo & Eichinger, 2000; McCall, 1998). A recent survey found that two
thirds of companies consider learning orientation when identifying high-potential
candidates (Silzer & Church, 2009). Unfortunately, the same article reported that
there seems to be a lack of good assessment measures for learning. However, there
is a compelling psychological literature on learning and underlying motivations to
learn (cf. Dweck, 1999), and it seems promising that this work can be expanded
upon to develop practically useful assessment tools.

Intellectual capital refers to knowledge and skills learned through education
and experience. The importance of intellectual capital is underscored by the
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170 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

Lessons of Experience research conducted at the Center for Creative Leadership,
which determined that the majority of leadership development occurs on the job
as managers face new work challenges (McCall, Lombardo, & Morrison, 1988).
Factors such as job knowledge and functional skills are difficult to measure, and
well-validated, standard assessment tools for use with leaders are hard to find. One
promising approach developed for the selection of high-level military personnel
includes a battery of problem-solving tasks that tap into creative problem-solving
skills, contextual awareness skills, and social judgment skills (Zaccaro, Mumford,
Connelly, Marks, & Gilbert, 2000). The biodata method also appears promising
for measuring experience; a recent study demonstrated that a measure of the vari-
ety of developmental assignments combined with learning orientation can predict
leadership competencies (Dragoni, Tesluk, Russell, & Oh, 2009).

Measures of social capital are less developed; more conceptual and empirical
research is needed to quantify social relationships. There is currently an explosion
of research on social networking analysis, and it is likely that this research will
yield sorely needed measures of social capital. As the old adage goes, it is not
what you know but who you know. A study of 20 General Electric executives
who went on to become chief executive officers at different companies found that
tapping into their social networks to staff their new teams was pivotal. When the
new team included three or more members the chief executive officers had worked
with previously, the companies generated on average 15.7% higher annualized
returns compared with those of similar firms in their market; companies whose
top teams included fewer members the chief executive officers had worked with
generated an average of 16.6% lower annualized returns (Groysberg, McLean, &
Nohria, 2006).

An important point about psychological, intellectual, and social capital vari-
ables is that they may be the best measure of potential. They are transportable
characteristics and no matter where you go, there you are. These measures can be
used to forecast likely performance in a larger role or gauge the bench strength of
an employee body. Moreover, because these characteristics represent who leaders
are, they are useful for understanding how leaders lead.

Leadership Style

Individual differences are relevant to the extent they are expressed in how the
leader leads. We take an interdisciplinary view of leadership style and see two
key aspects: behaviors, the actions leaders take, and decisions, the choices they
make (Kaiser & Hogan, 2007; Kaiser et al., 2008).

The psychological study of leadership has focused on behaviors—being con-
siderate, showing initiative, transforming followers, exchanging transactions,
and so on—whereas management research emphasizes decision making in such
domains as strategy, structure, systems, and so forth (Bass, 1990; Finklestein
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 171

et al., 2009; Yukl, 2010). The behavioral and the decision-making aspects of
leadership style are complementary; they serve unique influence functions. Direct
influence is a face-to-face, interpersonal matter involving social behavior—for
instance, when a leader clarifies performance expectations or makes an emo-
tional appeal to motivate employees—whereas indirect influence is a relatively
impersonal process of guiding people through key decisions that shape their work
environment—for example, by setting direction, structuring roles, implementing
systems, and establishing formal policy (Kaiser & Hogan, 2007; Zaccaro & Horn,
2003). Both types of influence are important to leading a team.

These different forms of influence are represented in the leadership value
chain by distinguishing direct influence as concerning the behaviors that directly
motivate employees and galvanize teams—versus the behaviors that demoralize
employees and weaken teams. Indirect influence is portrayed as making decisions
about strategy, structure, and staffing that have an indirect influence on employees
by providing guidance and constraints in the work environment.

The behavioral view of leadership style is the predominant view; it is the basis
for most research measures as well as the ubiquitous 360-degree feedback sur-
veys. The decision-making aspect seems to deserve greater attention, especially
given the crucial role of judgment in leadership. Further, research suggests that as
many as half of all management decisions fail (Nutt, 1999). Research in the man-
agement sciences shows that leaders have a fairly consistent preference for certain
kinds of strategic decisions (e.g., whether to grow or defend a position), structural
designs (e.g., centralized vs. decentralized), and fiscal policy (e.g., acquisition
through cash or stock; e.g., Bertrand & Schoar, 2003). Furthermore, these pref-
erences are a function of personality and experience (Miller & Toulouse, 1986;
Prince, 2005).

This disparity poses a difficulty in measuring leadership style. Measures of
leader behaviors are commonplace. Measures of preferred decisions are less
common and less well-developed. An unbalanced assessment strategy that only
measures the behavioral aspect of leadership style is inherently limited.

Another difficulty in measuring leadership style is that it is routinely done
with coworker ratings. The problem is that ratings do not measure behaviors—
ratings measure perceptions of behavior. Thus, they are susceptible to all kinds
of perceptual biases and rater errors (Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). One problem
that compromises the use of ratings is that they are saturated with liking; studies
have shown that a substantial portion of differences in ratings is due to how much
the rater likes the person being rated (Brown & Keeping, 2005; Varma, DeNisi,
& Peters, 1996). Thus, relying on ratings alone amounts to a de facto popularity
contest, despite the fact that leaders have to sometimes make unpopular decisions.

What are the alternatives to ratings? From a pure methodological perspective,
job simulations and assessment centers may be viable. Quantification of natural-
istic observations made by subject matter experts is another option. It is true that
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172 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

their cost relative to ratings may yield little utility. Leadership style may well be
the weakest link in the leadership value chain.

A final concern about measuring leadership style, especially with ratings, is
that it reflects how leaders are seen in their current role. Performance ratings say
little about potential and likely performance in a different role (Silzer & Church,
2009). This becomes paramount in promotion decisions because the behaviors
that lead to success in an executive job, for instance, are dramatically different
from those associated with success in a middle management job (Freedman, 1998;
Kaiser, Craig, Overfield, & Yarborough, 2010). Therefore, succession planning
efforts that exclusively rely on assessments of current performance are ill-advised.
Certainly current (and historical) performance should be considered, but it should
be considered in the context of how role requirements may differ in the next job.

Of course, assessments of how one leads are important for understanding the
performance of the team for which one is responsible.

Team or Unit Process

The effect of leaders on organizational performance is mediated; the behavioral
and decision-making aspects of leadership style affect organizational performance
through their effects on the team or organizational unit. Put simply, leaders get
things done through other people. Influencing people, teams, and organizational
features is the proximal effect of leadership; like falling dominoes, the proximal
effect leads to results as a distal effect.

It is important to conceptualize the effect of leadership on team or unit pro-
cesses at multiple levels of analysis. Three distinct levels include the individual
employee, the team, and the organization itself. Meta-analyses document how ini-
tiation, consideration, transformational, and transactional leader behaviors have a
direct influence on individual employee’s attitudes, motivation, and performance
(Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Judge, Piccolo, & Illies, 2004). Other studies, including a
meta-analysis, show that these leader behaviors also affect team dynamics, norms,
and climate (Burke et al., 2006; Peterson, Smith, Martorana, & Owens, 2003;
Taggar & Ellis, 2007)—for instance, by facilitating communication and coor-
dination, resolving conflict and building trust, rewarding or sanctioning certain
behaviors, role modeling, and building shared mental models through group learn-
ing. Leader decisions also indirectly influence employees and teams by defining
organizational features such as goals, systems, and routines for processing work,
whom to put in what role, and how to allocate resources (Finklestein et al., 2009;
Zaccaro & Horn, 2003). These expressions of strategy, structure, and staffing
shape the organization which guides and constrains employee choices and actions
(Kaiser & Hogan, 2007).

The measurement of unit processes becomes increasingly more difficult as one
moves from the employee to team to organizational levels. At the employee level,
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 173

important things to consider are attitudes and motivational factors like job satis-
faction, trust in management, and engagement, as well as behaviors such as job
performance, citizenship, and counterproductivity. At the team level, dynamics
and climate can be assessed. Team dynamics refer to how the team functions as
a group and includes such things as cooperation, communication patterns, cohe-
sion, conflict, and group confidence. These can be measured through surveys that
ask employees to describe the team or group as a whole. Unit climate considers
the environment surrounding the team and what it feels like for members to be
a part of the team. Climate can be assessed with surveys that tap such things as
stress, psychological safety, customer service orientation, support for innovation,
and so forth.

Similar to measuring leader decisions, measuring the effects leaders have on
the organization poses difficulties. The development of standardized measures of
phenomena at this level has been slow-going. One possible solution is to ask more
senior leaders—who presumably have an adequate frame of reference and basis
for judging—to evaluate the unit’s strategy, structure, and staffing vis-à-vis what
the larger organization needs from this particular team or unit.

In sum, the mechanisms through which leadership style drives unit results
operate at the employee, team, and organizational levels of analysis. Collectively,
a leader’s effect across these three levels can be seen as creating a context for per-
formance because, as Hackman (2002) put it, the leader’s role is to set the stage
for group performance. On the one hand, this promotes an internal focus—with
an emphasis on activities within the team or unit. On the other hand, because con-
texts can be more or less conducive to performance, this helps explain why a team
achieves what it does, which is represented by unit outcomes.

Team or Unit Outcomes

The next category pertains to the results the team or unit produces over a given
period of time. Results may be the best measure of leader effectiveness. As Peter
Drucker famously observed, “Effective leadership is not about making speeches
or being liked; leadership is defined by results not attributes.” Yet, it is surpris-
ing how infrequently unit performance is explicitly measured and reflected in the
evaluation of managers. It is sometimes argued that results are affected by things
beyond a leader’s control—changes in the macroeconomy, regulations, competi-
tor moves, and the like. This argument makes little sense; if results are beyond a
leader’s influence, then it shouldn’t matter who is chosen to lead. Of course, the
robust literature on leadership succession shows clearly that changes in leader-
ship are followed by changes in organizational performance (Day & Lord, 1988),
which makes the case that leaders do affect results. Moreover, unit results are
the primary contribution each individual leader makes to the performance of the
overall institution and so represents tangible value.
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174 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

There are several distinct kinds of unit performance indices and none provides
a complete picture; however, a range of financial and nonfinancial metrics can
collectively provide a balanced view. The balanced scorecard methodology put
forth by Robert Kaplan and David Norton and adopted and adapted by many
Fortune 500 companies includes four general categories: productivity, financial,
customer, and human resources (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).

Productivity measures of unit performance concern the efficiency of internal
processes and are reflected in the quantity and quality of goods and/or services
produced. Another class concerns financial results—including revenues, costs,
or the ratio of revenue to costs (i.e., profitability). Increasingly important are
customer-oriented measures of unit performance—customer satisfaction, reten-
tion, and growth. Last, human resource-based measures of unit performance
include such variables as safety/accident rates, rate of voluntary turnover, and
learning and development. In the modern era of scarce talent, it is important to
index the extent to which leaders are developing their subordinates into future
leaders.

Recent research substantiates how leadership style and unit process relate to
unit outcomes. For instance, leader behaviors have an effect on employee atti-
tudes and motivation, which in turn predicts financial, productivity, customer,
and human resources outcomes (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). Further, eco-
nomic research indicates that leader choices about basic management practices—
operations (e.g., process improvements, internal communication), targets (goals,
rigor and transparency of setting goals), monitoring (tracking and following
up on performance), and incentives (linking pay and performance)—predict a
broad range of performance metrics (e.g., productivity, profitability, sales growth,
survival rates; Bloom & Van Reenen, 2007).

Two things are worth emphasizing about unit-level results. To compare results
across units, it is important to put the measures on a common scale. For instance,
straight measures of unit revenues will not provide an even comparison between
leaders of units of different size. Common techniques for equating in such a case
include computing the ratio of revenue per employee or revenue as a percentage
of budget. An alternative technique is to express these metrics in a percentage
reflecting what was achieved relative to objectives (i.e., percentage of plan).

The second point is that the choice of a specific type of measure for represent-
ing the productivity, financial, customer, and human resource categories should
be grounded in the nature of the organization, its industry, and strategic orienta-
tion. For instance, in a highly commoditized industry, an emphasis on costs may
be more relevant than revenues. In a growth-oriented business, customer metrics
may dominate.

An article by John Boudreau and Peter Ramstad describing a new paradigm
of decision science for human resources suggests how the optimal choice of
business unit metrics may vary from organization to organization (Boudreau &
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LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 175

Ramstad, 2005). They provide guidance and describe a flexible architecture in
which choices about what to measure can be tailored and strategic yet still focused
and disciplined.

These four categories of team or business-unit results—productivity, financial,
customer, and human resources—account for the majority of measures reported
in the research literature. Moreover, they are the metrics used by best-practice
organizations to monitor unit performance. As the term balanced scorecard sug-
gests, it is imperative to employ a broad range of measures because the real world
of leadership is fraught with trade-offs and conflicting imperatives.

Organizational Effectiveness

In the final analysis, what matters to enduring value and the fate of organizations
is effectiveness at the overall institutional level. This is effectively the “unit” for
which the chief executive officer and the top team are responsible. Theorists often
take a gestalt view of performance at the organizational level and see it as more
than simply a linear sum of the performance of the various units.

Thus, although the performance of individual business units contributes to
organizational effectiveness, it is a larger concept. Unit performance and organi-
zational performance, however, do involve similar content. In the leadership value
chain, organizational effectiveness is represented with the same four general cat-
egories used at the unit level, although using alternative measurement techniques
within each. Also, there is a fifth category that transcends unit performance and
has to do with the realization of the firm’s purpose, its reason for being.

Broadly conceived, organizational productivity reflects the efficiency of inter-
nal processes in transforming inputs (capital, people, materials) into outputs
(goods and services; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Indicators here are derived from those
at the unit level (e.g., quantity and quality). Rate of innovation could also be
included. Team or unit performance measures like these often reflect an internal
perspective and overlook the fact that organizations compete against one another
(Kaiser et al., 2008). Therefore it is useful to compare these internal metrics
to external standards, such as industry benchmarks or the performance of rival
organizations.

The second category of organizational effectiveness measures concerns finan-
cial indicators. It is important to consider two basic classes of financial indicators,
market based and accounting based. Market-based measures are thought to be
forward looking because they represent perceptions of both current and potential
wealth creation. They concern profitability and shareholder value and are rep-
resented by such measures as total shareholder return, price-to-earnings ratio,
and Tobin’s Q ratio (market value divided by cost to replace assets). There is
general agreement that market-based measures are superior to accounting-based
measures because they are less subject to manipulation (Anderson & Tirrell,
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176 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

2004). Nonetheless, accounting data can provide meaningful and unique infor-
mation. They differ from market-based measures in that they reflect an historical
perspective—they reflect how the organization has performed. Common exam-
ples include earnings per share, return on investment or assets or equity, earnings
growth rates, and economic value added (operating profit less taxes and the cost
of capital; Stern, Shiely, & Ross, 2001).

Customer service indices comprise the third category of organizational effec-
tiveness metrics and, like unit results, concern customer satisfaction, retention,
and growth. Market-share is another example of such a measure often applied
at the organizational level. The fourth category, human resource-based measures,
reflects how well the organization is managing talent. Aggregate indices in this
group include rate of turnover and morale. A case can also be made for including
bench strength—the number and quality of future leaders.

An important point about customer- and human resource-based measures is
that, while they are not reflected directly on the “bottom line,” they are crucial
to the sustainability of current levels of productivity and financial performance.
That is, when hard results are achieved in a manner that alienates customers and
demoralizes employees it is likely that the organization will suffer a reversal of
fortune.

The final category of effectiveness measures concerns progress on the organi-
zation’s purpose. This class of variables is conceptually the more ambiguous and
difficult to mesure. By definition, it is essentially an idiographic and existential
construct—key organizational stakeholders define its raison d’être and it does not
necessarily require reference to external standards. Typically, an organization’s
purpose is codified in its mission statement and these usually refer to intangible,
value-laden aspirations that may defy precise quantification (Collins & Porras,
1997). Nonetheless, progress toward the mission tells us whether the organiza-
tion is doing what it set out to do and provides a larger sense of meaning for
employees, customers, and even society.

A concept that is often discussed in close association with purpose and mis-
sion is core values. How do we know if an organization is living its values? By
its culture. It has been said that culture is “the way we do things around here”
(Burke & Litwin, 1989, p. 277), leaving open the question of whether that way is
or is not consistent with the values espoused by key stakeholders. Organizational
culture is a function of senior leadership and they have responsibility for ensuring
that the kinds of things that get modeled, rewarded, and reinforced are consis-
tent with the company’s core values (Schein, 1992). There may be nothing more
demoralizing than working for a company that claims to believe in one set of val-
ues (e.g., diversity, fairness) yet consistently practices another (e.g., good ol’ boy
networks).

Last, an assessment of organizational purpose involves social responsibility
and what the company does for the community. Corporations were originally
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given charters to enhance the local economies and societies in which they
operated. The reason is more pragmatic than ideological: there is a symbiotic
relationship between organizations and communities, such that the health of one
affects the health of the other. Thus the sustainability of organizational per-
formance depends, in no small part, on the sustainability of the larger social
community and environment.

Taken together, these measures of results map the domain of organizational
effectiveness, perhaps the ultimate measure of the value of leadership.

CONTEXT

Of course, leadership does not take place in a vacuum, but rather in a particu-
lar context. Thus, the leadership value chain framework depicted in Figure 1 is
enveloped in multiple layers of context. Surprisingly, the field lacks an integra-
tive and generally accepted taxonomy of key contextual factors. A recent review
article, however, identified at least seven distinct aspects of context that have
been studied (Porter & McLaughlin, 2006): Culture/climate (e.g., norms, val-
ues), goals/purpose (strategy), people/composition (demographics, capabilities),
processes (types of tasks, governance, policies), state or condition (stability or
crisis), structure (organizational level, degree of centralization), and time (point
in history, stage in life cycle).

Contextual factors need to be taken into account to make the components of the
leadership value chain relevant and applicable in a particular case. For instance,
the choice of measures to reflect unit results should be grounded in the nature of
the organization, its industry, and strategic orientation. The relevance of various
organizational effectiveness measures depend on the stage in the organizational
life cycle. Further, recent cross-cultural research indicates that although much
of what constitutes desirable leadership is universally accepted, there are critical
cultural differences in how these behaviors are regarded depending on how they
are expressed (House et al., 2004).

Although the research literature on how contextual factors affect the relations
among variables in the leadership value chain is piecemeal, it can be instructive.
For example, the relationship between leadership style variables and the effect on
unit processes and outcomes appears to depend on hierarchical level. Research
shows how the effectiveness of various leader behaviors varies dramatically as a
function of level (Freedman, 1998; Kaiser et al., 2010). For instance, for middle
managers, a more directive and less empowering style appears most effective; the
exact opposite spells success for executives. There are other examples but they are
isolated; the literature could benefit from a systematic integration of the research
on how contextual factors moderate the effects of leadership.
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178 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

CAVEATS

Having laid out this conceptualization of the complex set of variables needed
for measuring the value of leadership, we should turn to a few limitations of the
framework. One obvious limit is that the unit results and organizational effec-
tiveness measures pertain to for-profit businesses. The leadership value chain was
created for use in work with these kinds of concerns. It would seem to apply to pri-
vately held, for-profit companies as well. However, application to non-profits and
government organizations such as the military and educational institutions will
require further refinement and customization. We believe, however, that the front
half of the model, from leader characteristics through effect on unit processes,
applies to most, if not all, organizations.

Another limitation of the leadership value chain is that it may not represent
every variable relevant to leadership and value. Rather, we have tried to identify
the major classes of variables, and identify the most critical variables in each class,
that must be considered. Albert Einstein is said to have claimed, “The problem
with a map with a scale of one mile equals one mile is that you no longer need
a map.” This is to say that models like the leadership value chain are heuristic
devices; they are decision aids that try to reduce complexity to a manageable set
of considerations that the human mind can deal with. Some factors are no doubt
neglected.

The leadership value chain is also limited in that it is not a dynamic theoret-
ical model of how leaders cause organizational performance; rather, it is simply
an articulation of the major classes and sequence of variables relating leaders
to organizational performance. Figure 1 may suggest a simple, linear flow of
effects beginning with leaders and ending with organizational performance. In
reality, the relationships among these variables are multi-directional and recipro-
cal. For instance, follower behaviors and attitudes can prompt leaders to adjust
their style (see Bass, 1990, pp. 345–360) and organizational performance can
influence employee attitudes just as attitudes can influence organizational perfor-
mance (Schneider, Hanges, Smith, & Salvaggio, 2003). At the same time, there
is also support for the implied causal flow of variables in Figure 1. Research on
succession clearly indicates that changes in leadership are followed by changes
in organizational processes and results (e.g., Bertrand & Schoar, 2003; Day &
Lord, 1998). Simply put, leadership and organizational performance are complex
phenomena involving dynamic human systems that allow for multiple sources of
causality over time.

APPLICATIONS

In this final section, we describe different applications of the leadership value
chain framework for solving common talent management and organizational
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development problems. The primary use of the leadership value chain is to iden-
tify and specify the range of factors that must be considered in understanding how
individual leaders contribute to organizational effectiveness. The model intention-
ally includes many components, and that can be both a strength and a weakness.
It seems fair to say that most of us prefer simple models—the ever-present 2 × 2
matrix, for instance, such as the one made popular by General Electric that jux-
taposes results by values to capture what leaders get done and how they do it. Or
selection decisions that are made with implicit criteria that go something like this:
“We need leaders who are participative—this candidate isn’t very participative, so
she is disqualified.”

The problem with these kinds of mental models is that they only cover a subset
of the important ground linking leaders to organizational effectiveness. In evaluat-
ing leadership and trying to understand why it matters, these models tend to stop
prematurely. Not every talent management decision or value calculation prob-
lem necessarily requires that we consider all of the pieces to the leadership value
chain. But having the pieces laid out at least raises the question of what needs to
be considered and helps us guard against overlooking critical factors.

One application is in leader selection and succession decisions. A full range of
categories to cover in a blended assessment of candidates is suggested by the
leadership value chain. The best practice is to start with a clear definition of
the role based on what the organization needs from the particular unit given its
strategic outlook (Sessa, Kaiser, Taylor, & Campbell, 1998). For instance, is it a
turnaround situation? A start up? A mature industry? Is morale low and turnover
a problem? Based on the role requirements, one can work backwards through the
value chain to define the ideal leadership style for the situation. This naturally
suggests the required psychological, intellectual, and social capital. Now we have
a clear sense of the job qualifications to look for in a candidate. A full assessment
would require sizing up personality, relevant mental abilities, and learning orien-
tation; taking stock of relevant work experiences and skills; and getting a sense
of networks and other connections that are relevant. It is also helpful to under-
stand the individual’s track record: if the person has held a similar job in a similar
situation, what kinds of productivity, financial, customer, and human resources
results were achieved? How did the leader affect employees and the way the team
functioned? And what kinds of behaviors and decisions did the leader employ?
Taken together, this information on each candidate provides for a more informed
selection decision—far more than is typically the case (Sessa et al.).

The leadership value chain also lends itself to training and development deci-
sions. For instance, when unit results are not as desired, it raises the question of
unit processes and how they are affected by leader behaviors and decisions. A
diagnoses of whether the issue is a goal, structural, or resource problem versus an
attitude, motivation, or behavior issue with individual employees or troublesome
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180 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

dynamics within the team can help direct training and development efforts most
efficiently to the aspects of how the leader is leading that offer the most leverage.

Performance appraisal is another activity that can be informed by the leader-
ship value chain. An adequate appraisal of performance should include how one
leads and both how and what one’s team or unit accomplishes. Measures for the
unit outcomes should be fairly easy to compile, provided the organization tracks
performance. Unit processes may require more effort, but can be accomplished
with climate surveys for employee and team functioning and with the judgment
of superiors about goals, staffing, and resource utilization. For the appraisal to be
developmentally oriented, some focused assessment of the individual’s leadership
style—both behaviors and decisions—is also needed. The best source of data may
be the subordinates of the work unit, as in an upward feedback process.

Similarly, the leadership value chain is relevant to compensation decisions.
Tying variable pay to performance across a balanced range of unit outcomes
and unit processes is an effective way to align incentives with sustainable
organizational performance.

Last, it seems that organizational development interventions at least implic-
itly rely on something akin to the leadership value chain. When organizational
effectiveness comes up short, the natural next step is to get a reading on how the
various business units are performing. For those that are found wanting, a follow-
up assessment of what is going on in the unit is warranted. Problems here may be
traced back to leadership. If the issue is with the leader, then it raises the question:
Is it a selection or a development problem?

There are many other applications of the leadership value chain framework,
just as there are many questions about the value, importance, and accountability
of leaders. We do not assume that this framework is the final word on how leaders
affect organizational performance. However, we do hope it is helpful for thinking
about the question in solving real-world problems concerning the management of
leadership talent and the enhancement of organizational performance.

REFERENCES

Anderson, J. R., & Tirrell, M. E. (2004). Too good to be true: CEOs and financial reporting fraud.
Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 46, 35–43.

Barrick, M. R., Day, D. V., Lord, R. G., & Alexander, R. A. (1991). Assessing the utility of executive
leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 2, 9–22.

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass and Stogdill’s handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and managerial
applications (3rd ed.). New York: Free Press.

Bertrand, M., & Schoar, A. (2003). Managing with style: The effect of managers on firm policies.
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118, 1169–1208.

Bloom, N., & Van Reenen, J. (2007). Measuring and explaining management practices across firms
and countries. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122, 1351–1408

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
O
v
e
r
f
i
e
l
d
,
 
D
a
r
r
e
n
 
V
.
]
 
A
t
:
 
1
9
:
4
0
 
1
1
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
2
0
1
0



LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 181

Boudreau, J. W., & Ramstad, P. M. (1997). Measuring intellectual capital: Learning from financial
history. Human Resource Management, 36, 343–356.

Boudreau, J. W., & Ramstad, P. M. (2005). Talentship and the new paradigm for human resource
management: From professional practices to strategic talent decision science. Human Resource
Planning, 28(2), 17–26.

Brown, D. J., & Keeping, L. M. (2005). Elaborating the construct of transformational leadership: The
role of affect. The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 245–272.

Burke, C. S., Stagl, K. C., Klein, C., Goodwin, G. F., Salas, E., & Halpin, S. M. (2006). What types
of leadership behaviors are functional in teams? Leadership Quarterly, 17, 288–307.

Burke, W. W., & Litwin, G. (1989). A causal model of organizational performance. In J. W. Pfeiffer
(Ed.), The 1989 annual: Developing human resources. San Diego, CA: University Associates.

Collins, J. C., & Porras, J. I. (1997). Built to last. New York: Harper Business.
Daus, C. S., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2005). The case for an ability-based model of emotional intelligence

in organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 453–466.
Day, D. V., & Lord, R. G. (1988). Executive leadership and organizational performance. Journal of

Management, 14, 453–464.
Dragoni, L., Tesluk, P. E., Russell, J. E. A., & Oh, I. (2009) Understanding managerial develop-

ment: Integrating developmental assignments, learning orientation, and access to developmental
opportunities in predicting managerial competencies. Academy of Management Journal, 52,
731–743.

Dweck, C. S. (1999). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality and development.
Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A., Jr. (2009). Strategic leadership: Theory and
research on executives, top management teams, and boards. New York: Oxford University Press.

Freedman, A. (1998). Pathways and crossroads to institutional leadership. Consulting Psychology
Journal, 50, 131–151.

Groysberg, B., McLean, A. N., & Nohria, N. (2006). Are leaders portable? Harvard Business Review,
84(5), 92–100.

Hackman, J. R. (2002). Leading teams: Setting the stage for great performances. Boston: Harvard
Business School Press.

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business-unit-level relationship between employee
satisfaction, employee engagement, and business outcomes: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 87, 268–279.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s consequences: International differences in work-related values.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hogan, J., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2010). Management derailment: Personality assessment
and mitigation. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), American Psychological Association handbook of industrial
and organizational psychology (Vol. 3, pp. 555–575). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2005). What we know about leadership. Review of General Psychology,
9, 169–180.

Hogan, R., Curphy, G. J., & Hogan, J. (1994). What we know about leadership: Effectiveness and
personality. American Psychologist, 49, 493–504.

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., Gupta, V., & GLOBE Associates. (2004).
Leadership, culture and organizations: The Globe study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Joyce, W. F., Nohria, N., & Roberson, B. (2003). What really works: The 4+2 formula for sustained
business success. New York: Harper Business.

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: A qualitative
and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 765–780.

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
O
v
e
r
f
i
e
l
d
,
 
D
a
r
r
e
n
 
V
.
]
 
A
t
:
 
1
9
:
4
0
 
1
1
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
2
0
1
0



182 KAISER AND OVERFIELD

Judge, T. A., Ilies, R., & Colbert, A. E. (2004). Intelligence and leadership: A quantitative review and
test of theoretical propositions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 542–552.

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-analytic
test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 755–768.

Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & Ilies, R. (2004). The forgotten ones? The validity of consideration and
initiating structure in leadership research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89, 36–51.

Kaiser, R. B., Craig, S. B., Overfield, D. V., & Yarborough, P. (2010). Testing the leadership pipeline:
Do the behaviors related to managerial effectiveness change with hierarchical level? Manuscript
under review.

Kaiser, R. B., & Hogan, R. (2007). The dark side of discretion. In R. Hooijberg, J. Hunt, J. Antonakis,
K. Boal, & N. Lane (Eds.), Being there even when you are not: Leading through strategy, systems
and structure. Monographs in leadership and management (Vol. 4; pp. 173–193). Oxford: JAI Press.

Kaiser, R. B., Hogan, R., & Craig, S. B. (2008). Leadership and the fate of organizations. American
Psychologist, 63, 96–110.

Kaplan, R., & Norton, D. (1996). The balanced scorecard: Translating strategy into action. Boston:
Harvard Business School Press.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). New York: Wiley.
Lombardo, M. L., & Eichinger, R. W. (2000). High potentials as high learners. Human Resource

Management, 39, 321–330.
Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., & Caruso, D. R. (2008). Emotional intelligence: New ability or eclectic

traits? American Psychologist, 63, 503–517.
McCall, M. W., Jr. (1998). High flyers: Developing the next generation of leaders. Boston: Harvard

Business School Press.
McCall, M. W., Jr., Lombardo, M. M., & Morrison, A. M. (1988). The lessons of experience: How

successful executives develop on the job. New York: The Free Press.
McGahan, A. M., & Porter, M. E. (1997). How much does industry matter, really? Strategic

Management Journal, 18, 15–30.
Miller, D., & Toulouse, J. M. (1986). CEO personality and corporate strategy and structure in small

firms. Management Science, 32, 1389–1409.
Murphy, K. R., & Cleveland, J. N. (1995). Understanding performance appraisal: Social, organiza-

tional, and goal-based perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Nutt, P. C. (1999). Surprising but true: Half the decisions in organizations fail. Academy of

Management Executive, 13(4), 75–90.
Peterson, R. S., Smith, D. B., Martorana, P. V., & Owens, P. D. (2003). The impact of chief exec-

utive officer personality on top management team dynamics. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88,
795–808.

Porter, L. W., & McLaughlin, G. B. (2006). Leadership and the organizational context: like the
weather? Leadership Quarterly, 17, 559–76.

Porter, M. (1985). Competitive advantage: Creating and sustaining superior performance. New York:
Free Press.

Prince, E. T. (2005). The three financial styles of very successful leaders. New York: McGraw Hill.
Rokeach, M. (1968). Beliefs, attitudes, and values: A theory of organization and change. San

Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Schein, E. H. (1992). Organizational culture and leadership (2nd ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Schneider, B., Hanges, P. J., Smith, D. B., & Salvaggio, A. N. (2003). Which comes first: Employee

attitudes or organizational financial and market performance? Journal of Applied Psychology, 88,
836–851.

Sessa, V. I., Kaiser, R. B., Taylor, J. K., & Campbell, R. J. (1998). Executive selection: A research
report on what works and what doesn’t. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership.

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
O
v
e
r
f
i
e
l
d
,
 
D
a
r
r
e
n
 
V
.
]
 
A
t
:
 
1
9
:
4
0
 
1
1
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
2
0
1
0



LEADERSHIP VALUE CHAIN 183

Silzer, R., & Church, A. H. (2009). The pearls and perils of identifying potential. Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, 2, 377–412.

Stern, J. M, Shiely, J. S., & Ross, I. (2001). The EVA challenge: Implementing value-added change in
an organization. New York: Wiley.

Taggar, S., & Ellis, R. (2007). The role of leaders in shaping formal team norms. Leadership Quarterly,
18, 105–120.

Van Vugt, M., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2008). Leadership, followership, and evolution: Some
lessons from the past. American Psychologist, 63, 182–196.

Varma, A., DeNisi, A. S., & Peters, L. H. (1996). Interpersonal affect and performance appraisal: A
field study. Personnel Psychology, 49, 341–360.

Yukl, G. (2010). Leadership in organizations (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Zaccaro, S. J., & Horn, Z. N. J. (2003). Leadership theory and practice: Fostering an effective

symbiosis. Leadership Quarterly, 14, 769–806.
Zaccaro, S. J., Mumford, M. D., Connelly, M. S., Marks, M. A. & Gilbert, J. A. (2000). Assessment

of leader problem-solving capabilities. Leadership Quarterly, 11, 37–64.

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
O
v
e
r
f
i
e
l
d
,
 
D
a
r
r
e
n
 
V
.
]
 
A
t
:
 
1
9
:
4
0
 
1
1
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
 
2
0
1
0




