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Abstract:

The study emphasizes on IT managers’ leadership strategies and what influence these leadership strategies have on IT 
employees expression of dissatisfaction. The dependent variable was response to dissatisfaction; Leadership strategies 
adopted by IT managers and Leadership strategies impact were the independent variables. Three standardized, valid and 
reliable tools were adopted to collect data. Respondents were drawn from Indian, Indian multinational and multinational 
IT companies. The article maps the behavioral variations and their implications in IT organizations based on leadership 
strategies/impact and response to dissatisfaction. The major findings indicate that in IT organizations prescriptive strategies 
were engaged more than restrictive strategies. The leadership strategies have a constructive impact on IT employees. The 
most preferred expression to dissatisfaction was voice i.e. constructive and active way to express dissatisfaction. The detail 
findings and implications are discussed in the article in detail.   
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Expression of dissatisfaction.

1. Introduction 
Leaders inspire and stimulate others to achieve worthwhile 
goals. Most definitions of leadership emphasize; Firstly, 
leadership is a social influence process and cannot exist 
without a leader and one or more followers. Secondly, 
leadership elicits voluntary action on the part of followers. 
Finally, leadership results in followers’ behaviour that is 
purposeful and goal-directed in some sort of organized 
setting. Although leadership is the most frequently studied 
topic yet the precise nature of leadership and its relationship 
to key criterion variables such as subordinate satisfaction, 
commitment, and performance is still uncertain, to the point 
where Fred Luthans, in his book ‘Organizational Behaviour’ 
(2005), said that “it [leadership] does remain pretty much of 
a ‘black box’ or unexplainable concept.”

Leadership Strategies: The literature generally suggests that 
effective leaders express their need for power and influence 
in ways that benefit the organization. 
The learning strategies action, thinking, and accessing others 
are significant in predicting transformational leadership but 
learning through feeling is not a significant predictor. There 
was no difference between men and women in the use of 
learning strategies and transformational leadership. Gentry 
et al (2011) found the biggest gaps among generations in 
leading employees, change management, and building and 
mending relationships. Most of the recent literature review 
highlights the fact that freeing, autonomous, interdependent 
and prescriptive leader behavior creates the right climate for 
employees to be more able, willing, agile and ready to engage 
in meaningful and innovative behaviors at the workplace. 
Arie et al (2007) job satisfaction of subordinates was found 
to be higher when the style of strategic influence practiced by 
their supervisor fit their regulatory mode orientation. Bono 
et al (2007) found employees who regulated their emotions 
experienced decreased job satisfaction and increased stress, 
but those with supervisors high on transformational leadership 
were less likely to experience decreased job satisfaction. 

Job satisfaction and dissatisfaction: Job satisfaction has the 
potential to affect a wide range of behaviours in organizations 
and contribute to employees’ levels of wellbeing. In the west 

research has indicated  a decline over the past decade Korentz 
(2003) and dissatisfaction was with companies promotion, 
bonus policies, pension and health plans Bachman (2005).
Employees with high job dissatisfaction exhibited the highest 
creativity when continuance commitment was high and when 
(1) useful feedback from coworkers, or (2) coworker helping 
and support, or (3) perceived organizational support for 
creativity was high Zhou and George(2001). The rationale 
for measuring job satisfaction through action tendencies is 
that positive and negative emotional experiences associated 
with job will evoke respectively approach - avoidance 
action tendencies Alt Powell (2006). Perry and Mankin 
(2007) examined the interrelationships among employee 
trust in the chief executive of the organization, trust in the 
organization and work satisfaction. Rao et al (2005) found 
organizational culture to significantly affect how employees 
view their organizational responsibilities and their job 
satisfaction. Thomas and Au (2002) found cultural groups 
responded differently to low job satisfaction with exit, voice, 
loyalty, or neglect. Daley (1992) found a challenging job 
and a collegial workgroup tend to enhance voice and loyalty 
while minimizing tendencies lean toward exit and neglect 
behaviours. Rusbult et al (1988) found high satisfaction and 
investment encouraged voice and loyalty and discouraged 
exit and neglect. 

Need and Rationale for The Present Study
The emphasis on leadership and dissatisfaction in IT 
organizations has not been methodologically researched and 
its implications scantly available in India. Very few studies 
have been done internationally on these variables individually. 
The present study is a serious attempt to understand and 
explore in the Indian IT context the behavioral variations and 
their implications that these variables have on employees. 
The insights will contribute towards the basic understanding 
of the leadership strategies and how these strategies impact 
employees in IT organizations. It is an earnest attempt to bridge 
the gap especially in this area by highlighting the relevance 
and importance of leadership to management, individual, 
and organizations and hoping this study will initiate a series 
of serious and productive discussions on the subject. The 
study will bring in sharp focus the major challenges in these 
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behavioural domains encountered and the solutions that will 
aid IT organizations to deal more scientifically in increasing 
their effectiveness. 

The major objective of the study was to find out the leadership 
strategies adopted by managers and the impact it has in the 
IT organizations. The study also investigates the relationship 
between leadership strategies/impact and expression of 
dissatisfaction. 

Method
Operational definitions of the variables under investigation:  
Leadership/Impact®   The definitions given by Cooke (1997) 
from the manual Leadership/Impact®-measuring the impact 
of leaders on organizational performance was adopted in this 
study. Leadership Strategies : The extent to which managers 
personally act in Prescriptive versus Restrictive ways. 
Prescriptive Leadership Strategies – those techniques that 
guide or direct the activities and behaviors of others toward 
goals, opportunities, and methods for task accomplishment. 
Restrictive Leadership Strategies – those that constrain 
or prohibit activities and behaviours with respect to goals, 
opportunities, and methods for task accomplishment. Impact 
on Others : The extent to which managers motivate or drive 
people to behave in Constructive versus defensive ways. 
Constructive Impact on Others - Motivate people to think and 
behave in Achievement-oriented and cooperative ways that 
emphasize growth and development. Defensive Impacts on 
Others - Drive people to think and behave in either aggressive 
or passive ways to protect their status and position. Passive/
Defensive Impact - Possibly inadvertently, these leaders adopt 
strategies that lead others to feel insecure or apprehensive, 
controlled and constrained, and uneasy about interpersonal 
relations within the organizations. Aggressive/Defensive 
Impact - Directly or indirectly, these leaders exhibit strategies 
that lead others to feel anxious about their status and influence, 
worry about how they look relative to others, and fixate on 
short-term (and sometimes irrelevant) performance criteria. 
Responses to Job Dissatisfaction - The definitions given by 
Rusbult and Lowery (1985) were adopted. Exit: Behavior 
directed towards leaving the organization, looking for a new 
job as well as resigning. Voice: Actively and constructively 
attempting to improve conditions like suggesting 
improvements and discussing problems with superiors. 
Loyalty: Passively but optimistically waiting for conditions 
to improve like speaking up for the organization in the face 
of external criticism and trusting the organization and its 
management. Neglect: Passively allowing conditions to 
worsen like chronic absenteeism, lateness, reduced efforts 
including error rates.

Sample Size
515 IT employees from 87 Indian, Indian multinational 
corporations and multinational IT companies were surveyed for 
the study. The sample was drawn from all the three levels of 
management. 305 IT employees from the junior level executives, 
148 from the middle level managers and 62 from the senior level 
management were administered the questionnaire. Respondents 
who have worked for at least one year and have known their boss 
for at least one year were included for the present study. The 
stratified random sampling technique was adopted for the present 
study. Employees with minimum one year work experience 
and have known their boss for one year were only asked to fill 
the questionnaire. Two standardized, reliable and valid tools - 
Robert A. Cooke’s (1996) Leadership/Impact® instrument and 
response adopted by employees to express dissatisfaction was 
developed by the researcher based on the model developed by 
Rusbult and Lowery (1985) were adopted.

Sample Profile
Respondents were drawn from 87 I.T companies. Entry level 
managerial level (59.2%), followed by middle level (28.7%) 
and top management (12%). For most respondents this was 
their first organization (43.5%) followed by one organization 
already worked for (20.8%), two organizations already 
worked for (16.7%), three organizations already worked for 
(13.2) and the maximum was eight organizations already 
worked for (0.6%). 30.1% were female and 69.9% were male 
respondents. The maximum was in the age group 21-25 yrs 
(48.3%), followed by 26-30 yrs (30.1%), 31-35 yrs (13.4%), 
only 0.2% were drawn from the above 50 yrs age group. The 
highest education level attained was bachelor degrees (60.6%) 
followed by masters degree (33%), Diplomas (3.7%), and 
other qualifications that include certificate and diplomas and 
degrees outside the formal educational structure. The marital 
status was that 69.1% were single, followed by married 
(29.7%) and the least were in the others category (1.2%) i.e. 
divorcees, widows or widowers. The work experience of the 
respondents show that most respondents had 1-3 yrs (40.8%) 
experience followed by 1 yr experience (16.5%), 3-5 yrs 
(16.3%), 5-7 yrs (9.7%), above 11 yrs (8%), 9-11 yrs (4.7%) 
and the least 7-9 yrs (4.1%) work experience. The majority 
had known their boss for 1 yr (45.8%) followed by 1-3 yrs 
(42.9%), 3-5 yrs (6.4%), above 11 yrs (1.9%), 5-7 yrs (1.6%), 
7-9 yrs (1.2%) and the least being 9-11 yrs (0.2%). 

Results 
Manages often adopted strategies which guide or direct the 
activities and behaviours of their subordinates toward goals, 
opportunities, and methods (Prescriptive Mean = 3.49). 
Prescriptiveii leadership provides subordinates a direction to 
channel their efforts, leader acts as a model regarding how 
things should be done, engages in positive reinforcement 
to encourage the repetition of desired behaviors, and sets 
parameters specifying subordinates sphere of influence.

Sometimes managers adopted strategies which constrain 
or prohibit activities and behaviours with respect to goals, 
opportunities, and methods (Restrictive Mean = 3.04). 
Restrictiveii leadership provides subordinates  directions that 
should not be pursued, the leader acts as a model regarding 
behaviors to be avoided, leader engages in negative feedback 
to discourage the repetition of undesired behaviors, and sets 
parameters restricting subordinates sphere of influence.

When the mean is 4.0 and above the prescriptive strategies 
are said to be strong and do have a constructive impactiii on 
others. When the mean is 2.0 – 2.5 the restrictive strategies 
are strong and will have defensive impact on others. When 
the restrictive and prescriptive strategies are equal then they 
cancel out each other and this will decrease the constructive 
impact and increase the passive/defensive impact on others. 
However when both restrictive and prescriptive strategies are 
weak then these behaviours are not exhibited by managers in 
IT organizations.

IT managers leadership strategies to a great extent has a 
constructive impact (Mean = 3.37) on others i.e. it motivates 
employees to think and behave in achievement-oriented and 
cooperative ways that emphasize growth and development. 
This was followed by defensive impact (Mean = 2.79) 
i.e. drive people to think and behave in either aggressive 
or passive ways to protect their status and position. The 
leadership strategies have a moderate passive/defensive 
impact on subordinates i.e. possibly inadvertently; these 
leaders adopt strategies that lead others to feel insecure or 
apprehensive, controlled and constrained, and uneasy about 
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interpersonal relations within the organizations. They also 
have a moderate aggressive/defensive impact (Mean = 2.75) 
i.e. directly or indirectly, these leaders exhibit strategies that 
lead others to feel anxious about their status and influence, 
worry about how they look relative to others, and fixate on 
short-term (and sometimes irrelevant) performance criteria. 

Table 1 Indicating the relationship between responses towards 
dissatisfaction and variables. 

IT employee’s most preferred response to dissatisfaction 
was voice followed by loyalty, exit and neglect was least 
preferred. This pattern was observed on all the fourteen items 
except communication item where neglect is preferred after 
voice and loyalty and exit was least preferred. Exit was mostly 
preferred when dissatisfaction was with job security (23.5%), 
salary (19.2%), and fair treatment (17.3%) and least preferred 
when dissatisfied with communication (4.3%), interest (from 
intrinsic aspects of job) (6%), and intrinsic aspects of job 
(excluding ease) (7.4%). Voice was most preferred response 
to dissatisfaction for interest (from intrinsic aspects of job) 
(58.4%), communication (58.3%), and opportunity for 
advancement (56.7%) and lesser preferred response towards 
job security (41%), company policies and management 
practices (46.4%) and benefits (46.6%). Loyalty was the 
most preferred response to appreciation from management 
(37.7%), benefits (36.5%) and company policies and 
management practices (35.1%) and was preferred lesser for 
salary (25.6%), job security (28.5%) and supervision (28.7%). 
Neglect response was preferred as a response to company 
policies and management practices (8.3%), social aspects 
of job (7.8%) and job security (7%) and least preferred for 
opportunity for advancement (3.5%), interest (from intrinsic 
aspects of job), working conditions (excluding hours) (4.7%) 
and benefits (4.9).   

The chi square indicating the strength of relationship 
between variables, that is, 245.394, more the value higher the 
relationship between two variables.  Since Sig. Value is less 
than .01 the relationship is statistically significant. 
H1: There will be no significant relationship between 
leadership strategies and leadership impact in IT organizations. 
The results shown in Table I of the Appendix indicate 
that the null hypothesis H1 is rejected and the alternate 
hypothesis is accepted that there was significant relationship 
between leadership strategies and leadership impact in IT 
organizations.

It was found that Restrictive (.480**) leadership strategies 
were positively correlated to Constructive leadership strategy 
impact. Restrictive leadership strategy was positively 
correlated to Passive/Defensive (.424**) and Aggressive/

Defensive (.428**) defensive. 

The strongest correlation was found between Prescriptive 
leadership strategy and Constructive impact (795**).

H2: Leadership strategies of managers have no influence on 
the leadership impact on employees in IT organizations. 
The results shown in Tables II,III and IV of the Appendix 
indicate that the null hypothesis H2 is rejected and the 
alternate hypothesis is accepted.  Leadership strategies of 
managers did influence the leadership impact on employees 
in IT organizations. 

Prescriptive and Restrictive leadership strategies significantly 
influenced Constructive impact. Prescriptive leadership 
strategy had the strongest influence followed by Restrictive 
leadership strategy. Together these two variables explained 
98.5% (R Square = .985) of the variation in the Constructive 
impact on respondents and the model was found to be 
significant at the 0.01 level of significance.

Prescriptive and Restrictive leadership strategies significantly 
influenced Passive/Defensive impact. Restrictive leadership 
strategy had the strongest influence. Prescriptive leadership 
strategy had a Negative influence on Passive/Defensive 
impact. Together these three variables explained 96.5% (R 
Square = .965) of the variation in the Passive/Defensive 
impact on respondents and the model was found to be 
significant at the 0.01 level of significance.

It was found that Restrictive, Prescriptive leadership strategies 
significantly influenced Aggressive/Defensive impact. 
Restrictive leadership strategy had the strongest influence. 
Prescriptive leadership strategy had a Negative influence on 
Aggressive/Defensive impact. Together these two variables 
explained 96.2% (R Square = .962) of the variation in the 
Aggressive/Defensive impact on respondents and the model 
was found to be significant at the 0.01 level of significance.

H3: Leadership strategies’ impact on employees does not 
affect the expression of job dissatisfaction of employees in 
IT organizations. 

Results from Table V of the Appendix indicate that H3 is 
rejected as leadership strategies did affect the expression 
of job dissatisfaction of employees. Standard Canonical 
Discriminant Function - stepwise discriminant analysis 
was performed to identify which Independent variables 
distinguished and affected response to dissatisfaction with 
reference to job satisfaction dimensions. 

The pattern of response to dissatisfaction towards job security 
was that (all variables remaining unchanged) when managers 
used higher restrictive leadership strategy respondents were 
more likely to choose the neglect response. Higher passive/
defensive impact on respondents, they were more likely to 
choose the loyalty response -interest (from intrinsic aspects 
of job). When managers experienced higher aggressive/
defensive impact, they were more likely to choose the neglect 
response (opportunity for advancement). Higher passive/
defensive impact on respondents, they were more likely to 
choose the exit response. When managers used prescriptive 
leadership strategy, respondents chose loyalty response 
appreciation (from management). When managers used higher 
restrictive leadership strategy respondents were more likely to 
choose the exit response (company policy and management 
practices). When managers used higher constructive impact 
on respondents, they were more likely to choose the neglect 

Table1: Indicating the Frequency and percentage on the response to job 
dissatisfaction items. 
 
Response to Dissatisfaction 
 

 
EXIT 

 
VOICE 

 
LOYALTY 

 
NEGLECT 

Job Satisfaction Items FQ % FQ % FQ % FQ % 
Job security  121 23.5 211 41.0 147 28.5 36 7.0 
Interest (from intrinsic aspects of job) 31 6.0 301 58.4 159 30.9 24 4.7 
Opportunity for advancement 52 10.1 292 56.7 153 29.7 18 3.5 
Appreciation from management 50 9.7 243 47.2 192 37.3 30 5.8 
Company policies and management 
practices 

 
49 

 
9.5 

 
239 

 
46.4 

 
184 

 
35.7 

 
43 

 
8.3 

Intrinsic aspects of job (excluding ease)  
38 

 
7.4 

 
284 

 
55.1 

 
160 

 
31.1 

 
33 

 
6.4 

Salary 99 19.2 254 49.3 132 25.6 30 5.8 
Supervision 55 10.7 282 54.8 148 28.7 30 5.8 
Social aspects of job 48 9.3 266 51.7 161 31.3 

 
40 7.8 

Working conditions (excluding hours) 42 8.2 276 53.6 173 33.6 24 4.7 
Communication 22 4.3 300 58.3 161 31.3 32 6.2 
Hours (from working conditions) 59 11.5 274 53.2 150 29.1 32 6.2 
Ease (from intrinsic aspects of job) 43 8.3 281 54.6 156 30.3 35 6.8 
Benefits 62 12.0 240 46.6 188 

 
36.5 25 4.9 

Fair treatment 89 17.3 243 47.2 152 29.5 31 6.0 
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response for intrinsic aspects of job (excluding ease). When 
employees experienced higher passive/defensive impact, they 
were more likely to choose the exit response (social aspects of 
job). When employees experienced passive/defensive impact 
they were more likely to choose the exit response for working 
conditions (excluding hours). When employees experienced 
higher passive/defensive impact they were more likely to 
choose the exit response (communication). When employees 
experienced higher constructive impact they were more likely 
to choose the neglect response (from intrinsic aspects of job). 
The pattern of response to dissatisfaction towards salary, 
supervision, hours (from working conditions), benefits and 
fair treatment was mixed. 

Discussion 
Leadership strategy: Prescriptive and restrictive leadership 
strategies significantly influenced constructive impact. 
Managers today apart from guiding and directing need to in 
some way engage in transforming, shaping or influencing the 
organizational context of members and the ways in which 
they approach their work and interact with one another. 
Managers potentially have numerous tools at their disposal 
for increasing their effectiveness. The most important tool 
revolves around the strategy, skills and behaviours that have 
been shown through research to be related to measures of 
leadership performance. Prescriptive strategies generally are 
more effective than restrictive strategies. It serves to define a 
direction for the system, establish structures for organization 
learning and adaptation, and support processes for problem 
solving and the integration of organizational components. 
They create and reinforce an organizational culture that 
communicates constructive norms and expectations to 
members.

Leaders with constructive impact motivate people to think 
and behave in achievement oriented and cooperative ways 
that emphasize growth and development. The benefits are 
better performance, higher levels of personal satisfaction and 
lower levels of stress. Leaders with defensive impact drive 
people to think and behave in either aggressive or passive 
ways to protect their status and position. Effective leaders 
organizationally tend to be visionary and future oriented, 
promoting empowerment and productivity, bringing out the 
best in people and concerned with long-term performance. 
Personal effectiveness of leaders is viewed as relaxed and 
at ease, ready for promotion to a higher level, accepting of 
feedback, and interested in self–development.

Improve leadership effectiveness by having a more 
constructive and less defensive impact by emphasizing 
prescriptive over restrictive strategies. Processes to increase 
the understanding/awareness of managers of their impact 
they currently are having on others should be mirrored. These 
include the degree to which they rely on prescriptive and 
restrictive strategies. The roots of this approach is grounded 
in the classic works of Rensis Likert, Douglas McGregor, 
Warren Bennis (1985) and James O’Toole (1995).

Both prescriptive and restrictive strategies reflect and effect 
leadership and the fact is that leaders use a combination 
of prescriptive and restrictive strategies. IT employees 
are knowledge workers, able and willing to engage in task 
accomplishment indicating high maturity. In a context like 
this it is desirable that leaders adopt prescriptive rather 
than restrictive strategies as they are more functional in IT 
organizations. This in turn will increase the constructive 
impact on IT employees.

The methods to be used by leaders in IT organizations 
to move the organization and its members towards the 
desired state of future affairs are by providing employees 
with – a direction to channel their efforts, provide for 
models regarding how things should be done, engaging in 
positive reinforcement to encourage the repetition of desired 
behaviours and communicate a set of parameters specifying 
their sphere of influence. The restrictive strategies are usually 
used for reasons such as ease of implementation, time 
pressures, and the capabilities and diagnostics of those being 
led. It also increases defensive behaviours by employees. 
Processes to engage in are to recollect the past, determine 
what one wants in the future, prepare a vision statement, act 
on one’s intuition, test basic beliefs, and look into the future 
(Kouzes and Posner, 1995). Methods such as reversal, use of 
analogies, challenging of assumptions, choice of entry points 
etc. (de Bono, 1970) are helpful. 

Restrictive strategies may be implemented to correct 
deviations, to discourage undesirable behaviours, to keep 
problem solving on-track and rational, or to achieve 
administrative efficiencies. They do have a desired effect 
on a short run. In the long run their effects are unanticipated 
and counterproductive leading to a passive and aggressive 
culture which will interfere with the employees and managers 
performance. These behaviours will lead managers to use 
more directive and restrictive leadership tactics and less 
supportive ones which are less dependent on the situation.

Leadership impact: As constructive impact significantly 
influenced working conditions, (excluding hours), social 
aspects of job, supervision and other job satisfaction 
dimensions, managers in IT can increase their constructive 
impact when they move towards a defining/envisioning 
and facilitating/creating a setting and move away from 
constraining behaviours. They have an impact on employees’ 
self-actualizing behaviours when they move away from 
vertical and toward lateral/stimulating thinking behaviours 
and move away from constraining and toward facilitating/
creating a setting behaviours.

Response to dissatisfaction: IT organizations need to pay 
closer attention to the diversity of the workforce and design 
company policies that increases inclusion and reduces 
discrimination in the workforce regarding recruitment, 
selection, induction and socialization, training and 
development, career and succession planning, promotion and 
transfer policies, pay and benefits administration, challenging 
jobs and work design, opportunities to engage in decision 
making, autonomy and freedom to plan and execute work, 
empowerment and participation, employee welfare and 
involvement programs, employee engagement and talent 
acquisition programs, performance management systems and 
healthy employer-employee relations, and finally the exit 
process. All these processes and policies need to be fair to all 
employees irrespective of the diversity. This will increase the 
commitment and loyalty of employees and they will be able 
to engage in active and constructive ways in responding to 
dissatisfaction. Increases constructive impact on employees 
and reduce defensive impact. These will certainly decrease 
i the level of dissatisfaction of IT employees and create a 
psychologically non-threatening work environment which 
will increase the likelihood of IT employees choosing voice 
and loyalty as responses to dissatisfaction more frequently and 
not exhibiting exit and neglect responses when dissatisfied.

Limitations of the study: The self-report of leadership 
strategies and impact and response to dissatisfaction that 
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were taken from each respondent present the problem of 
common method variance. This problem is reduced as the 
reliability and validity of the instruments were found to 
be high. Genuineness in self-report is taken for granted in 
the present study like in any other surveys and interviews. 
The scope of the present study can be extended to do a path 
analysis among the variables.

Suggestions for further research: This study should be 
replicated in other sectors to ascertain if the findings hold 
true in all organizations. Attempts should be made to obtain 
measures of exogenous and endogenous variables at different 
periods of time on leadership strategies and impact, and 
response to dissatisfaction. Other models and relationships 
can be developed and tested and critical human resource 
management and organizational behaviour variables can be 
investigated as Dependent variables.

Conclusion: The findings of the present study pinpoint 
certain relevant conclusions, particularly focusing on the 
centrality of leadership as critical Independent variable 
affecting the response to dissatisfaction of IT employees. 
The study indicated that Prescriptive leadership strategy had 
a Constructive impact on employees; organizations need to 
nurture and imbibe as part of their organization culture the 
behaviours that reinforce Prescriptive leadership behaviours 
and decrease Restrictive leadership strategy so that Passive/
Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive behaviours are reduced. 
The employee’s response to dissatisfaction was more Active 
and Constructive when   the use of Prescriptive leadership 
strategy and Constructive impact was more. Therefore 
organizations need to create shared meaning among their 
managers to engage in these behaviours more. Organizations 
need to factor in demographic differences while planning and 
executing manpower, recruitment, training, and development 
policies Career and succession plans, empowerment and 
involvement programs, benefits and compensation policies, 
safety, health and welfare programs and any other policies 
introduced should ensure that diversity of the workforce 
needs to be taken care of and should be perceived as fair to 
all groups of knowledge workers.
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Table I Indicating Pearson correlations among leadership strategies adopted by managers and 
its impact in IT organizations 

 
 
 

Leadership 
Strategies 

 
Leadership Strategies Impacta 

Construct
ive 

 
Sig. Passive/ 

Defensive 

 
Sig. Aggressive/ 

Defensive 

 
Sig. 

Prescriptive 
leadership strategy .795** .000 .009 .415 -.065 .072 

Restrictive 
leadership strategy .480** .000 .424** .000  .428** .000 

* Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Significant at the 0.01 level. 
aFrom Leadership/Impact® Feedback Report by R.A. Cooke, Human Synergistics. Copyright 
© 2008 by Human Synergistics International. Adapted by permission 
 
Table II indicating Model Summary of squared multiple correlations of Leadership 
Strategies (Prescriptive and Restrictive) with Constructivea leadership impact 
 

Model R 
R 

Square(a) 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

  .992(d) .985 .985 .42790 
d  Predictors: prescriptive, restrictive 
 
Table III indicating Model Summary of squared multiple correlations of Leadership 
Strategies (Prescriptive and Restrictive) with Passive/Defensivea leadership impact) 
 
 

 
d  Predictors: 
restrictive, 
prescriptive 

 
Table IV indicating Model Summary of squared multiple correlations of Leadership 
Strategies (Prescriptive and Restrictive) with Aggressive/Defensivea leadership impact) 

 
f  Predictors: 
restrictive, 
prescriptive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Model R 
R 

Square(a) 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

  .983(d) .965 .965 .53101 

Model R 
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Square(a) 
Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

  .981(f) .962 .962 .55028 

* Significant at the 0.05 level. ** Significant at the 0.01 level.
aFrom Leadership/Impact® Feedback Report by R.A. 
Cooke, Human Synergistics. Copyright © 2008 by Human 
Synergistics International. Adapted by permission

Table II indicating Model Summary of squared multiple 
correlations of Leadership Strategies (Prescriptive and 
Restrictive) with Constructivea leadership impact

d  Predictors: prescriptive, restrictive

Table III indicating Model Summary of squared multiple 
correlations of Leadership Strategies (Prescriptive and 
Restrictive) with Passive/Defensivea leadership impact)

d  Predictors: restrictive, prescriptive

Table IV indicating Model Summary of squared multiple 
correlations of Leadership Strategies (Prescriptive and 
Restrictive) with Aggressive/Defensivea leadership impact)

f  Predictors: restrictive, prescriptive
Table V Indicating discriminant analysis for managerial 
leadership strategiesa, and leadership impacta) and response 
to dissatisfaction on dimensions
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Table V Indicating discriminant analysis for managerial leadership strategiesa, and leadership 
impacta) and response to dissatisfaction on dimensions 
 
Standardized Canonical 
Discriminant  
Function Coefficients 
                  
 

Canonical Discriminant 
Function Coefficients 
Unstandardized 
coefficients 
 

Unstandardize
d canonical 
discriminant 
coefficients 
 

%
A

C
C

U
R

A
T

E
 

 JOB SECURITY  
 Functi

on 
 Functi

on 
 Functi

on 
 

 1  1  1  
Restrictive 
Strategies -.890 Restrictive 

Strategies -1.849 Negle
ct  -.974 73.5 

 INTEREST (from intrinsic aspects of job)  
Passive/Defensive .875 Passive/Defensive 1.602 Loyal

ty  .250 54.7 

 OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT  
Aggressive/Defen
sive .971 Aggressive/Defen

sive 1.783 Negle
ct  1.289 78.4 

 APPRECIATION (from management)  
Passive/ 
Defensive -.714 Passive/ 

Defensive -1.328 Exit  -.866 70.4 

Prescriptive -.626 Prescriptive  -.904 Loyal
ty  -.224 56.4 

 COMPANY POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES   

 

Restrictive  1.000 Restrictive  1.961 Exit  -.242 60.9 
 INTRINSIC ASPECTS OF JOB (excluding ease)  
Constructive  1.038 Constructive  1.394 Negle

ct  1.027 77.5 

 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF JOB   
Passive/Defensive .525 Passive/Defensive .819 Exit  .479 75.6 
 WORKING CONDITIONS (excluding hours).  
Passive/Defensive -.800 Passive/Defensive -1.274 Exit  -.627 77.3 
 COMMUNICATION  
Passive/ 
Defensive -.648 Passive/Defensive -1.005 Exit  -1.223 85.2 

 EASE (from intrinsic aspects of job)  
Constructive  -.683 Constructive  -1.022 Negle

ct  -.572 69.2 

aFrom Leadership/Impact® Feedback Report by R.A. Cooke, Human Synergistics. Copyright 
© 2008 by Human Synergistics International. Adapted by permission. 
 
 
 

From Leadership/Impact® Feedback Report by R.A. Cooke, 
Human Synergistics. Copyright © 2008 by Human Synergis-
tics International. Adapted by permission.

 
 
Table V Indicating discriminant analysis for managerial leadership strategiesa, and leadership 
impacta) and response to dissatisfaction on dimensions 
 
Standardized Canonical 
Discriminant  
Function Coefficients 
                  
 

Canonical Discriminant 
Function Coefficients 
Unstandardized 
coefficients 
 

Unstandardize
d canonical 
discriminant 
coefficients 
 

%
A

C
C

U
R

A
T

E
 

 JOB SECURITY  
 Functi

on 
 Functi

on 
 Functi

on 
 

 1  1  1  
Restrictive 
Strategies -.890 Restrictive 

Strategies -1.849 Negle
ct  -.974 73.5 

 INTEREST (from intrinsic aspects of job)  
Passive/Defensive .875 Passive/Defensive 1.602 Loyal

ty  .250 54.7 

 OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT  
Aggressive/Defen
sive .971 Aggressive/Defen

sive 1.783 Negle
ct  1.289 78.4 

 APPRECIATION (from management)  
Passive/ 
Defensive -.714 Passive/ 

Defensive -1.328 Exit  -.866 70.4 

Prescriptive -.626 Prescriptive  -.904 Loyal
ty  -.224 56.4 

 COMPANY POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES   

 

Restrictive  1.000 Restrictive  1.961 Exit  -.242 60.9 
 INTRINSIC ASPECTS OF JOB (excluding ease)  
Constructive  1.038 Constructive  1.394 Negle

ct  1.027 77.5 

 SOCIAL ASPECTS OF JOB   
Passive/Defensive .525 Passive/Defensive .819 Exit  .479 75.6 
 WORKING CONDITIONS (excluding hours).  
Passive/Defensive -.800 Passive/Defensive -1.274 Exit  -.627 77.3 
 COMMUNICATION  
Passive/ 
Defensive -.648 Passive/Defensive -1.005 Exit  -1.223 85.2 

 EASE (from intrinsic aspects of job)  
Constructive  -.683 Constructive  -1.022 Negle

ct  -.572 69.2 

aFrom Leadership/Impact® Feedback Report by R.A. Cooke, Human Synergistics. Copyright 
© 2008 by Human Synergistics International. Adapted by permission. 
 
 
 


