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Introduction
Contract security firms face persistent challenges in delivering consistent service quality across diverse client sites. Because the industry operates through a decentralized model, corporate standards, branch administration, and site-level execution frontline supervisors become the critical link responsible for translating expectations into daily performance (ASIS Foundation, 2023). Yet these supervisors often work under real-time conditions marked by workforce variability, client-specific demands, staffing disruptions, and incident-driven urgency. Many rise from the officer ranks without formal leadership development, and the reactive nature of the work leaves little time for coaching or proactive quality oversight. As a result, service consistency often depends more on the individual supervisor’s leadership behaviors than on standardized organizational processes, reflecting broader findings on service climate variability in high-contact environments (Bowen & Schneider, 2014).
This operational reality highlights a deeper leadership challenge: frontline supervisors must adapt quickly to shifting conditions, alternating between directive actions, supportive communication, coaching, procedural enforcement, and client-facing relationship building. Prior research on flexible and adaptive leadership emphasizes that no single leadership style is universally effective; rather, leaders must adjust their behaviors to match situational demands (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). However, most leadership studies focus on executives or controlled organizational settings, leaving limited understanding of how day-to-day leadership “style switching” functions in frontline, high-variability roles. This gap is particularly relevant in contract security, where inconsistent supervision can directly influence service quality, employee engagement, and client satisfaction.
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine how frontline supervisors in contract security operations adjust their leadership behaviors in response to situational triggers and whether data-informed, targeted leadership prompts can improve leadership adaptability and site-level performance. By linking daily supervisory actions to key operational indicators—such as service-level agreement (SLA) adherence, officer call-offs, tour completion, tour quality, and report accuracy—this study investigates whether more adaptive leadership behavior driven by AI provided, data driven prompts enhance consistency and service reliability.
This research contributes to leadership scholarship and industry practice by (1) extending the study of adaptive and flexible leadership style into understudied frontline service roles, (2) testing a novel, data-driven (ai copilot?) prompting approach designed to improve leadership behavior in dynamic environments, and (3) offering practical insights for contract security firms seeking to strengthen frontline decision-making and (to drive performance) performance. Through this focus on day-to-day behavioral adaptability, the study aims to clarify how leadership can be optimized in decentralized, high-variability service settings.
Literature Review
Leadership in service operations has been studied for decades, but most of what we know comes from settings that look very different from contract security. Leadership theories were largely developed around executives, military officers, and stable organizational environments—contexts where leaders have time, resources, and structural clarity. Far less attention has been paid to front line supervisors who work in fluid, reactive conditions and who must translate organizational expectations into reliable, moment-to-moment service delivery. This gap matters because the realities of frontline work rarely resemble the controlled contexts in which most leadership theories were tested.
One of the most relevant bodies of work comes from research on flexible and adaptive leadership. Yukl and Mahsud (2010) argue that leaders cannot rely on a single style, because real-world problems vary too much for one approach to work consistently. They describe effective leadership as an ongoing process of adjustment—diagnosing what is happening, understanding what subordinates need, and shifting behavior accordingly. That general principle fits the contract security environment well. Yukl (2013) further emphasizes that effective leadership requires drawing from multiple behavioral categories and adjusting actions as situational demands shift, especially in dynamic operational environments. Supervisors move from client questions, to guard issues, to compliance problems, to unexpected incidents, all within the same shift. Their leadership demands change as quickly as the work does.
Understanding how leaders manage this variability requires looking beyond single-style theories. Early work on behavioral complexity (Hooijberg et al., 1997) suggests that leaders are more effective when they possess a broad behavioral repertoire and can deploy different behaviors as situations shift. Leaders who rely on only one or two styles are more predictable but less effective in environments where conditions rarely stay still. Later research expanded this idea by showing that leaders do better when they are capable of switching between broader categories of behavior, such as opening and closing modes in ambidextrous leadership (Rosing et al., 2011). Opening behaviors encourage initiative, exploration, and flexibility, while closing behaviors emphasize structure, rules, and reliability. Both are necessary, but not at the same time. Leaders have to recognize when to loosen control and when to tighten it.
Recent work has made this even more explicit. Thommes, Uitdewilligen, and Waller (2024) found that leaders who “change gears” as conditions shift—rather than staying locked into one pattern—help their teams coordinate better and respond faster to operational changes. Their research provides some of the clearest evidence that leadership switching is a functional behavior, not a sign of inconsistency. Although Thommes, Uitdewilligen, and Waller (2024) describe leaders switching between internal “scripts” they draw on automatically, the mechanism in this study is different. Their work explains why switching matters, but not how to help it happen. In contract security, supervisors often lack the time or experience to rely on internal “scripts” consistently, so external, data-informed prompts can serve as situational cues that guide the leader toward the behavior that best fits the moment. The underlying goal—supporting adaptive switching—remains aligned. What matters most is whether the shift matches the situation. This idea speaks directly to the kind of environment frontline security supervisors face, where short-term demands, unexpected absences, client escalations, and guard-level performance issues create continuous changes in what leadership behavior is needed.
The service literature adds another layer that is particularly relevant. Bowen and Schneider (2014) describe how frontline leaders shape the climate employees experience on the job, and how inconsistencies in leadership create inconsistencies in service outcomes. In industries where employees work independently or with minimal direct oversight—such as contract security—supervisors become the anchor for clarity, expectations, and service tone. The central premise of leader–member exchange (LMX) theory is that the quality of the relationship between supervisors and subordinates strongly influences role clarity, performance, and employee responsiveness to leadership behaviors (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). (Thompson & Glass, 2018) similarly found that different leadership styles can all be effective in service settings, but their effectiveness depends on matching the leader’s approach to the specific team and situation. Together, these studies reinforce the point that service performance is directly tied to what frontline leaders do in the moment.
Another relevant perspective comes from complexity leadership theory, which focuses on environments filled with uncertainty, interruptions, and interdependent activity. Uhl-Bien and Arena (2018) argue that leaders in complex environments must be able to move between administrative work, emergent problem solving, and enabling others to act. This aligns with contract security supervision, where leaders alternate between routine administrative tasks, real-time coordination, and interpersonal support for guards and clients. The theory highlights how much frontline leadership depends on the ability to shift roles fluidly, rather than mastering a single leadership style.
What is missing from the existing research is a detailed understanding of how frontline supervisors in highly variable service environments—like contract security—actually use and switch between different leadership behaviors during day-to-day operations. The literature provides strong conceptual support for flexibility, adaptability, and switching, but empirical research on frontline supervisors is limited. Even more limited is research examining how data or operational triggers might help supervisors adjust their leadership behavior more effectively across the workday. The connection between leadership switching and concrete operational indicators—such as SLA adherence, tour performance, call-offs, or report quality—has also received almost no attention.
This dissertation builds directly on these gaps by focusing on leadership behavior at the point of service delivery. By examining how frontline supervisors adjust, mix, and switch between leadership behaviors in response to real operational triggers, the study brings leadership theory into a context where adaptability is not just beneficial but required. The goal is to understand not only whether switching occurs, but whether it matters for performance outcomes that security firms track every day.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study examines whether frontline supervisors in contract security operations improve performance outcomes when they receive targeted, data-informed leadership prompts designed to encourage more adaptive, context-appropriate leadership behavior. The study also explores whether repeated exposure to these prompts supports the development of supervisors’ leadership skills by helping them respond more intentionally to situational demands. The following research questions guide the proposed investigation.
Research Question 1 (RQ1)
Do security sites where supervisors receive data-informed leadership prompts demonstrate better operational performance than comparable sites that do not receive prompts?
Hypothesis 1 (H1):
Sites receiving leadership prompts will show measurable improvement in key operational indicators (e.g., SLA adherence, call-off frequency, tour completion/quality, report accuracy, policy copliance) compared to non-prompted sites.
Research Question 2 (RQ2)
Does aligning the type of leadership style (e.g., directive, transactional, coaching, participative, transformational, and servant) with the specific operational trigger (e.g., call-off, missed tour, client escalation) produce stronger performance from individual guards than unprompted sites and guards
Hypothesis 2 (H2):
Guards receiving “style–trigger fit” responses will demonstrate higher performance in operational outcomes than non-prompted guards and sites. 
Research Question 3 (RQ3)
How do guards’ perceptions of their supervisors change after supervisors begin receiving leadership prompts?
Hypothesis 3 (H3):
Guards at prompted sites will report higher levels of perceived leadership effectiveness, communication, and supervisory support after the intervention, relative to their pre-intervention ratings.
Research Question 4 (RQ4)
Do leadership prompts support the development of more adaptive and intentional leadership behaviors among frontline supervisors, as reflected in pre/post leadership assessments and daily behavior logs?
Hypothesis 4 (H4):
Supervisors who receive leadership prompts will show measurable increases in context-appropriate leadership behaviors over time—demonstrated through changes in their ALQ, MLQ, and LBDQ profiles, along with improved alignment between their daily actions and situational demands.
Data
This study will use a multi-source dataset combining operational performance metrics, supervisor self-assessments, and guard perceptions to evaluate whether leadership prompts improve frontline supervisory effectiveness in contracted security services. Data collection will occur across six intervention sites selected from a larger portfolio of approximately one hundred client sites within the branch. All supervisors assigned to these six sites (estimated 10–15 supervisors) will receive the prompting intervention, while the remaining sites in the branch will serve as natural comparison units. The intervention sites collectively employ approximately 130–150 security officers, who will contribute guard-level survey data. Data will be collected over an eight-week intervention period, with baseline (pre-intervention) measures obtained during the eight weeks immediately prior. (Or just from the existing historical data/averages)
Operational performance data will be extracted from the organization’s workforce management, and guard management systems. These measures provide objective indicators of frontline execution and include: (1) clock-in compliance (percentage of shifts with accurate and on-time punches); (2) call-off rate (call-offs per 5 days scheduled); (3) tour completion (percentage of required tours completed); (4) tour quality (0–2 or 0–3 scoring rubric based on checkpoint completion and documentation quality); (5) report compliance (percentage of required daily activity and incident reports submitted on time); and (6) report quality (0–2 or 0–3 rubric assessing completeness, accuracy, and clarity). These metrics will be computed for each site during both the baseline and intervention periods, enabling within-site change analyses and comparisons against branch-level averages and unprompted sites.
Supervisor leadership behavior will be measured using three validated self-assessment instruments collected at two time points (pre- and post-intervention). Supervisors will complete the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) to assess transformational, transactional, and passive leadership behaviors; the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) to capture initiating structure (directive behaviors) and consideration; and the Adaptive Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ) to measure behavioral flexibility and responsiveness. These measures will establish baseline leadership profiles and detect changes in leadership behavior following the prompt intervention.
Guard perceptions of supervisory leadership will be measured using a short, guard-appropriate instrument consisting of the LMX-7 leader–member exchange scale combined with the four-item supervisory support scale. This hybrid instrument captures relationship quality, communication effectiveness, fairness, and support in language suitable for frontline service employees. Guards at the six intervention sites will complete the survey at two time points (pre- and post-intervention), providing data for Research Question 3 regarding changes in supervisory effectiveness as experienced by officers.
The combined dataset—operational performance metrics, supervisor self-assessments, and guard ratings—will allow for triangulated analysis across multiple levels (supervisor, guard, and site). This design supports the evaluation of performance changes (RQ1), the impact of style–trigger fit (RQ2), changes in guard-perceived leadership (RQ3), and the development of supervisor adaptability (RQ4). All data will be de-identified prior to analysis to protect participant confidentiality, and participation in all survey components (supervisor and guard) will be voluntary.
Variables
This study includes a multi-level set of variables to assess the effects of providing supervisors with context-specific leadership prompts on site performance, guard perceptions of leadership, and supervisor leadership behavior. Variables are grouped into outcome variables, treatment exposure, and covariates. No moderator variables are included because the intervention itself delivers the correct leadership style for each operational trigger, eliminating the need to measure style–trigger fit.
Outcome Variables
A. Site-Level Operational Performance Outcomes
Operational performance outcomes will be extracted from the organization’s workforce management, tour verification, and reporting systems. These outcomes will be computed for each site during both the baseline and intervention periods and represent the primary outcomes for RQ1.
1. Punch Compliance (%)
Percentage of accurate and on-time clock-ins and clock-outs.
Call-Off Rate (%)
Weekly percentage of scheduled shifts affected by call-offs at each site.

2. Tour Completion (%)
Percentage of required tours completed as scheduled.
3. Tour Quality Score (0–2)
A rubric-based rating evaluating tour completeness and execution:
· 0 = Incomplete (missing checkpoints or major gaps)
· 1 = Partial (tour completed with minor errors or gaps)
· 2 = Complete (all checkpoints completed with no major issues)
4. Report Compliance (%)
Percentage of required daily activity reports and incident reports submitted on time.
5. Report Quality Score (0–2)
A rubric-based indicator of documentation quality:
· 0 = Incomplete (missing required fields; poor clarity)
· 1 = Partial (submitted but lacking accuracy or sufficient detail)
· 2 = Complete (accurate, clear, with appropriate detail and correct classification)
These KPIs measure operational reliability, procedural execution, and documentation accuracy.
B. Guard-Level Outcome Variables
Guard perceptions of supervisory leadership will be assessed at pre- and post-intervention using a hybrid instrument combining the LMX-7 (Leader–Member Exchange) and a four-item Supervisory Support Scale. These outcomes address RQ3.
1. LMX-7 Total Score
Assesses relationship quality between guard and supervisor across seven items.
2. Supervisory Support Score
Four-item measure assessing fairness, support, and responsiveness.
3. Composite Guard Leadership Effectiveness Score
Average of all LMX-7 and Support Scale items; used as the primary guard-level outcome.
C. Supervisor-Level Outcome Variables
Supervisor leadership behavior will be measured using three validated instruments administered pre- and post-intervention. These outcomes are used for RQ4 to assess changes in leadership behavior and adaptability.
1. MLQ (Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire) Subscales
· Transformational Leadership
· Transactional Leadership (Contingent Reward)
· Management-by-Exception (Active/Passive)
· Passive-Avoidant (Laissez-Faire)
2. LBDQ (Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire) Subscales
· Initiating Structure (directive behavior)
· Consideration (supportive/interpersonal behavior)
3. ALQ (Adaptive Leadership Questionnaire) Subscales
· Flexibility
· Situational Adaptability
· Responsiveness to Changing Demands
Treatment Variable
Prompting Condition (0 = No prompts, 1 = Receives prompts)
Supervisors at the six intervention sites will receive real-time leadership prompts matched to operational triggers. Supervisors at all other branch sites will not receive prompts and serve as natural comparison units. This is the main independent variable for RQ1–RQ4.
Covariates
Covariates will be included to adjust for structural differences across sites and supervisors that may influence performance or leadership perceptions but are not the focus of the study. These variables increase statistical control and strengthen internal validity.
· Site size (average weekly scheduled hours)
· Supervisor tenure (months in role)
· Guard tenure (average months at site)
· Supervisor Present (supervisor present during shift)
These covariates are controlled for in analyses comparing prompted and unprompted sites.
Summary
This variable structure provides comprehensive coverage of operational performance, guard experiences, and supervisor leadership behaviors. It supports multi-level analysis aligned with the four research questions and allows for rigorous evaluation of the leadership prompt intervention.
Methods
This study uses a quasi-experimental, short-term longitudinal, design to evaluate the impact of context-specific leadership prompts on supervisor behavior, and guard performance and perceptions. Data will be collected over two periods: The baseline (Historical Data) and an eight-week intervention, with repeated measures enabling assessment of within-site change and comparison against unprompted branch sites. Most leadership studies rely heavily on subordinate self-reports and generic survey measures, which often fail to capture real leadership behavior; in contrast, this study incorporates operational KPIs to assess leadership impact in actual work conditions (Hunter et al., 2007)
Sampling and Participants.
The intervention will be implemented at six client sites, selected from a portfolio of about one hundred sites within the branch. All supervisors assigned to these sites (approximately 10–15 supervisors) will receive prompts. Security officers stationed at these sites (approximately 100–150 guards) will complete pre- and post-intervention surveys. Unprompted branch sites will serve as natural comparison units for performance outcomes.
Data Collection.
Three sources of data will be used: (1) daily operational performance records, (2) supervisor self-assessments, and (3) guard surveys. Operational KPIs—including punch compliance, call-off rate, tour completion, tour quality, report compliance, and report quality—will be extracted daily from workforce management, tour verification, and reporting systems. Supervisors will complete the MLQ, LBDQ, and ALQ at baseline and post-intervention. Guards will complete a hybrid leadership survey (LMX-7 and the 4-item Supervisory Support Scale) at both time points. All survey data will be voluntary and de-identified.
Intervention.
Supervisors at intervention sites will receive automated prompts triggered by operational conditions (e.g., missed punches, call-offs, incomplete tours, documentation issues). Each prompt identifies the appropriate leadership behavior (directive, supportive, coaching, transactional, or transformational) and offers a brief script to guide supervisor response. Supervisors at comparison sites will not receive prompts.
Measures and Scoring.
Punch compliance will reflect the percentage of correct and on-time clock-ins and clock-outs. Call-off rate will measure the daily percentage of scheduled shifts experiencing a call-off. Tour and report quality will be scored using standardized 0–2 rubrics. Guard survey scores will be analyzed as LMX-7 totals, support scale totals, and a composite average. Supervisor leadership measures will follow standard MLQ, LBDQ, and ALQ scoring procedures.
Analytical Strategy.
Pre/post changes within intervention sites will be analyzed using repeated-measures comparisons. Between-site differences will be evaluated using ANCOVA, regression, or mixed-effects models, with prompting condition as the independent variable. Covariates—including site size, supervisor tenure, guard tenure, shift mix, baseline performance, and on-site supervisory presence—will be included to adjust for structural differences. Statistical analyses will be conducted using SPSS, R, or Stata.
Ethical Considerations.
Survey participation is voluntary and confidential. All performance data will be de-identified prior to analysis, and no personally identifiable information will be included in the final dataset. The study will follow organizational and institutional ethical guidelines.
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Appendix A
Operational Performance Measures and Scoring Rubrics
A1. Punch Compliance (%)
Definition: Percentage of correct and on-time clock-ins and clock-outs.
Formula:

Interpretation: Higher values reflect stronger schedule adherence and supervisor oversight.
A2. Call-Off Rate (%)
Definition: Daily percentage of scheduled shifts affected by call-offs.
Formula:

Interpretation: Lower call-off rates reflect stronger staffing stability and proactive supervisor engagement.
A3. Tour Completion (%)
Definition: Proportion of required tours completed as scheduled.
Formula:

4. Tour Quality Rubric (0–2)
	Score
	Description
	Criteria

	0 – Incomplete
	Major execution failures
	Missing checkpoints, long gaps, no documentation

	1 – Partial
	Errors but attempt completed
	Minor missed scans, rushed execution, minimal notes

	2 – Complete
	Fully compliant
	All checkpoints completed, timely, accurate notes



A5. Report Compliance (%)
Definition: % of required daily and incident reports submitted on time.
A6. Report Quality Rubric (0–2)
	Score
	Description
	Criteria

	0 – Incomplete
	Poor documentation
	Missing fields, unclear, inaccurate

	1 – Partial
	Some issues
	Submitted but missing detail or minor inaccuracies

	2 – Complete
	Accurate, clear
	Fully detailed, correct classification, professional format





Appendix B
Supervisor Leadership Measures (Descriptions of Scales)
Note: Due to copyright restrictions, full instrument items are not included. Only scale descriptions and subscales are provided.
B1. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)
Assesses frequency of transformational, transactional, and passive-avoidant behaviors.
Subscales include:
· Transformational Leadership
· Transactional Leadership (Contingent Reward)
· Management-by-Exception (Active)
· Management-by-Exception (Passive)
· Passive-Avoidant / Laissez-Faire

B2. Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ)
Measures two fundamental leadership behaviors:
· Initiating Structure (directive, task-oriented leadership)
· Consideration (supportive, relationship-oriented leadership)

B3. Adaptive Leadership Questionnaire (ALQ)
Assesses behavioral flexibility and adaptability, including:
· Situational adaptability
· Flexibility in approach
· Responsiveness to changing conditions


Appendix C
Guard Perceptions of Supervisory Leadership Survey
Instructions
Please rate your agreement with each statement based on your experience with your site supervisor.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree

LMX-7 (Leader–Member Exchange)
1. My supervisor understands my job problems and needs.
2. My supervisor recognizes my potential.
3. My working relationship with my supervisor is effective.
4. My supervisor would be ready to back me up.
5. I have enough confidence in my supervisor that I would defend their decisions.
6. My supervisor “gets” the challenges I face on shift.
7. I can count on my supervisor when I need help.

Supervisor Support Scale (Short Form)
8. My supervisor listens to me when I have a concern.
9. My supervisor helps me when I have a problem on the job.
10. My supervisor treats me fairly.
11. My supervisor cares about how I am doing.

Scoring
· LMX-7 Score: Mean of items 1–7
· Support Score: Mean of items 8–11
· Composite Score: Mean of all 11 items

Appendix D
Covariates and Operational Definitions
D1. Site Size
Average weekly scheduled hours at each site.
D2. Supervisor Tenure
Months the supervisor has served in the supervisory role.
D3. Guard Tenure
Average months guards have been assigned to the site.
D4. On-Site Supervisory Presence
0 = No supervisor physically present during guard shifts
1 = Supervisor present on-site during at least some shifts


Appendix E
Leadership Prompt Library (With Explicit Leadership Style Labels)

E1. Compliance-Related Prompts — Directive Style
Trigger: Missed punch
Recommended Style: Directive
Prompt:
“Address the missed punch directly. Confirm whether it was an oversight or a repeated pattern. Restate expectations and ensure the officer understands the required clock-in/clock-out process.”
Trigger: Incomplete tour
Recommended Style: Directive
Prompt:
“Clarify the importance of completing every checkpoint. Review required steps, identify what was missed, and confirm the officer can complete the next tour correctly.”

E2. Attendance & Personal Issues — Supportive Style
Trigger: Increasing call-offs
Recommended Style: Supportive
Prompt:
“Check in with the officer to understand whether anything outside work is affecting attendance. Listen actively, offer appropriate support, and reinforce that you want them to succeed.”
Trigger: Guard expresses frustration or stress
Recommended Style: Supportive
Prompt:
“Let the officer know you’ve noticed they seem stressed. Ask how things are going and what might help. Reinforce that you are available and willing to support them.”

E3. Quality Improvement — Coaching Style
Trigger: Low report quality
Recommended Style: Coaching
Prompt:
“Review the report together and point out one thing done well and one thing to improve. Provide a quick example of better phrasing or detail. Confirm understanding and follow up next shift.”
Trigger: Repeated minor performance errors
Recommended Style: Coaching
Prompt:
“Walk through the task step-by-step. Help them understand the ‘why’ behind the standard. Ask them to explain the process back to you to ensure clarity.”

E4. Client-Facing Issues — Transformational Style
Trigger: Client expresses concerns
Recommended Style: Transformational
Prompt:
“Reaffirm the importance of the officer’s role and how it supports the client’s mission. Inspire confidence by highlighting strengths and connecting their work to site-level success.”
Trigger: Low morale affecting customer service
Recommended Style: Transformational
Prompt:
“Share a positive vision for the team. Recognize recent wins, remind officers how their work contributes to a safe, professional environment, and reinforce pride in the post.”

E5. Patterns of Noncompliance — Transactional Style
Trigger: Repeated policy violations
Recommended Style: Transactional
Prompt:
“Review expectations and consequences clearly. Clarify what must change immediately and the next step if the issue continues. Document the coaching interaction.”
Trigger: Officer failing to follow basic post instructions
Recommended Style: Transactional
Prompt:
“Restate the required task and set a short-term deadline for compliance. Let the officer know you will follow up to ensure completion.”

E6. Confusion, Ambiguity, or Change — Participative Style
Trigger: Officers unclear about post expectations
Recommended Style: Participative
Prompt:
“Involve the officer in identifying where the confusion is. Ask for their perspective, discuss the expectations together, and agree on a process that works for both.”
Trigger: Implementation of new procedures
Recommended Style: Participative
Prompt:
“Gather officer input on the new procedure, ask what challenges they foresee, and collaborate on a workable plan. Summarize what was agreed upon and check back later.”



