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Preface'

Much has been written on organizational leadership but the con-
cept still remains elusive. This present volume focuses on a hitherto
relatively less explored dimension of leadershlp, viz., the quality of
interaction in leader-member dyads, shifting the focus from only
leaders to bothi leaders and followers.- The underlying tenet is the

fact that different subordinates have different relatxonshlps with -

the leader and it is this variation that is the focus of our inquiry.
This explains the process of leadershlp by treatmg the subordinates

as active participants in the leadership process. These tenets are ’

tested through rigorous scientific research and empirical data.

The present volume is divided into six chapters. The first chapter
contains an introduction to the foundations of our above-mentioned
approach which ends with a proposed model for the present inves-

tigations. Chapter 2 contains the methodological details. The first

part of the chapter contains details of our first work (Study 1)—

research site, participants, and the measures used. The second part
contains the same details of our corroborative study (Study 2). The

next three chapters deal with the results of these studies and their
implications. In Chapter 3, the details of scale development are
given. After presenting a review of the previous scales in the first
part of the chapter, the statistical properties of the newly developed
scale are given in the second part. In the last part of the chapter, the

level of the scale is established. The antecedent conditions are dis- -

cussed in Chapter 4. Three major antecedent interactions are
discussed in the three parts of this chapter. Part one contains the
1nteract10n of .the personal attributes of the leader and the

" Preface 4 11

member—the background, hypotheses, and results and discussion.
Parts two and three contain the same details of the interaction of
leadership orientations and the interaction of personal attributes
with climate, respectively. The third objective of evaluating out-
comes is discussed in Chapter 5. The first part contains the use of
influence strategies to influence each other (leader and member)
as outcomes of their quality of interaction. Part two contains other
outcomes, like satisfaction, commitment, etc. of the members. Fin-
ally, the results are summarized and overall implications are given

“in Chapter 6. The Indian social milieu and the Indian value system

are given due importance while suggestlng the implications of the
two survey findings.

A volume like this is an outcome of r_he efforts of many people-—
scholars, students, managers, and positive thinkers. Some contrib-
ute tangibly others not so tangibly. Professor Graen and Professor
Fred Dansereau’s initiatives in the field were the inspirations to

. take up the project; we thank them for their i inspiring work. My

good friend Dr Uma Lakhtakia; at the University of Mauritius, gen-
erously spared her time..Dr Sangeeta Dhawan, now at the Indlan

. Institute of Management, Lucknow; also provxded support at cru-

cial times of this research.

We are indebted to our academic colleagues who contnbuted to
this volume at different stages. Professor S.A: Shaida and Professor
B.N. Patnaik provided the support for and insight into the research.
I also thank all my friends: J.J. , Nagarjuna; Vandana, Seema, and
Sanil for doing their best in more ways than one. Their thought-
fulness and understandmg are deeply felt and. warmly appreci-
ated. Vijay’s assistance and metlculous typing too are smcerely
appreciated. : SIS

- We are thankful to the top executives of orgamzanons for. help-
ing in data collection and to the respondents_ for_sharing their .
world-views. Without their help, this work would not have been
possible. :

Anand’s encouragement and support remain a constant source of
inspiration. Finally, thanks are due to my son Yash, but for whose
love and affecmon I would have completed this book two months-
earlier.

Kanika T. Bhal
New Delhi
August, 2000
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The Foundations of the VDyédi'c Apprpach

The reléevance and centrality of leadership in organizations cannot
be overemphasized in light of the fact that in most cases the failure.. . -
of the new organizations right at the start is because of poor leader-
ship (Schultz, 1982). The faith of the organizations in effective and '
efficient leadership is reflected in the amount of effort, energy, and
above all money that the organizations spend in hiring and main--
taining their leaders. Because of its importance, the phenomenon

has been most widely read, however, it remains least understood:”
‘Because of the dynamic and multifaceted nature of the construct,

focusing on any one aspect never gives ‘the overall ‘picture. and -
yields abortive results. Most of the researches, theories, and under-
standings of the phenomenon have focused only on the leader him-

- or herself but have ignored an equally important component—the

9ed’ or the subordinate. Most of the traditional theories treat the
group of subordinates as a homogeneous entity that is a passive
recipient of all leadership efforts. Subsequently, the group as a unit
is taken to respond collectively to leadership attempts. These theo-
rizations wittingly or unwittingly totally overlook the kind of inter-
actions that may develop betweeén a leader and-an- individual
subordinate, thereby making an average assumption about the

‘work-group. The present work not only incorporates the subordin-

ate but also explores the interaction between a leader and a mem-
ber in understanding the phenomenon of leadership. We begin by
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pointing out the average nature of all the earlier theorizations,
then explore the nature of dyadic leadership.

Leadership: The Average Approach

The earliest understandings of leadership focused on traits or fixed
personality characteristics as determinants of effective leadership.
‘However, despite a host of studies, the researches could not con-
verge on a set of traits that could predict effective leadership (Byrd,
1940; Stogdill, 1948). Clearly, trait theories make average assump-
tions about the work-group.

The next set of theorists focused on the acts or behaviors of the
leader and the focus was on identifying ‘what leaders do’ as
opposed to the trait-oriented focus on ‘what leaders have.”

A series of studies were initiated in 1945 by the Bureau of Busi-
ness Research under the headship of C.L. Shartle. The first object-
ive of this effort was, of course, to unearth the various leader
behaviors. In the first phase of the research, a questionnaire was to
be developed. Beginning with 1,800 examples of leader behavior,

the identification boiled down to 150 items that were contained in

the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ). The res-
ponses to these. items were factor analyzed and the analysis

showed that the subordinates perceived their leader’s behavior in

terms of two distinct categories (Fleishman, 1953, 1957; Halpin &
Winer, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957). Subsequently, these two
behavior categories were called” ‘Consideration’ and ‘In1t1at1ng
Structure.’ They were characterized as follows: - :

‘ Consideration included behavior items concerned with leader
supportiveness, friendliness, consideration, consultation with

_ subordinates, representation of subordinate interests, openness
of communication with subordmates and recognition of subordin-

ate contributions.

Initiating Structure included behavior items concerned with
directing subordinates, clarifying subordinate roles, planning,
coordinating, problem solving, criticizing poor work and pres-
‘surizing subordinates to perform better (Yukl, 1981, p. 106).

Thus, consideration parallels a ‘relationship’ aspect and initiating '

structure the ‘work’ aspect. All the behavioral approaches ultimately

The Foundations of the Dyadic Approach 4 15

identified the same two dimensions, viz., focus on people and focus
on task (Blake & Mouton, 1964; Katz, Maccoby & Morse, 1950).
Though behavioral approach studied a more malleable aspect of

leader- behavior,- it prescribed a.combination of high people and

high task orientation for effective leadership, again leaving no
scope for variability within a work-group of subordinates.

Lack of support for one effective or ideal leadership style led to
the inclusion of situational variables in the leadership equation. A

" component of situational variability ‘was identified “which- was~ ="

expected to contribute to the effectiveness of one leadership style
over the other. Consequently, a host of situations were identified as
contributing to leadership effectiveness that included aspects of
favorability—unfavorability (Fiedler, 1967) and the maturity of the
subordinates (Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). In the Indian context
J.B.P Sinha (1980) identified the meta values as a situational con- -
tingency relevant to delineate effective leader behavior. It needs to

_be mentioned here that though all the contingency theories treat’

‘the subordinates as a homogeneous entity, Hersey and Blanchard, =
and. Sinha recognize the, possibility of variation across subordin-. - -
ates. However, there are two points of relevance here. First, these .

theories are prescriptive and advise the leader to vary his or her
style depending upon the maturity level of the subordinates. Sec-
ond, and consequently, there is absolutely-no notion of the’ sub-
ordinate being an active partner in the exchange process. Ina sense

'then they too- treat subordlnates ‘as passive entities. Sltuanonal"f-ﬁ--'

the subordmates , .
- "Any reference to 1eadersh1p research would be mcomplete with- 5
‘out incorporating the newer developments. The turbulence of the

modern day business environment and the need to constantly
change and provide vision has directed leadership research towards
the transformational nature of organizational leadership. J.M. Burns
(1978) studied the two types of leaders, viz., the transactional
and transformational in political context, wherein he identified
transactional leaders as those who deal with their followers on the

basis of exchange—jobs for votes or subsidies for campaign. How- . .

ever, the transformational leaders go further and recognize higher
needs of the people and engage the full person instead of interact-
ing through exchanges. Transformational leadership hence has
been associated with charisma and other traits related to leaders.
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Leadership theorization seems to have come full circle by identi-
fying traits like selflessness, will power to persist, courage to de-
cide, and self-insight for leadership effectiveness (Chibber, 1995).
These theorizations, obviously, have no scope for identifying the
subordinate-related variables in their understanding of leadership.

Leadership: The Alternative VDL Approach

As a reaction to the averaging tendency of all the major formula-
tions, an alternative Vertical Dyadic Linkage (VDL) theory has been
developed. The theory is a comprehensive one. It begins to investi-
gate the actual phenomenon of leadership as it occurs at a dyadic

level in organizations and then tries to understand the phenome-
" hion in ferms of other organizational events or phenomena. It does

not prescribe leadership behavior or style; it only attempts to inves-
tigate the process as it actually occurs in orgamzanons by 1dent1fy

ing the unique fact that leaders differentiate between the members
of a group. In the organizational setting where leaders do not
emerge, but are appomted an understanding of the work-unit
functioning is a must to understand leadership. It will be pointed
out in the next section (on theoretical bases), how it may become

important for the leader to have a differential relationship with the |
members because of external demands The model, by taking into
- account the leader’s behavior, takes care of the elements, and by.

recognizing the phenomenon of unit differentiation also incorpor-
ates processes involved in leadership. Thus, the theory is a conflu-
ence of elements and processes mvolved in leadersh1p

Conceptualizations

An alternative understanding of the leadership phenomenon stems

from the fact that the leader can and does behave d1fferently w1th.. By

different subordinates in a work-group.

All the other leadership models (as mentioned earlier) are aver-
age because of the two assumptions they implicitly make. First, all
the members in a unit are treated as a homogeneous lot, so far as
their work experiences are concerned. Consequently; they are all

e
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clubbed together and are treated as one entity—the ‘work-group.
Second, the leader is believed to behave essentially in the same (con-
sistent) manner towards all the subordinates. This leads to averaging

- -leader behavior over the work-group (Dansereau, -Cashman, &

Graen, 1973). However, these assumptions get falsified in the
Average Leadership Style (ALS) framework itself.. The leader’s self
ratings and the work-group ratings of the leader behav10r show
near zero correlations (Evans, 1970). o

The VDL approach focuses on the leader—member dyad as the'
unit of analysis. In this perspective, then, the leader’s interactions
with individual subordinates are of prime importance. By focusing
on the dyadic relationship, we do not rule out the possibility of
average style. Instead, it provides a test for both. If the responses 1n
all the dyads are similar, they can indeed be averaged. -

‘The relative stand of the two approaches with respect to each
other was evaluated in an earher study by Dansereau et al (1973)

: They concluded

th1s VDL approach téveals orderliness if the data that the
average leadership style would have assumed a priori to be
mainly error variance. On the other hand, orderliness revealed .
by the VDL approach could not have been extracted from the
data usmg the ALS approach’ (1b1d p 197) '

The theory posrts that the leaders do behave’:dtfferently w1th drf- e

ferent subordmates (Dansereau Graen & Haga‘ 1975) Although '
each dyad has a unique-interaction’ '_g:""lead .'
AMX), theoretically, two extreme interactions are of i mterest The ‘
two extremes are the good and the poor quality of exchanges ’I'hey
have been variously labeled: leadership and supervisory relation-
ships (Dansereau et al., 1975), the informal assistants and the ord1-

nary members (Graen 1976), the IN/OUT- Group relat10nsh1ps

(Graen & Cashman, 1975), or high and low quality relationships

. (Graen & Schiemann, 1978).

‘According to this theory, the members have different interactions .
with their leader because they define their roles differently—a
result of different dynamics involved in the role development pro-
cess by different members. Though the model recognizes the fact of
unit differentiation it does not state that differentiation leads to
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effectiveness. In this sense, the model is not prescriptive; instead, it
is a factual understanding of the leadership process.

The unit differentiation under a leader follows an exchange pro-
cess between the leader and the individual member. As a part of
which some members put in more efforts in terms of energy and
time to collaborate with the leader. These members get favors of
different kinds in return. Dansereau et al. (1975) portray IN- -Group
exchanges as being characterized by interactions over and above
the organizational contract. On the other extreme, the interaction
between a leader and a member ‘is essentially contractual. The
member puts in only that much of work as is given in the organiza-

- tional contract. In return, they get only organizationally prescribed
outcomes. (Dansereau et-al., 1975)." This distinction in leader

" behavior has its roots in leadersh1p and supervisory behaviors

wherein, leadershlp is. 1nﬂuenc1ng without  recourse to formal

authonty (Jacobs, 1970). )

- Although Jacobs recogmzes this vanablhty in leader behav10r

the members’ perspective is not evaluated. It is, therefore, not clear
-whether the members perceive the difference in leadership tech-

niques or not. The VDL theory incorporates both the subordinate -

and the leader perspectives.

If indeed the subordrnates percexve the d1fference in leader
behavior, their orgamzauonal expenences are bound to be differ-
ent. Be it satisfaction, commitment, or performance; as long as the
frame of reference is leadership, the focus of attention should be

the mdmdual members. As Dansereau et al. (1975 p. 72) discov-

ered: ‘... the attitudes and reactions (turnover) of the members (in-
group) clearly reflected the reward value of differential treatment
over time.’ -

The mtegrated framework of the VDL model is now presented.
The theoretical bases reveal how these unique relationships
develop along with role development (by the members) through
the process of soc1a1 exchange.

Theoretical Bases )

Inthe following sub-sections, an attempt is made to trace the roots
- of unit differentiation. If unit differentiation is so universally pres-
ent, what are the reasons or explanations for the same.

M
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The Background Negotlabzlzty of Roles R :

The VDL theory explalns the leadershlp phenomenon ina develop-
mental perspective. The umque interaction that develops between
a leader and a member is an-outcome of role development by the
members. How the members develop their roles through interper-
sonal exchanges with their leader forms the crux of the theory. To
fit the leadership- phenomenon in a broad organizational. frame-
work, let us begin with the understanding of orgamzanons and the
place of roles in this understanding. T
A systemrc approach views the organization as

‘energic mput-output systems ... Social Organizations are
-flagrantly open-systems in that the input of energies and the
conversion of output into further energic input consists of tran-
* sactions between the orgamzauon and its env1ronment (Katz &

Thus an orgamzanon unports energy from the environment -
(input), works upon it (throughput) and exports the product to
the environment - (output).- This process of energic exchange is
cyclical and the survival of the organization -depends upon the
maintenance of - these cycles In other words, ‘these cyclical pro-

. cesses constitute the structure (Allport,-1954; 1967) of an organ-

ization. What are the ‘mechanisms and structures 1nvolved in these
processes? These processes are the. outcome of coordmated activi- -

- ties of the office-holders or. ‘occupants in the organization.-These

coordinated activities present an 1nterwoven and- coheswe -net-
work. It is this network then, that constitutes anorgamzatwn This -

- discussion highlights two important aspects of the: organization:

(i) organizations owe their existence to the network of coordinated
activities of people, and (if) orgamzatlons are open systerns and
hence, are in constant interaction with the environment.

To understand the social aspects of the organization, one focuses
on the activities of components or office- holders. The organiza-
tional plan'is made up of some nodal points. These nodal points
have some particular functions to perform in the network. The
nodal points are the offices, and the people occupying these offices
are the occupants or office-holders. There are some relevant pre-

scribed behaviors associated with each office. It is these prescribed
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behaviors or behavior patterns that constitute a role. Thus in the
final analysis, an organization is a ‘network of standardized behav-
iors’ (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 45).

If the roles or behaviors of nodal occupants are fixed and static,
the organizations should also be rigid and static. As mentioned
before, organizations are in constant interaction with the environ-
ment. Therefore, any changes in the environment necessitate
equivalent changes in the organization. Since the environment is
dynamic and modern-day environment is marked with extreme
transience (Dunnette, 1972), organizations must dynamically adapt
to these changes for their survival (Bennis, 1966). The organiza-
tions will be dynamic and negotiable only when its constituents,
i.e., the roles are dynamic aiid negotiable (Barnard, 1938). "

- At the grassroot level, these negotiations are the negotiations
between the individual members (role occupants) and the organi-
"zation. Thus, the process of negotiation involves inducements and
contributions (Barnard,-1938) from both the parties—the organ-
ization ‘and the role occupant. A dynamic conceptualization . of
organization would expect its members to put in mere efforts to
cope with'the added new responsibilities. For this purpose, the
organization offers rewards and resources that the role occupants
might value, and seek their services in return. Schein (1980) calls
this two-way influence relationship, the ‘psychological contract:
Thus, negotiation takes place mostly for the unstructured, unfore-
seen tasks. So far, we have touched upon exchanges but only hypo-
thetically Organization'can neither offer rewards nor can it seek
services directly, we now dehneate the appropnate level to study
these exchanges

Dyad; The dnit of Hegoiiation '

The fact concerning the negotiations is well taken, but how is it

that these negotiations take place? This question will be addressed

a little later, for the moment, let us see at what level these
exchanges take place.

Since the very notion of exchange involves a pamc1pat1on of at
least two parties, the individual level is ruled out. To delineate the
unit of analysis, let us go back to the systemic conceptualization of
an organization. The interwoven network of activities forms the
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organizational structure. This interweaving will involve at least

_two people, to begm with. Organizing, in this sense, is viewed as’

the process of interlocking of the individual behavior between two
‘or more people (Weick, 1979). A unit of this interlocking will
involve an ‘action by one role occupant and a reaction to it by
another role occupant. This cycle of action by one and reaction by
another is called a double interact (ibid.). Thus, at the most basic
level, interaction occurs at the level of double interacts. These are

- the units that describe interpersonal influence (Hollander, 1976)."

In an organizational framework, one conceives of several inter- -
locked behavior cycles of these double interacts which are embed-
ded in the larger system. As Weick (1979, p. 112) points out, ‘it is
these cycles that are the stable forms within organizations, and it is
these cycles that are embedded into larger subassemblies in the
interest of stabilizing equivocal displays and transformmg them
into information, enacted environments and cause maps:’

" Thus, the right unit of analys1s is'a dyad. Next, we examine how
and/or through what processes these exchanges take place

.

Role Development and the Leader

The bureaucranc conceptualizations treated organizations'as fixed: .
entities. Hence they asked for a routine machine-like adherence to

* norms by the members: This precluded s any development or negoti-

ation in roles. But,“as has been pointed out; roles are flexiblé and
negotiable, there is'a scope for the development of roles by individ-
ual members. Kahn; ‘Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and Rosenthal (1964)
proposed a role- ep1sode model of role’ development by theé organi-

- zational members. This was in response fo the incompleteness of

the fixed organizational design. To understand thlS let us go back
once again to the structure of an organization. Organization is a
network of interdependent activities. An occupant takes up a posi-
tion in this network. We call him or her the focal person. Some
offices will be closer to this focal person than others. Since: the
activities are interdependent, all these positions or offices (that are’
closer) will be affected by the activities of the person at that partic-
ular position. All such positions or offices that are directly affected
by the role performance of the focal member constitute the role-set
of the focal member (Merton, 1957). These are the people who try
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to influence the role performance of the focal member. How they
do this has been understood in terms of role-episode. The different
members of the role-set send information about the role to the
focal member. The member receives the information and makes a
response. The response is sent back to the role sender. Thus, a role-
episode consists of a ‘complete cycle of role sending, response by
the focal person, and the effects of that response on the role send-
ers’ (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 26). Thus, besides the technological and
authority-based demands, there are some interpersonal demands
that are placed on the focal member by the role-set.

The most important role-set for the focal member is his or her
immediate superior (Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987),
because it is the immediate superior only who has a formal and
direct control over organizational resources (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
If the leader is indeed the most important role-set, what will the
leader’s concern be when he or she sends mformatlon to the mem-
ber through role- episodes?

Let us examine the areas where the leader needs the members
help (role performance) and defines leadership in that context.
As stated a while ago, owing to a transience in the environment,
organizations are constantly faced with new or unforeseen situa-

tions and tasks. As a result, leaders too are faced with these unfore-

seen, unstructured tasks. Working on these tasks is not a part of the
formal organizational contract of the members All the same, the
leader has to get the task done from his or her subordinates and for
this he or she has to use influence which is not a part of the organ-
izational contract. In this light, hence, leadership is ‘the influen-
tial increment over and above the mechanical compliance with the

routine directives of the organization’ (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 528,

emphases in original). Although Katz and Kahn have used the def-
inition in the power bases framework, the definition fits the present
conceptualization and hence is employed in the present research.

Negotiation and Unit Differentiation

An overall observation of the foregoing discussion seems to suggest
that the phenomenon of leadership be studied with reference to
unstructured tasks. Unstructured tasks are undefined, ambiguous
contingencies. By their very nature, they allow for multiple task
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formulations. They are characterized by a number of goals to be

- attained and a number of ways (means) to attain these goals. They

lack well-defined ends and means, as they arise from environmen-
tal changes. As a consequence, they ¢annot be reduced to standard
organizational procedures. Nevertheless, some members do have
to work for these jobs in order for the organization to survive.,

- If leaders too are faced with these unstructured tasks, then how k

is it that the leader works on them? The leader does need the col-
laboration of members on these jobs. Since all members are not
obliged to work on these unstructured tasks, the leader develops
an interaction only with a few members who collaborate w1th hnn '
or her. - :

How some members get to collaborate with the leader has been
understood in terms of role development. The contention is that
some members i 1ncorporate working on unstructured task as a part
of their role. This is a result of the role development by these mem-

" bers with the leader as the role-set. Next we take up the process of ’
v role development by the members '

e

Role Qevelopment by ,the Members

" The process of role development by the members with the leader .

as a role-set, has been aptly delineated by Graen and Scandura
(1987). The followmg discussion draws heavily upon-théir thesis.

The process is understood with the backdrop of unstructured tasks, =~

as roles become’ negonable only, for such’ tasks. Structured tasks

demand a prescnbed role adherence-from the members ‘Thus, in__~
- the whole process of role development the leader and the member -
- get coordinated. The three stages are——role takmg, role maklng,

and role routinization (Figure 1.1).
Role Taking

This is the initial phase wherein the leader evaluates the relevant
skills of the members. At this stage, the behaviors of both the par-
ties are stereotypical (Altman & Taylor, 1973) and formal. The
leader evaluates the members’ motivation, orientations, skills, etc.
through repeated role-episodes. A typical role-episode at this stage
includes evaluation by the leader.
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The leader puts across his or her expectations in the form of a
role to the member. The member receives it and matches it with his
or her own orientations, skills, etc. Based on this the member
makes an appropriate response. The leader perceives the response
against his or her own expectations. Following this the leader
decides whether to evaluate the member further, go on to the next
stage, or give up further negotiation. If the member does not come
up to the leader’s expectations, no further negotiations take place
and the exchanges between them remain contractual. The evalua-
tion is usually done through repeated role-episodes. As the back-
ground is contractual, the leader evaluates the members through
structured tasks that are a part of the organizational givens. The
member gets socialized into the formal organizational structure.

The leader is the active initiator at this stage. ‘Clearly, the supe-
rior acts and the member reacts; the superior is an active problem
solver and the member is a passive responder’ (Graen & Scandura,
1987, p. 181). Leader expectations of subordinates established and
expressed during the first few days of worklng together have been
shown to be related to subordinate perceptions of. the quality
of leader-member exchanges six months later (Liden, Wayne, &

Stilwell, 1993). Ini the next stage of role makmg, actual exchanges-

between the leader and the member take place

Role Makmg

Active soc1a1 exchange is the hallmark of this stage Once the initial
stage is over, the dyadic relationship starts taking a shape. The
leader offers the member an opportunity to work on different
tasks. He or she makes the offet and the member makes a response.
The leader ‘presents an opportunity to the member to work on

unstructured tasks. The offer contains the leader’s expectation’

about the member’s input (working relatlonshlp) and the rewards
that the member gets in return. The member evaluates the offer in
terms of his or her own capabilities and attractiveness of the
reward. On’ the basis of this, the member sends his or her own

expectations and inputs. The leader finally evaluates the member’s

responsé against the initial offer and acts accordingly.

Social exchange theory provides the dominant theoretical basis |

for LMX (Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). Since the interaction is based
on exchanges, a perception of ‘equity’ or ‘fairness’ by both the
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parties is a must for the exchanges to continue or grow (Homans,
1961). Additionally, each party must have resources that are valu-
able to the other. The member on his or her part should have the
relevant skills, know-how, and motivation, and the leader must
have resources to offer to the member. Over repeated exchanges of
this kind, a working relationship develops between the two wherein
both the parties have a knowledge of appropriate transactions. In
the final phase, this coupling of behavior gets routinized. = -

Role Routinization-

In this phase, the coupling gets crystallized. There are no overt

" exchanges between the leader and the member. The member works

on unstructured tasks with the leader, as it becomes a part of the
member’s role. The two are totally interdependent for relevant
tasks. A kind of dyadic understanding develops between the two. If

.one took a cross section of the dyad at this phase, it will be charac-

terized with positive relational dimensions, the details of which are
taken up-in ChapterB G [

-

) Reles : . B
LEADER’S 7 - __ -~ _, MEMBERS ‘
EXPECTATIONS .1 ' 7 -~ PERCEPTION
.PERCEPTION OF . o olocoosmrt o JRESPONSE . 07 .
- THE MEMBER'S <— ~ : e
RESPONSE _ : | @
LEADER ' Working Relationship . - MEMBER
'MAKES < - Resources : 'RECEIVES
AN OFFER S . > THE OFFER,

& _ ’ : ‘ o evaluates it,

, , & ;

RECEIVES B Expectations
THECOUNTER = Efforts- ~>RESPONDS
OFFER -~ ¢ o .

Figure 1.1: Role Development by Members: (a) Typical Role Taking
and (b) Typical Role Making Episodes.
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The Continuous Nature of Exchanges

The foregoing discussion shows the development of a differential
unit. A too simplistic view of this would mean that the work-group
under a leader gets differentiated into two sets of members—those
who collaborate with the leader on unstructured tasks (IN- -Group)
and those who do not (OUT-Group). The exchanges are taken to be
continuous, so that they can be placed on a continuum.

Two discrete categories would be acceptable if one divides the

jobs into two categories—structured and unstructured. But struc-

ture is not all-or-none quantity. The structure or unstructure in a

task can vary on a continuum. Naturally, the quality or quantity of

exchanges too would vary.on-a continuum. This gives rise to a unit
which is dlfferenuated on a continuous basis.

-~ The theoretical bases presented above clearly show as to how the
unit differentiation takes place and how it is imperative in organ-
izations. Now, let us look. at some studies conducted to’ substanuate

the theory - : co

An Update

Presented in the following paragraphs is'a review of relevant em-

pirical studies testing and validating the VDL model. The construct ,

of the quality of interaction is briefly introduced. Also examined
- are empirical researches conducted to compare the ALS and the
VDL models. Finally, some extensions of the model are presented.

Precursors to the VDL_Eqnnulation

In their earlier research endeavors, Graen and his collaborators .

were mainly evaluating the traditional measures of initiating struc-
ture and consideration propounded by the Ohio State researchers.

Their studies were aimed at testing hypotheses concerning leader
behavior as measured by LBDQ but. 1nd1rect1y and unwittingly
helped the VDL model develop.

In one study, Graen, Dansereau, and Minami (1972b) investi-
gated conflict for the man-in-the-middle. The man-in-the-middle is
a manager trapped between his or her subordinates and his or her
leader. These managers were analyzed in terms of two leader

.4;u,»wrvunmmmwmmmm SR
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behavior dimensions. Their analysis indicated that, at lower organiza-
tional levels, both the superiors and the subordinates evaluated the
man-in-the-middle favorably, if he or she initiated more structure.

In another study, they (Graen, Dansereau, & Minami, 1972a)
evaluated the statistical interaction of initiating structure with con-
sideration, and found that the correlation between the subordinate
performance and leader consideration was positive for very high or’

" low structure. On the other hand, for moderate structurmg, the --

same correlation was near zero.

In yet another study, they aimed at testing the relative predlcnve
power of expectancy and equity theories (Dansereau et al., 1973).
The findings of these studies do not have any direct bearing on the
model, nor were they aimed to do-so. Yet, they are important
because they employed individual level of analysis as opposed to
the averages used in traditional studies. Hence, they are the much
needed empmcal base on whlch the VDL theory was developed

. later (Miner, 1980)

In the next set of studles though the spec1ﬁc aim was not to test

_the dyadic assumptions, these studies and their findings fitted im -

the theoretical bases (role behavmr) of the theory. Johnsori and

“Graen (1973) conducted a study over a period of 16 weeks. They ..
found that all those who left employment towards the end had
- expenenced greater role conflict in earlier stages. Also, these peo—
. ple had an ambrguous relauonsh1p with the1r leader. In an exten-

sion of the same study, Graen, Orris, and Johnson (1973) found -

" that those people ‘who did not consider their _]ObS career relevant =
:showed more turnover. More nnportantly, these’ people had less -

_ communication with their leaders and parucipated less in dec1sron-
making. The hypotheses were not aimed at testmg wrthm-group )

variance in terms of IN/OUT-Groups. At the same time, the stand-
ing of the subordinates in these studles corresponds to the OUT- '
Group.

In yet another study, Haga Graen and Dansereau (1974) found
that more professionally oriented people mdulged more in the role

~making or negotiation activities.

The designs of the forementioned studies were not to predxct the
outcomes for IN/OUT-Group subordinates. All the same, they lend
heavy support to the fact that the subordinates’ outcomes are a
function of their relationships with the leader. These studies did
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lead to a formal conceptualization of the theory, as they focused on
the individual’s relationship with the leader.

Comparrson of the ALS and the VDL Approaches

As has been made amply clear in the preceding sections, ALS mod-

els assume that ‘the behaviour of the leader is in fact reasonably

constant for all members’ (Seeman, 1957, p. 95), thereby presum-
ing the work-group to be homogeneous. Statistically, the unit of
analysis in this case is the work-unit. In contrast, the proponents of
the VDL theory clarm that ‘that appropriate level of analysis is not
the work unit . but the vertical dyad’ (Graen & Cashman, 1975,

p. 150). They (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen, 1976; Graen &

Cashman, 1975) argue that since the ALS approach presumes the- e

leader behavior to be uniform across all members, the deviation
within a unit is treated as error variance and is eventually ignored.

They assert that it is this assumption of homogeneity that is respon-
sible for ‘such a slow progress in the leadership area’ (Dansereau et
al,, 1975, p. 47). Hence, their focus is on variations within the
group and they hold that the leader-member dyad is the appropri-
ate unit of analysis. In view of these conﬂlctmg assertions, some

reviews of leadership research emphasize the importance of study-‘ _

ing and exploring the differences between these two approaches
(e.g., Schriesheim & Kerr 1977).

In line with this need, Schriesheim (1979) evaluated the relative
validity of the two. For this purpose, subordinates’ responses about
their leaders’ behavior were taken with two frames of reference—
() leaders’ behavior towards the individual subordinate, and
(i) the leaders’ behavior towards the group as a whole. The results
showed a very high correlation between the two. This implies that
the members do not perceive any difference in their leader’s behav-
ior towards themselves individually as well as the work-group as a
whole. The high correlation is probably because of.the measure

used. LBDQ XII has items which aim at the leader’s group behav-.

ior—a reason behind the inflated results.

One way of comparing the two models is by evaluating individ-
ual responses in terms of the group responses. Statistically, the
obtained variance is partitioned into within-group and between-
group effects (WABA) (Dansereau & Dumas, 1977; Markham,
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Dansereau, & Alutto, 1979). In other words, the responses of indi-
viduals can be broken down into two elements. One element is the
between-group effects wherein the individual responses are aver-
aged for a group giving one score for the group. These scores for
different groups are compared. The other is the within-group
effects wherein individual responses are compared with respect to
the group means.

Katerberg and Hom (1981) conducted a study employing hlerar- -
chical multiple regression analysis to compare within-group and
‘between-group variations. Based on their results, they conclude:
‘the present results clearly indicate that within-group variation in
leader behaviour continues to predict criteria even after the con-
founding effects of between-groups leadership variation are re-
moved’ (ibid., p. 220).

Vecchio (1 982) replicated the above study in a field expenmen-_
tal setting. He reported that ‘the results of the hierarchical regres-

. .sion analysis for the attitudinal measures successfully replicated

- Katerberg and Hom’s findings’ (ibid., p. 205). But neither the ALS
-nor -the VDL approaches could predict the -performance of the
subordinates.

Graen, Liden, and Hoel (1982) compared the two approaches for
predicting the outcome of ‘turnover. They conclude: ... it is the
unique exchange that develops between a leader and a member,
not a leader’s overall style, that influences a member ] dec1sron to
~remain in the organization’ (ibid., p. 871).. :

.This is-a finding that was rephcated for an all female sample of
nu_r,.ses and their supervisors in another study (Ferris, 1985). All the
same, Vecchio (1985) did not find similar results for subordinates.
at a lower organizational level in yet another rephcanon of the

Graen Liden, and Hoel (1982) study.

Dansereau and colleagues were chiefly concerned w1th the de-
velopment of the multiplexed approach to compare the levels of
analysis. In the process, they analyzed the construct of ‘negotiating
latitude’ from the Dansereau et al. (1975) study (Nachman,
Dansereau, & Naughton, 1983). They used the WABA approach to
compare the ALS and VDL approaches. The results showed system-
atic correlations for both between- and within-correlations. The
objective was to test whether negotiating latitude was the dyadic
phenomenon or the group phenomenon. It was also observed that
there were individual differences which were neither at the dyadic
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level nor at the group level (Dansereau, Alutto, Markham, &
Dumas, 1982). On the other hand, this result can also be inter-
preted at the dyadic level wherein the leader and the member
interact on a ‘one-to-one basis independently of either person’s re-
lationship with others outside of that dyad’ (Nachman, Dansereau,
& Naughton, 1985, p. 661).

Thus, the right question for enquiry is not which model is a
better predictor: ALS or VDL. The need, now, is to examine the two
as simultaneous processes.

Operatlonahzatlons of LMX

The construct to measure the exchanges between a leader and a

" member has been conceptualized in many ‘different ways. The vari-

‘ous operatlonahzatlons have received detailed treatment in Chap-

ter 3. Different measuring instruments with different bases have
been formulated. At this stage, it will be sufficient to say that the
operationalization of the construct is sketchy. Thus, a psycho-
metrically sound measure, which corresponds well with the basic
theorizations of the VDL, needs to be developed. .

’ Ante_cedents‘of"]'_.MX”’- o

The fact about the diffetenﬁated unit is well taken. True, the leader

differentiates between the subordinates. But, what are the factors

" that determine the quality of exchanges between a leader and a .

member? These factors might come from the leader, the member,
and/or the organizational structure. There have been a few

attempts at identifying these variables (e.g., Bruning & Cashman, -

1978). On the whole, the research is impoverished in this area.
Graen and Cashman (1975) suggested that ‘the compatibility of
some combmanon of members’ characteristics and some’ combina-
-tion of leaders’ characteristics’ (ibid., p. 155) could be an important
determinant of the quality of exchange.
Although the compatibility hypothesis was not directly tested,

Wakabayashi and Graen (1984) examined the effects of the subor-

dinates’ job potential and university ranking (competence) as a de-
terminant of career progress. The quahty of exchange was shown
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to mediate the relationship between competence and career pro-
gress. It is interesting to note that liking has been found to be a
significant predictor of LMX (Dockery & Stemer 1990 Wayne &
Ferris, 1990).

Lowin and Craig (1968) documented that leaders showed more
warmth and support towards competent subordinates. Kim and
Organ (1982), in a more direct test with the experimental setting
of MBA students, discovered that subordinate competence was a
very strong determinant of the quality of exchange. In a replication
of the same study for the social service organizations, the findings
were validated (Snyder & Bruning, 1985). The findings can well be
explained in terms of the social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) as

. per the model. Since the leader, according to the theorization, is

interested in collaboration on unstructured tasks, and complex
tasks, he or she is.interested in the member’s relevant skills. Com-
petence in the exchange framework is the input from the subordi-’
nate which is a valued resource for the leader... '

As we have noted ‘earlier, the development of Ieader—-member‘
exchanges is rooted in the role- making process for- unstructured
tasks. Therefore, variables related to roles and nature of task
should be'potentially fruitful determinants. Kim and Organ (1982)

- also studied the stausncal interaction between subordinate compe-

tence and task stress. The ‘analysis indicated that; for high stress

) jobs, the leader initiated better quality of exchanges with compe- .
" tent subordinates. Snyder and Bruning (1985); in their rephcatlon o
- study, took role conflict and role clarity; instead of task stress, along -

with- competence. The ‘interaction hyporhems was 1ot s1gmﬁcant"
either for role conflict or for role clarity-Inthis study, the measures
of role conflict and clarity were taken both from thé leader and the
subordinate perspectives. In the final analysis, both were averaged
to give one score to each variable. Thls probably led to the discre-
pancy in the results.

The studies mentioned above tested the subordmate charactens—
tics either independently or along with task variables (e.g., role
stress). The compatibility hypothesis mentioned at the outset re-

“mains to be investigated. Duchon, Green, and Taber (1986) tried to

see a match between some demographic.sariables of the leaders
and the members. The test was not a one-to-one match of the
leader and the member. The results showed that most of the people
who were a part of the IN-Group were females and belonged to
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higher class status (i.e., college juniors or seniors as opposed to
freshmen or sophomores). The parallel analysis for the leaders
revealed that all the leaders had higher class status and 31 of the
49 leaders were females. The results fit into the similarity proposi-
tion. All the same, it is only an indirect test of the compatibility
hypothesis. ‘
The empirical evidence testing the antecedent conditions is,
indeed, very meager. Relevant dimensions need to be mapped to
test the ‘compatibility hypothesis’ as this would lead to an under-

standing in the exchange framework. Also, the variable of cli- -

mate that has been found effective in the leadership area (e.g.,
Baumgartel, 1981; Likert, 1967; Litwin & Stringer, 1968) needs to
be studied.. : e S e

. Consequences of LMX

Almost all the leadership theorizations have aimed at predicting
~ outcome variables. The outcomes have been mostly for the mem-
bers. As pointed out earlier in this chapter, all the previous average
theories (ALS) attempted to predict the outcomes for the work-
gioup, »

The VDL theorization, by its very nature, evaluates the outcomes -

for the subordinates individually. What follows is a brief review of
the outcome variables explained or attempted to be explained by
the VDL theorization. : : ' .

The VDL approach contends that since members have differing
exchanges with their leader, their job-related experiences and
behaviors too are different. Satisfaction of the members is the most
widely investigated variable in terms of leadership. To some extent,
it is a measure of the leader effectiveness. Satisfaction, in this
framework, should be more for the IN-Group members than for the
OUT-Group members. In other words, the quality of exchange

should be positively related to satisfaction. This is a hypothesis that

has received enormous support from the data (Dansereau et al.,
1975; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Graen and Ginsburgh (1977) also
reported that the quality of exchange.(measured in terms of leader
acceptance) and role orientation (match between the job charac-
teristics and the work interests of the workers) jointly determined
the member’s job satisfaction. S¢andura and Graen (1984) found
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that leadership intervention based on the LMX assumptions
showed an improvement in the satisfaction of OUT-Group mem-
bers. This was evaluated by comparing satisfaction of the members
before and after the intervention. ~ . - 4

Arelated concept of felt (in)equity by the members has also been
explored. Results show that whereas the members with a high

_quality of exchange do not perceive inequity in their leader’s be-

haviors, those with low quality of exchanges do (Vecchio, Griffeth,
& Hom, 1986). SR '
* It has been recommended that the turnover of the employees be
studied in terms of leadership (Krackhardt, Mckenna, Porter, &
Steers, 1981). But, with a few exceptions (e.g., ibid.), turnover
research has been mainly studied in terms of satisfaction (Graen et
al;, 1982). Although some researches have shown a negative corre-
lation between LMX quality and intention to quit (Major, Kozlowski,
Chao & ‘Gardner, 1995; Sparrowe, 1994; Vecchio and Gobdel,
1984; Wilhelm, Herd, & Steiner, 1993), research is impoverished in

 the area of actual turnover. Hence, there is a need for a shift in the

focus of attention to leadership phenomenon to explain employee -

" turnover. - : :

Graen and Ginsburgh (1977) showed that quality of exchange
and role acceptance interacting together predicted employee turn-
over. Graen et al. (1982) found LMX to be a better predictor of
turnover than ALS—a finding that was. replicated successfully in

‘one study (Ferris, 1985) but failed to receive support in the other .
' (Vecchio, 1985). The LMX theorization did not predict turnover in -

some other studies as well (e.g., Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984; Vecchio
et al., 1986). Organizational citizenship behaviors, i.e., the behav-
iors that are beneficial to the organization and may go beyond the-
expected/formal employment contract too have been'shown to be
positively related to the quality of exchange (Wayne & Green, 1993).
As to the performance of the subordinates, the findings are
mixed.. Whereas some studies have found support for the LMX
model (e.g., Scandura & Graen, 1984, Seers & Graen, 1984), oth- -
ers have failed to do so (e.g., Vecchio, 1982). The performance

* rated by the leader found support, whereas objective measures of

performance did not.

Career progress of the members is another variable that occupies
a central position in the VDL model. To study the career progress of
the managers, a longitudinal study was initiated in Japan in 1972.
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Wakabayashi and Graen (1984) reported that a seven-year follow-
up showed that the career progress of the members was a function
not only of their competence but also of the initial quality of
exchange with their leader. This finding received support laterina
13-year follow-up- study also (Wakabayashi, Graen, Graen, &
Graen, 1988). The LMX has also been shown to have a positive cor-
relation with performance appraisal (Duarte, Goodson, & Klich,
1994, Liden, Sparrow, & Wayne, 1997). ) 4

Other results also show that the IN/OUT-Group members differ
in terms of their perception of the climate (Kozlowski & Doherty,
1989), job-related problems, psychological value of their work
(Dansereau et al., 1975), congruence between their present and
desired roles (Graen & Schiemann, 1978); affective commitment
(Schriesheim, Neider, Scandura, & Tepper, 1992), perceived organ-

‘izational support (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997) and influence in” ="

decision-making (Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986)."
Thus, in retrospect, although research on outcomes does provide

support to the VDL predictions, thereis.also evidence against the

theorization. As Greenwald (1975) points out, if the conflicting
results are not attributable to some obvious statistical- artifact or
other cause, theoretically they need.to be justified. -

One probable cause of this fluctuation'is the predictor measure.
The LMX measure has been variable in all the studies and this prob-
ably led to the differing results. Thus; renewed efforts need to be’

made with strong and stable measures of the quality of exchange.

Extensions of tvherMod.el

The dyadic model has seen a few extensions to incorporate other
related organizational phenomena. The main objective here is to
explain global organizational dynamics. :

Likert (1961) proposed that, for an organization, it was not

enough to have effective units working independently. Organiza-
tions are effective on the whole only if these units are linked
through a process of mutual influence. His theorization clearly
focused on intra-unit effectiveness. The leader of a group is the
connecting link, as he or she happens to be a member or sub-
ordinate of another group. Cashman, Dansereau, Graen, and Haga
(1976) borrowed this notion in their formulation. They had two
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concepts. One was of course the concept of the leader’s exchanges

_ with his or her members (VDL). This they called intra-unit differen-

tiation. As an additional measure, they took inter-unit differentia-
tion which was the standing of the leader vis-a-vis his or her own
supervisor. Thus a léader could be in his or her superior’s IN or
OUT group too. Their analysis showed that the job problems (of
the members) relating to work were predicted by inter-unit differ-
entiation and, the job problems (of the members) concerning rela-
tionship were predicted more by intra-unit differentiation. Thus,
for the members in a work-group, there are linkages which are
beyond their control but which have an impact upon their organi- -
zational experiences. The quality of linking pin (inter-unit differen-
tiation) of the leaders determines work experience-and satisfaction
of the subqrdinates {Graen, Cashman, Ginsburgh, & Schiemann,
1977). - o e e R T R
‘In another extension, the quality of exchange was taken in con-
junction with the role orientation. Graen, Orris, 'and Johnson °
(1973) suggested that these two dimensions on the job were im-
portant for the ‘subsystem functioning. The second dimension of

" role orientation concerns itself ‘with the work. Specifically, it is a

match between the work interests of the members and the charac-
teristics of the task. Thus these two dimensions together determine
outcomes, like job performance and job resignation for the mem-
bers. The joint effect of the two was also shown to influence pro-
ductivity and performarice of the subordinates (Graen, ‘Novak; &

--Sommerkamp, 1982); i i

Seers ‘and Graen (1984) redefined the model. The concept of
role ‘orientation was replaced with the-job characteristics model
(Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The dual-attachment model given by -
Seers and Graen (1984) is a hybrid of LMX and job characteristics .
models. C 3 PR R e e

This extension of the model stresses upon the interactive impor-
tance of interpersonal and technical characteristics. Since they are
matched for individuals, they take care of individual needs also. . '

The VDL theorization in both these extensions is very sound. But
there is little empirical evidence to support the extensions. The two
aspects of work and people are aptly considered in the dual-
attachment model. Whereas the earlier Average Leadership Styles
identified these two difaensions, they were basically interpersonal
in nature, as both were a part of leader behavior. The dual-
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attachment model takes care of the two aspects in their pure form.
This might be a very useful notion for future leadership research.

The Present Research

To enumerate the objectives of the present research we go back to
the theoretical model of role development by the members. One
way to test the developmental aspect of the model is through longi-
tudinal - studies: This would show how a particular quality of
exchange develops. But the stability of the quality of exchange,
once it has been crystallized, has been documented well. Thus, one
can safely conduct a cross-sectional study at this stage. e
- To. begin with we enter the organization at one cross-section of
time and take only those interactions that have had considerable
tme to crystallize. Thus, one can study the dyadic exchanges in
terms of the model presented. If at the time of entry the relation-
ship in the dyad has stabilized, it means that the role routinization
phase is over. The relationship at this stage has both the behavioral.
and the qualitative aspects. The behavioral elements would involve
work-behavior of both the leader and the member. This aspect
would follow the exchange process to some aspect. It is likely that
the leader might be giving more latitude and freedom to some sub-
ordinates in return for their increased effort and involvement on
the job. The relational aspects do not necessarily follow the ex-
changes overtly. They will tap the various dimensions of the quality
of relationship from both the leader and the member perspectives.

- Thus, the first objective of the present study is to develop a mul- _

tidimensional measure that incorporates the qualitative as well as
the behavioral aspects of the leader-member interactions. The.
measures have to be such that they can be evaluated both by the
leader and the members. Different dimensions of quality of inter-

action have to be taken. The details of the conceptualization and

specific objectives have been discussed in Chapter 3. o
Once the quality of interaction has been identified, one goes
back to see what could have been the possible variables that led to
the present quality of exchange. To answer this question, we essen-
tally turn to the first evaluative phase of role taking by the mem-
bers. At this stage, the leader is identifying the relevant skills and
orientations of the members. The relevance of the orientations of

&
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the member is in terms of either the leader’s own orientation or in
terms of the working atmosphere (climate) created by the leader. .
The compatibility of the leader characteristics and those of the
member can be understood in the exchange framework also. The
leader evaluates the member keeping in view the exchanges that are
to follow. Thus, the personal orientations of the leader and those of
the member also follow the exchange rules. For example, if the
leader is power oriented, he or she will look for a subordinate who
is less independent and show more dependence on the leader. The
leader’s power orientation is a valued outcome for the member and
the member’s dependence is a valued outcome for the leader. For

- some characteristics, like achievement orientation, it might follow

the similarity rule in the exchange framework. The same line of
reasoning applies to a test of compatibility between the individual
characteristics and those of the organization (i.e., climate). Thus,
the next part of the research aims to study some antecedent vari-
ables and test the compatibility of these variables for the leaders _
and the members. These variables are the leader characteristics,
member characteristics, leader’s perceived climate, and the mem-
ber’s perceived climate. Specific hypotheses are stated in Chapter 4.
Finally, the study aims to examine some outcomes for the mem- - -
bers. This is where the predictive utility of the model lies. In the -
second stage of role making, we identified some resources that the.
leader provides to the members. The resources are the outcomes - .
for the members, but they are a part of the exchange. However,

- these are not the outcomes that we are interested in. For this rea-:
son, we make a distinction between the types of outcomes. Besides- .~

the outcomes (e.g., latitude, attention; &tc.), in the exchange pro- -/
cess, there are some outcomes which are the result of the exchange - :
process. Whereas the former outcomes are immediate and negoti- ' -
ated, the latter are not so immediate and are natural croppings of
the exchange. We call the former outcomes proximal outcomes and
the latter distal outcomes. In other words, proximal outcomes char-
acterize the quality of exchange and the distal outcomes are a
result of this quality exchange. For the present purposes, we are

- mainly interested in distal outcomes. We aim to see how satisfac- -

tion, commitment, intent to leave, and perception of unit effective-
ness depend on the quality of exchange.

Another outcome, i.e., influence in dyads is a debatable concept.
The amount or extent of influence has been taken as a proximal -
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outcome and rightly so. The present research aims to study the
actual use of influence strategies that the leaders and the members
use to influence each other. This, definitely, is not a part of the

exchange process. Thus, whereas the extent of influence is a proxi-

mal outcome, the actual use of influence strategies is a distal one.
The objective here is to study the actual use of influence strategies
by the leaders and the members as a function of quality of interac-
tion. Specific hypotheses regarding the outcome variables are given
in Chapter 5.- L ' L

A summary of the proposed relationships is presented in Figure 1.2.
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- Commitment
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_ Figure 1.2: Posited Relationships among 'Study Variables.
Broken lines show interaction, solid lines show the effect of relationship.
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<« Chapter 2 »

' Investigation Strategies

" An Overview

It is our belief that a theory or model should stand the test of
empiricism for it to be valid. Hence, we subject our model to rigor-
ous empirical analysis and all our contentions are based on the
results of this analysis. The present work involves two studies con- -
ducted at two different times. In this chapter, the methodological

' details of the studies are explicated. The chapter is divided into two
parts. Part one of the chapter contains the details of the first study.

Data were collected from four organizations. The characteristic .

 features of these organizations are:given in the-first section: Fol-

Jowed by this, the second sectioni outlines the characteristics of the
participants in terms of the leaders’ and members’ biographical
data. The third section deals with the procedures adopted in the
study. Finally, the fourth section describes the psychometric proper-
ties of the measures employed in the study. -~~~ . ’

The second part of the chapter deals with the details of the sec-
ond study and is modeled exactly after the first part. This; too, has
four sections showing the details of the organization, character-
istics of the participants, the procedures followed, and the psycho-
metric properties. of the measures used, in the same order.
However, the descriptions of the instruments do not follow the
same pattern. As most of the measures in the second study were
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based on the factor structures of Study 1, the same analysis was not:

repeated in the second study. Also, the small sample size precludes
this analysis.

First Investigation (Study 1)

Research Site

We conducted our study in four organizations located in northern

India. No attempt was made to pick up the organizations randomly,
as they differed from one another in many respects. One major fac-
tor that attracted us most was the ownership of the organizations.

Keeping this in mind, we selected two private and two public sector
organizations. Although all the organizations taken were prodiic-
tion units, they were involved in the production of differént goods
ranging from urea to electrical equlpments A brief description of
the orgamzanons follows.

Synthetics Limited -
This is a large, priyate sector ofganiiation owned and started'by
one of the biggest business houses in the country. It is the country’s

first synthetic fiber plant, set up in the early 1960s. Despite facing

several d1fﬁcult1es and obstacles the company has contmued to
expand. -

. Presently, the company has 11 d1v1510ns located in different parts
of the country: manufacturing nylon filament yarn, tyre cord, poly-

ester filament yarn, polyester staple fiber, acrylic fiber, synthetic

fiber machinery, grey and white cement, and other equipments.

The data used here were collected from one of these divisions—

i.e., Synthetic Fiber Machinery.

The Managing Director (MD), who is also the owner, is at the
apex of the company. Below him are the two General Managers
(GMs), under whom are several managers and assistant managers.
But the managers of the personnel department and management
information systems report directly to the MD. Below the managers
are the trainees and/or supervisors. In all, the company employs
around 4,000 people, of which around 80 belong to the executive
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level. The organization takes care of the needs and problems of its
employees. .

On the whole, the orgamzauon is effective both financially and
otherwise. Strikes, lockouts, etc. are rare showing the psychologi- -
cal well-being of the employees. Different sections of the division
such as sales, finance, and accounts, were sampled for the present
study: The data were collected from all levels of management rang-
ing from the GMs to the supervisors.

Urea Limited

This is a public limited concern, but privately owned. It is affiliated
to a parent company in the United Kingdom. Established in the-
1960s, this organization is now in an intensely competitive situ-
ation, with the availability exceeding the demand. Mamly a urea
plant, it works at 95 percent capacity.

The other business sectors of this organization deal with explo-

.sives, paints, polyethene, rubber chemical, pharmaceutmals and

polyester staple fiber. ,

- A Chief Executive (CE) heads the urea producnon unit. The CE is

assisted by GM, GM (Works),"and a Finance Manager. The Works
Operation Manager, Chief Engineer, and Senior Personnel Manager’
report to the GM (Works). The Deputy Superintendents ‘and the’
staff assist managers. The organization employs a 1,720 strong’
work-force; of which around 280 belong to the managenal and

supervisory levels. -

The organization has a reputauon of giving a lot of beneﬁts toits

employees. The overtime rates are very high and the executives are
very well paid. The company takes good care of the needs of the
workers. It has soph15t1cated instruments and.a good Workmg; :
environment.
One characteristic feature is the presence of employee unions of i

~ the non-managerial staff. There are three unions: an employee
union, a fertilizers union, and a mazdoor union. The unions are

strong and strikes and lockouts are frequent. Managers and execu-
tives from the top-most level to the supervisory level from theé vari-
ous units of the orgamzatlon were sampled for the study.

Power lelted

This is a public sector organization set up in the late 1950s involved
in the production of power plant equipments. It manufactures a
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gamut of equipment for thermal, hydro, and nuclear power plants.
The range includes products and systems for power generation,
transmission, and utilization. The work ranges from manufactur-
ing individual equlpment to setting up power plants on a turnkey
basis.

The company has 13 manufacturmg plants situated in dlfferent
parts of the country. These individual plants have unique manu-
facturing and testing facilities. The sophisticated facilities at the
organization are state-of-the-art in the manufacturing processes. -

The company is headed by the Chairman-cum-Managing Direc-
tor (MD) who is also a member of the Board of Directors. Under the
Chairman are the different Directors and Executive Directors.

Techmcal .Finance, Personnel, and Production divisions have
corporate functions (such as research and development, finance,
taxation; and human resources management). A Director who
- reports to the MD leads each division. The Power and the Industrial
systems divisions are business sectors and are led by a Director
-each, who also reports to the MD. Finally Executive Directors, who
also report to the MD, lead the different operating units. The organ-
ization has a vast reservoir of manufacturing skills and management.
. It employs around 7,500 employees, with around 700 executives.
Data for the study were collected from the corporate office of the

organization located in a metropolitan city of the country. The -
respondents in this organization were high-level managers, mainly’

Deputy General Managers and Senior Managers.

Woolen Mills =

This is now a public sector organization. It has had a long history. A
Britisher under a different name started it in 1896. With mergers

~ over a period of time, the company became a part of a bigger cor--

porate. In 1937, for the first time, three Indians appeared on the
Board of Directors. In 1955, the ownership was transferred to an
Indian mdustnahst In 1962, another business family took over. In

".1970, part of the big corporation was taken. over by the Govern~ .- .. ----

ment; and in 1981, the woolen mills too became a public sector
organization. The organization manufactures woolen goods like
blankets, suit lengths, and shawls.

This company is one of the four sub31d1anes of the larger corpor-
ation. Iz is headed by a GM. The senior managerial positions are the
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posts of Managers and Assistant Managers in the administration.
On the production side, there are different Chief Engineers of dying,
loom, etc. The assistant Chief Engineers, senior engineers, plant

" - engineers, and supervisors follow the hierarchy in the same order.

The company employs around 3,300 employees, of which around

. .250 serve at different managerial levels. Managers from different.

levels representing different units participated in the study.

. Procedure

The data were collected with the help of a structured question-
naire. After seeking entry into the organization, the organizational
chart was obtained. All such managers were approached who had

_at least four people reporting directly to them. These managers
“were treated as the leaders. The members randomly chosen report-

ing to leaders were treated as the subordinates. This sampling frame

" provided leaders an opportunity to evaluate their immediate sub-

ordinates, and subordinates to evaluate their immediate leaders.
The first section of the questionnaire (see Appendix I) contained

‘Quality of Interaction’ and ‘Influence Strategy’ measures. These

two measures tapped the interaction between the leader and the

 individual subordinates. Hence, the leader responded to these two

measures for all the subordinates chosen under him (two to four).
Similarly, all the members (chosen) under a leader evaluated their
interaction with their leader. Thus, if one leader had four subordin-
ates under him, he responded to the two measures for all the four
subordinates separately (four times). On the other hand, each of

the four members evaluated his leader -once. This was done ez~ -

cause the objective was to see the dyadic interaction (between a
leader and a member) on these two measures. The other sections
were related to individual dispositions, perceptions, and behaviors
and, hence, were filled up once by each respondent. Thus for the
sections of quality of exchange and influence strategies the N was
304, and for the other sections, the N was 219. It took approxi-
mately 10 to 15 minutes to complete the first section and around

* 30 to'35 minutes to complete the rest of the questionnaire.

In the beginning, the aim was to take up one leader and four
(sometimes three) members under him. In Synthetics Limited,
thus, one leader evaluated his interaction generally with four
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members. In the course of data collection, it was realized that
obtaining so much information from one individual (the leader)
had some practical difficulties. Among others was the time con-
straint. Hence, for the next three organizations, the number of sub-
ordinates under a leader was limited to two. That i is, one leader
gave information on the first section for two members, separately.

Participants

Altogether 219 executives from the aforementioned four diverse
organizations constituted the sample for Study 1. Almost all the
respondents were male (except three). The participants were taken
from the different divisions of the orgamzatlons like production,
accounts, sales, and personnel.

As will be made clear in the next section, the two perspectives—
the leader and the member—were of prime concern for the present
mvesugauons Therefore, a split of the sample, in terms of these
two perspectives, is imperative. The organization-wise split—the
total respondents, number of leaders, and number of members—is
given in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 .
Orgamzatwn—wzse Split of the Respondents (Study 1)

_ Leaders Members ' Total
Synthetics Limited 1 _ L _46 : . .51 ..
Urea Limited 15 30 - . 45
Power Limited . .- 15 30 45
Woolen Mills 26 - T 52 78
Total 67 152 219

Of the 219 respondents, 67 (30.59 percent) were leaders and »

152 (69.41 percent) were members. Table 2.2 depicts the mean
scores on background characteristics of the participants. It can be

seen that the leaders had significantly hlgher scores than the mem-

bers on age, educational qualifications, tenure in the organization,
and number of promotions received. FHowever, leaders and members

were not significantly different in tenure in the present position. .

i
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Table 2.2 _
Means and Fratios of Background Variables for Leaders and
Members (Study 1)

Variables H S | Méans

Leader Member F(1, 217) Overall Means

m=67) (n=152) (N =219) .

Age o 48.09  41.06° 49.412 43.17

Qualification* . 1.50 1.12 20.40° 1.24

" Number of Years in the 16.81 13.63 = 831 . 1460
Organization ' ’ i

Number of Years in the 3.63 --3.20 1.89 3.33

Present Position i o

Number of Promotions 4.21 2.95 25.882 3.33

Note: *p < .01; *3-point scale.

Table 2.3 shows the percentage distributions of the Ieaders and

~members on background information. So far as the age of the

respondents is concerned, leaders showed less variation, with no
leader below the age of 30; the bulk of them were in the age range -
of 45 to 49 years (47.8 percent). On the other hand, the analysis
showed a greater variation for members in age; the youngest mem-
ber was 23 years old and most of them were in the age range of 35
t0 49 years (71.1 percent). The same was true of educational quali-

- fications. All the leaders were at least graduates and none of them

had a qualification below that. The majority (86.6 percent) of the
leaders had a masters or an equivalent degree. Here also the mem-
bers showed more variability. A few of them (5.9-percent) were not
even graduates-and the rest were distributed over the other two '
categories. Leaders had had a longer tenure in the orgamzatlon ~
-most of them had their stay in the organization from 10 to 29 years
(83.6 percent). Most of the members (74.4 percent) had tenure
ranging from one to 19 years. The tenure in the present position of
both the leaders and members was mostly one to four years. Forty-
eight (71.6 percent) leaders and 119 (78.2 percent) members had
been in the present position for the above mentioned duration.
‘Most of the leaders (80.6 percent) had received three to six promo-
tions, whereas most members (76.9 percent) had received one to
four promotions only.
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- Table 2.3

Percentage Distribution of Respondents—Leaders and Members—on

. Background Variables (Study 1).

Leader

Variable Member Qverall
' m=67 (=152 (N=219)
Age (in Years) ’ .
29 or below- 0.0 105 7.3 -
30 to 34 1.5 12.9 5.0 -
'35 t0'39 6.0 20.1- 16.4 -
40 to 44 - 13.4 24.6 1233
451049 ... 47.8 214 % - 301
50 to 54 19.4 92" 12.3
. 55 and above . 1L9 26 5.5
Qualification . '
Below Graduauon 00 . . 59 4.1
Graduation, 134 . 375 . 301
Masters’” , 866 566 658 .
Tenure in Orgamzatlon (m Yeaxs) : ;' .
4orless 6.0 138 114
"5t09 S 8.9° 132 0 119
10 to 14 R T 239 - 29.6 27.8 -
15 to 19 - 2209 '17.8 .0 1187 -
20t0 24 19.4 -15.1 16.4
25 Or mMorz ‘ 20.9 10.5 13.7
Tenure in Present Posmon (m Years) } :
2o0r less : . 35.8 46.0 . -42.9
3t04 358 32.2 33.3
5t06 17.9° 12,5 14.1
7t08 6.0 4.6 5.0
9 or more 4.5 4.6 4.6
Number of Promotlons o )
None - . 6.0 " 59 '5.0
1to2 - 7.5 335 © 25,6
3t04. . 37.3. 43.4 370
5t06 . . .- 43.3 14.5 233
7108 . 6.0 26 3.6

.
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Obviously, the two samples—leaders and members—were
significantly different from each other in terms of background
characteristics. :

Measures
To test the model in general and spec1fic hypotheses in pamcular
a questionnaire was prepared which consisted of various tests and
measures. Most of the measures were taken from the emstmg pub-
lished literature. The questionnaire was divided into five sections
(see Appendix I). Section I contained items on quahty of exchange
and influence strategies. Sections II and III contamed items on per-
sonal attributes and perceived climate, respectlvely Section IV com-
prised .outcome variables—satisfaction and commitment. Finally,
Section V contained b10graph1cal 1nformat10n and intent to leave

.items.

. Atthe outset almost all the measures were subjected to a vari-
max rotated pnnc1pa1 cornponents ana1y51s (Nie, -Hull, Jenkms
Stembrenner & Bent, 1975). N1e et al. (1975) have described five
methods of factoring. Of which, the two most common methods
are: Principal Factoring without Iteration (PAI) and Principal Fac-
toring with lteration (PA2). In the present study, all the measures
were analyzed using the latter method. This was done for two rea-

sons. First, it automatically replaces the main d1agona1 elements of -

the correlation matrix with communality estimates, thereby auto-

_ matically giving the so-called inferred factor. Second, it -employs an

iteration procedure for improving the comrnunahty estimates. The
varimax rotation empha31zes cleanmg up the factors rather than
variables. : - ‘

The items and the factors retamed followmg the factor analy51s
results, were selected on the following two criteria. Only those fac-
tors were retained that had an eigenvalue generally greater than or
equal to 1.00. Then, within a factor only those items were taken
that had a factor loading greater than or equal to .30 on the defin-
ing component and cross-loading generally less than or equal to
.25. Those items that loaded heavily on more than one factor were
included in all the factors that they loaded on. The measures used
in the study is discussed in the following sections.
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Quality of Exchange (QEX)
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Measure
One of the measures used is the five-item version of the Leader—

Member Exchange Scale (Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982). The respon-
ses were taken only from the subordinates wherein they evaluated

their immediate supervisor (leader). Thus, the number of respon-

dent for this measure was 152. ‘The factor analy31s results of the
five items yielded one clear factor. The five items showed factor
loading of .25, .57, .55, .34, and .74. The scale documented a fairly
' high reliability coefﬁcxent of . 81 The M and SD of the scale were
14.81 and 3.30, respectlvely o S

Quality of Interaction (QI) '

The present research is centered round the construct of ‘quality of
exchange.’ Thus a new’'measure—‘Quality of interaction’ scale—
was developed-to measure the quality of exchange between a
leader and a member. Because of the centra]ity of this construct in
the present research it has been gwen a detalled treatment in
- Chapter 3 ' Gl g -

Personal Onentatlons (PO) ‘
The Manifest Need Questlonnalre (MNQ) developed by Steers and
Braunstein (1976) was used to measure the personal needs. This
instrument is designed to measure four needs—Achievement, Affili-
‘ation, Autonomy, and Dominance—through behaviorally based
items with specific reference to-work settings.

The scale consisted of 20 items, with five items in each of the
four subscales. Five items were reverse-scored. The respondents
were asked to rate on a seven point scale (I = never; 7 =-always)

as to how frequently each of the statements most accurately des-

cribed their behavior at work.

Since the psychometric properties of the subscales are not avail-
able in the Indian setting, it was considered appropriate to run a
varimax rotated principal components analysis on the item res-
ponses. While performing this statistical analysis, some additional
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data were provided by Lakhtakia (1990), thus making an N = 444,
The analysis yielded three neat and meaningful factors explaining
a total of 78.2 percent of the variance. The three factors that
emerged were named Achievement (PA), Independence (PI), and
Power (PP). The fourth factor of relationship did not emerge as an
independent configuration. Factor loadmgs obtained are presented
in Table-2.4.

Table 2.5 presents the descriptive statistics, mtercorrelations,
and reliability coefficients of the subscales. The factors exhibited
reliability levels well above .50 as a minimum level for acceptable

Table 2.4 -~ .
Factor Loadings Obtained—Personal Orientation Measures
N =444)
Items SN . . Achievement Independence Power
10. Ity very hard to improve on. my .60 . 01 .05
past performance o L L
11. - Itry to avoid any added responSL- 39 . -.28 .02
bilities on my job
14. - 1do my best work when )ob asmgn-‘ .53 ’ 13 02
ments are fairly difficult™ ‘ T T
16.¢ I try to perform better than my co- 89T 10 .19
.. workers , S :
17. 1strive to -gain more control over - 46 .07 =41
- the events around me . . : o o
2. 1 go my own way regardless of the 06 - 44 . .13
‘ oplmon of others ) . : L
S. In my work assxgnments Ity to be hﬂlé C 33 - 34
‘my own boss _ ‘ o '
7. Ldisregard Fules and regulations 06 - 46 05
 that hamper my personal freedom’ _ '
8. Itry my best to work alone ona 12 .67 .06
job : ) ‘
3. Istrive to be in command when 1 .04 .17 75
am working in a group )
6. Iseek an active role in the leader- .21 .04 .46
ship of a group
Eigenvalue 3.05 .61 .99
Percentage of Variance 42.20 22.30 13.70
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Table 2.5
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations of Personal
Orientation Measures (Study 1)

1. 2. ..3 . M . SD. Alpha
(N = 444)
1. - Achievement X 32 56 . 27.8 4.2 66
2. Independence 17 x 49 14.8 4.4 59
3. Power K 52 44 X 19.8 3.9 67
M (N = 219) 28.3 15.6 19.7
SD : 3.9 4.4 4.0
Alpha - | . 70 64 . 69
No.Items =~ 75T 4 0 4

Note Decimal points in correlation matrix and alpha are omitted; correlations
below the diagonal are for combined data (N = 444) for which required rs
are .10 and .12 at p < .05 and p < .01, respectively; correlations above the

- diagonal are for the present sample (N = 219) for which requu‘ed rs are .14
and .18 at p < .05 and p < .01, respectlvely .

reliability’ (Nunnally,'1978) The correlan'ons among the factors
ranged from .17 to .52, with an average correlation of .37.

For the present sample too, the reliability coefficients are well:
above the cut-off mark. The intercorrelations range from .32 to .56
(average r =-46), showing a fair amount of scale independence.

Relationship did not emerge as an independént factor. It has
been reported that affiliation gets in the way of effective manage-
ment (McClelland & Winter, 1969). Thus, it is probable that

relationship is more of a variable behavioral dimension (as rela-

tionship-oriented leader behavior). As a personal need probably it
is not very relevant to work situations. Also, as the Indian society is
considered to be a collectivist society (Hofstede, 1980), affiliation
is probably more of a meta-value and less of a personal orientation.

Organizatioﬁal Climate (OC)

The concept of climate undoubtedly has been proved very useful,
but at the same time it has evoked tremendous controversies. Unit
of analysis is one major issue. The question is whether one is mea-
suring psychological (percelved) climate or the attributes of the
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organization as a whole (structural or objective climate). The unit
of analysis forms the perceptual and structural approaches to the
study of climate (Ansari, 1980; Ansari, Baumgartel, & Sullivan,
1982). Whereas some (e.g., Guion, 1973; James & Jones, 1974)
question the validity of perceptual measures, others (e.g., Hellreigel
& Slocum, 1974) favor them on the ground that objective charac-
teristics only indirectly influence the organizational participants.

- For the present purpose, the psychological climate, which is the

individual perception of the members of the organization, is of
interest,

The MNQ (Steers & Braunstein, 1976) was modlﬁed to represent
the climate (or presses) of the organization. Since the aim was to
see a match between the personal orientations of the members and
their perception of the climate, the climate measures were modi-
fied to reveal the equivalent presses of the organization. The scale

- consisted of 20 items (see the previous section for details): The

respondents were asked to evaluate on a seven-point scalé (1 = to
almost no extent; 7 = to a very great ‘extent) the ex'tent to wh1ch
each item was true to their organization. '

Before subjecting the data to a factor analysis, addmonal data '
were taken from Lakhtakia (1990), making the N = 444. The analy-
sis constrained to three mterpretable factors, explalmng atotal of
94.7 percent of the variance. The factor loadings obtamed are
reported in Table 2.6.

. Table 2.6

Factor Loadmgs Obtamed—-—Orgamzatlonal Cllmate Measures
. . S (N 444)
Items -  Achievement »Indép_endence + Power -
22. Tn this orgamzauon thereisafeel- 50 -~ 11 .18
“ing of pressure to continually - . - - LS
improve individual and group
performance A
27. This organization stimulates and 74 27 .03
approves of innovation and
experimentation : -
28. In this organization we set fairly .67 .25 .21

high standards for performance

Table 2.6 continued
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Table 2.6 continued

Items Achievement - Independence  Power
30. In this organization, itisuptousto .17 67 12
decide how our job should best be ’
) done
35. In this organization, we are free to .20 .70 .09
set our performance goal
36. In this organization, there are 31 .74 .10

opportunities for independent
thoughts and action on our job

38. In this organization, we have a 19 - .82 -.02
great deal of freedom to decide : . :
how we do our job - R .

29. This organization prefers to be its S} .06 .58,

~own boss, even where it needs :

assistance, or where a joint effort is
needed - ) B

32. Status symbols are especially i unpor- .04 .02 .57
tant for this organization and it - :
uses them to gain influence over -

"others . ‘
40. This organization provides a lot of - .14 130 .30
power and control to upper-level ; :
. management - . .
Eigenvalue ‘ '6.33 1.31 094

Percentage of Variance 69.80 14.50 10.40°

The first factor, Achievement (CA), contained items dealing with
the standards of performance and the pressure put by the organiza-
tion to meet those demands. The second factor, Independence (CI),
contained items showing the opportunities provided for independ-
ent thoughts and actions by the organization and the freedom on
the job. The third dimension, Power (CP), contained items showing

the degree of power yielded by the organization over the individual

.members. They specifically rated the extent to which the organiza-
tion controlled and directed the activities of the members.

Table 2.7 shows the descriptive statistics and reliability coeffi-
cients of and intercorrelations among the three factors for com-
bined data (N = 444) as well as the equivalent statistics for the data
of the present study (N = 219). It can be seen that the reliability of

LM

R

et
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the third factor, Power, is just below the required level for the com-
bined data (N = 444); however, it touches the acceptability mark
of .50 for the data of the present study. The"intercorrelations
among the factors are substantially low (average r = .26, N = 219),
indicating a reasonable amount of scale independence.

Table 2.7
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations of Climate
Measures (Study 1)

- 2 -3 . M SD  Alpha
(N = 444)
1. - Achievement - X 46 25 139 39 84
2. Independence 45 - x 07 17.7 - 54 88
3. Power - . 14 03 x . 142 31 50
M@N=219) - 132 164 136"
s . 37 56 34
Alpha ‘73 85 47
No. Items . - 3 5 3

Note: Decimal pomts in coirelation matrix and alpha are omitted; correlatlons
below the diagonal are for the comblned data (N = 444) for which required -
rsare.10and .12 atp < .05 and p < .01, respectively; correlations above the
diagonal are for the present sample for which requlred rs are 14 and .18 at i
. p<.05 and p < 01 respecnvely ’ :

For chmate too, relatlonshlp did not. emerge as an mdependent
factor. Since MNQ has been modified to represent climate, this fail-
ure too is probably because of the same reason as for personal

orientations.

Influence Strategies (INY)

Forty-seven smgle statement items were drawn from the available
literature (Ansari, 1990; Falbo, 1977; Falbo & Peplau 1980; Kipnis,
Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980) to tap the respondents’ upward and
downward influence strategies. The respondents rated each item
on a seven-point scale (1 = never; 7 = always) estimating the fre-
quency with which they used it to influence the target person (iden-
tified as immediate superior/subordinate) at work.
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The analysis of the combined data—from both leader and mem-
ber perspectives' (N = 304)—disclosed five common factors (Table
2.8). A total of 84.1 percent of the variance was accounted for by
the 24 significant items in the factor matrix. The extracted factors
are described in the following sections.

Table 2.8
Factor Loadings Obtained—Influence Strategy Measures
" (N =304, Study 1)

¢ o Items - Factor

1 - 2.}. '3 4 . §.

1. Call a staff meenng to’ back your request .46 - .21 ... .04 .....07 .09
20.. Obtain informal support of hlgher ups .67 .26 10 7 .16 .11

26. Bring some friends along to back your ' .53 i o1 21 07
request . , 5o )
30. Get the support’ of some hlgher upto .81 .06 .03 24 05
" back your request . - . . .
35. Get everyone else to agree with you_ = .54 .29 .03 13 .14
" before you make the request S o
39. Refer the matter to higher authonty lf ‘ 64 20 -07 .12 20
the situation so demands - o ' s
‘3. Praise him/her with superlatxves 15 .62 15 07 a3
7. Get your way by making him/her feel 16 .64 .06 -24 12
that it was his/her idea v
19. Make him/her feel important 09 - .84 .03 .14 .05
27. Even when you know yq_ﬁ_would not .24 .47 .03 " .10 .08
. use his/her idea you consult him/her o .
32. Use the words that make him/her feel 16 .78 .02 .06 .10

important o ) .
11. Offer an exchange of favor 02 .17 .78 .11 .07
13. Do a personal favor for him .07 .03 .79 .00 .13

- '22. Help him/her even in péersonal matters .02 - - .32 .62 06 .17
24. Remind him/her of past favor youdid .19 .28 .64 .20 .03
for him/her : ERE 7
36. Remind him/her how hard youhad =~ . 27 11 . .42 .13 .02
worked and it will only be fair for him/ B
her to help you now

Table 2.8 qontinued

3
5.

I
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Table 2.8 continued

44. Offer some personal sacrifice in 04 05 ;75; .06 .18 .
exchange (e.g., doing part of hls/her or o
others’ job, etc.) . 7 -
8. Repeatedly ask h1m/her until he/she 22 ..08-. .13 .77 .03
gives in .

28. Repeatedly persuade him/her to com- A5 - .08° . .14 .59 .25
ply with your arguments as they are N
the need of the time .

47. Go on asking persistently till he/she 29 1. 06 .65 04
" does what you want :

21. Sometimes tell him/her the reasons for -,08 .O9i LoL21 .03 .76
making the request )

31. Tell exactly why you need his/her help .10 '=.02 - .11- —.03 .73

38. Tell him/her the reasons why yourplan 13" " .04 28 .09 .55
is the best : ' :

41 . Argue your pointslogically .~ 19 07 20 07 .59

Eigenvalue » : 8.44 540 3.59-'_2.29 122
Percentage of Variance ' 339 217 1440 920 490

Note: Factor 1 = Informal Support; Factor 2 = Ingrananon Factor 3 = Personal-
ized Exchange, Factor 4 Persuasmn Factor 5 = Reasomng

N

The first factor had the elements of support from fnends higher
ups, and others. This was named Informal Support (IF). The second
factor had the elements of flattery, praise, and makmg the target
feel important. This was termed, Ingratiation (I). The.third factor
comprised personal favors on an excharge basis. Hence, this was
labeled Personalized Exchange (PE). The fourth factor ‘clearly con-
tained items on persuading the target person. This was, therefore,
named Persuasion (P). Finally, the last factor had rationality at the
heart of all the items, and was called Reasoning. -

The descriptive, statistics, rehablhty coefficients, and the inter-
correlations of the subscales are given in Table 2.9. The reliabilities
are substantially high and intercorrelations (average r = .20) sub-
stantially low, thereby showing reliable and sufficiently independ- = -
ent scales, respectively. ‘

The factor analysis was repeated for the leader and the mem-
ber separately. From the members’ perspective, the same five di-
mensions emerged. However, from the leaders’ perspective, two
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Table 2.9
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations of Influence
Strategy Measures (Study 1)

IES 1 PE PR R
IES .80
I . .39 81 . .
PE .15 .02 .84 :
PR ST .08 .34 78
R 42 - -.08 , .29 .08 .81 .
Mean - 15.46 17.39 17.32 10.25° 20..70
SD - - 6.52 T 6.35 ¢ " 7.56 3.72 4.20
No. Items .6 . . B 6 . 3 4

Note: r(302) = .11 at p <.05; r(302) = .15 at p < .01; IS = Informal Support;
1= Ingratiation; PE = Personalized Exchange; P = Persuasion; R = Rea-
soning. Diagonal entries indicate coefficients alpha. _

addi‘do'nal factors—Assertion (A) and "Siflowing 'Expertise (SE)—.
were obtained. Descriptive Statistics (M and SD), reliability coeffi-
cients, and number of items for. the leader and member data are

: gwen m Table 2 10

. Table 2. 10
Scale Characterlsncs and Reliability Coefficients of Influence Strateg;y
o Measures for Leaders and Members Separately

Leader Member

CAlpha M SD  No.of Alpha M - ~SD  No.of

- : : Items - Itemns
1S .83 1514 6.38 6 80 1546  6.52 6
I .87 1582 " '6.41 5 81 1739 635 5
PE - .86 1835  7.73 6 - .84 1732 756 6
p 79 1067 - 369 3 78 1025  3.72 3
R 84 72054 436 4 .81 2071 420 4
A . 54 ~ 814 229 2 - - - -
SE .84 2668 5.85 5 - - - -

Note: N =152; IS = Informal Support; 1= Ingratiation; PE = Personalized
Exchange; P = Persuasion; R = Reasomng, A = Assertion; SE = Showmg
r':;mo, tise, . . . .

LR Py

i

T
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Satisfaction (SA)

A 16-item scale included satlsfactlon with different aspects of the
job. The respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale ™
(1 = very dissatisfied; 7 = very satisfied) how satisfied they were

‘with these aspects. A factor analysis yielded two neat factors. The

results of the analysis are reported in Table 2.11. The two factors
together explained 90.7 percent of the variance. '

Table 2.11
Factor Loadmgs Obtamed-——Satlsfactlon Measures (N =219, Study 1)
Items : o Factor 1 Factor 2
2. The fn’endliness of the people you work with - 69 - .18
5. The respect you receive from the people you work 67 .13
, with . . R
10. The amount of job security YOu have S50 24
11. The amount of personal growth and development C.22 R 7 A
' you get in doing your job ~ -~ T
12. The feeling of worthwhﬂe accomphshment you get 3178
" from doing your)ob . o RSt
14. The amount of cha]lenge in your job . : a7 Coa72
16. The chances for advancement on your job - .06 .60 )
-Eigenvalue - ’ C 636t - 1.32
Percentage of Variance ‘ : - 7510+ :--15.60
M . e EE . 16.38 1845
sD .. 288 515

Note: N = 219- Factor 1 = Ex&ins‘ic Saﬁsfacﬁon'; Factor 2 ="Inm‘ns’ic Satisfaction."

The first factor had elements of fnendhness respect recelved
and job security, and was labeled, Extrinsic Satisfaction (ES). The
second factor contained items reflecting the growth opportunity;
challenge, and advancement on the _]Ob and was called Intrinsic
Satisfaction (18S). :

Extrinsic-and Intrinsic sansfacnon scales showed adequate reli-
ability coefficients of .67 and .85, respectively, and were only mod-
erately correlated (rai7y = .45), revealing scale independence. The
descriptive statistics (M and SD) of the two factors can be looked
up in Table 2.11.
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Commitment (CO)

The organizational commitment scale (Mott, 1972) originally con-
sists of 15 items. The present study employed only nine items of
this scale (including two negative ones). The six items that repre-
~ sented interit to leave dimension were left out, as this outcome di-
“mension has received a separate treatment in the present research.
The respondents were asked to indicate on a seven-point scale
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) their agreement/dis-
agreement with each item. A varimax rotated factor analysis
yielded one single factor. mvolvmg all the nine items, with factor
loadings of .41, .68, .30;:64; .57, .33, .57, 34, and .43. The index
of coefficient alpha was .87, with an M of 43.95 and a SD of 10.38.

Intent to Leave a) -

Intent to leave was measured through a two-item scale (Mayes &
Ganster, 1982). One item was positive and the other was reverse-
scored. In both the items, the respondents were asked about their
intention to leave or stay in the organization in the near future. The
two items showed a very high correlatlon of .98. The scale had an
Mof226andaSDof 83. :

Study 2

The data for the second study were collected with the main obJec-
tive of studying the within-group variations from the subordinate
perspective. In other words, the aim was to see whether different
subordinates under one leader (a work-group) perceive the leader
behavior differently. All the same, some of the hypotheses (e. 2.,
interaction of leader’s and member’s personal -attributes) were
retested to check the validity of the Study 1 findings. -

Only one organization was taken, as this study was an extension

and validation of Study 1. Also, practical constraints of time pre- .

cluded an employment of more organizations. In addition, all the
measures used in the study were based on the factor analysis
resulis of Study 1.

i

#
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Research Site

Only one public sector organization, located in the north-eastern
part of the country was taken. The detaﬂs of the orgamzatlon
follow.

Fertilizer Division

This is a public sector organization established in 1963 and
involved in the production of urea from naphtha. It has four divi-
sions located in different parts of the country. All the divisions are
involved in the production of fertilizer. The data were collected
from one of the divisions of the organization.

This division is headed by a GM. The Deputy GM (admmxstra—
tion) and the Deputy GM (factory) report to the GM The Chief
Engineers of dlfferent departments—technical services, civil, pro-
duction, instruments, electrical, and mechanical—report to the
Deputy GM (factory). Below the different Chief Engineers are the
Additional Chief Engineers. Deputy Chief Engineers report to the
Additional Chief Engineers. Assistant Chief Engineers report to the
Additional Chief Engineers. Under the Assistant Chief Engineers

" are plant managers, assistant engineers, etc. Under the Deputy GM

(administration) is a Chief Executive Officer (CEO). The Finance
Manager, Chief Personnel Officer, Vigilance Officer, and the Chief
Medical Officer all report to the CEO. These managers take care of
their respective departments with the help of senior officers. The
organization employs around 2,200-employees, with around 300

executives and managers. Managers and officers from the top-most . .

level (Deputy GM) down to supervisors constituted the sample in
the present study.

Procedure

As mentioned earlier, the data were collected only from one organi-
zation. The procedure of data collection was the same as in Study
1. From the organizational chart of the organization all such man-
agers were taken who had at least four subordinates reporting to
them. All the four subordinates under a leader were taken as the
respondents.
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The leaders gave their responses on the sections of personal

attributes, perceived climate, self-reported leadership styles, and -

biographical information. The subordinates responded to all the
sections of the questionnaire. Thus, for the measures of personal
orientations, perceived climate, and biographical information, the
Nis 122 (both the leaders’ and the subordinate responses); for the
other sections, the N is 96 (only subordinates’ responses). The self-
reported leadership style measures were only taken from the lead-
ers; hence, the N was 26 for this section. .

Participants
Inall 122 managers and executives from the aforemennoned orga-
_ nization participated in the study. They belonged to different sec-
tons of administration and production (factory) units. Of the 122,
26 (21.31 percent) respondents were leaders and 96 (78.69 per-
cent) were members.

Table 2.12 dlsplays the mean scores. of leaders, members, and
total respondents on the background data. Leaders were signifi-
cantly higher than the members on age, educational qualifications,

and number of promotlons received. However tenure in the organ- _
ization and in present’ posmon did not reveal- any 51gmﬁcant dif- .

ferences.

Table 2.12 -
Means and Rratios of Background Variables for Leaders and
Members (Study 2) .

" Means . Overall Means -

Variables - : Member  Leader F (N =122)
m=96) (n=26) (1,120)

Age S 47.06°  50.38 9.20* 47.77

Qualification™ - = - 1.00 - -1.20 9.24* 1.06

Number of Years in the Orgamzauon 17.79 19.96 2.04 18.25

Number of Years in the Present , 4.46 3.69 1.99 4.29
Position e : . - )

Number of Promotions o 4.54 3.71 454 4.36

Note: 2p < 01; ®p < .05; * 3-point scale.

o

B
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Table 2.13 depicts the percentage distributions of leaders and
members on the background data. In this sample, too, the leaders
showed little variability on age with most of them (57.7 percent)
falling in the range of 50 to 54 years and all of them in the range of
40 to 59 years. Members, on the other hand, were more variable on
age, with 59.6 percent falling in the age range of 40 to 49 years. As
regards educational qualifications, all the leaders had a masters or
an equivalent degree. Among the members, 26 percent were grad-
uates too. Most of the leaders (69.4 percent) had received three to
six promotions, whereas most members (67.7 percent) had re-
ceived one to four promotions. e

; Table 2.13 '
Percentage Distribution of Total Respondents—Leaders and
Members—on Background Variables (Study 2)

Variable - . . o Leader ~  Member Overall
- ST e (m=26) - Mm=96) (m=122)

Age (in years) - . IR 1v‘,'

25-29 . . .. . . ..00 __ 10 - 08
30-3¢ -~ . 00 . 10 0.8
3539 00 63 49
40-44 -0 T . - 38000 w1980 T 16.4
45-49 : S 308 3960 o 377
50-54 ‘ I - 5770 1229 30.3
55-59 L 7T 940 .90
Qualification o S N R R -
Below Graduation . 0.0 - 2.1 1.6
Graduate ' ' 00 260 20.5
Master ] 1000 719 . ¢ 77.9
Tenure in Organization (in years) \ o

4 or less 0.0 . 4.2 33
5-9 3.8 5.2 4.9
10-14 115 24.0 21.3
1519 - - : S 308 - 219-- - 238
20-24 ' 231 271 26.2
25-29 .23.1 125 14.7
30 or more ‘ 7.7 5.2 5.7

Table 2.13 continued
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Table 2.13 continued

Variable Leader Member Overall
(n = 26) (n = 96) (mn=122)

Tenure in Present Position (in years)‘ ‘ : :
3 or less ’ 57.7 . 35.4 40.2

4-6 : 30.8 52.1 " 475

7-9 . . , : 7.7 5.2 5.7

10 or-more ' .'3.8 7.2 6.6

Number of Promotions - ‘ ’ .
None’ . ’ i .00 .. 21 1.6.
1-2 : 15.4 25.0° 229

3-4 : 385 - - 427 41.8

5-6 : ‘ 308 26.0 27.0

7-8 : 11.5 3.1 4.9

9-10 : Cv 3.8 1.0 16

Measures

Most of the measures used in this study were taken directly from
Study 1, with a few exceptions. 'I'he details of the questionnaire
(see Appendix I) are as follows: Sections I and II contained items
- on personal attributes and perceived climate, respectively. The

third section contained biographical information. The fourth sec-

tion for the leadérs had items of self-reported leadership styles; for
the members, it contained style preference. Section V contained
measures of quality of exchange taken from existing literature (in
terms ‘of Attention.and Latitude). Section VI contained items of
quality of interaction as measuring exchange. Finally, the seventh

section contained the three outcome variables—satisfaction, com-

Imtment and unit effectiveness.

The three factors—Achievement, Independence, and‘Power of
Personal Attributes that emerged in the first study were taken in
this study as it is. The reliability coefficients, M, SD, number of
items, and intercorrelations among factors are given in Table 2.14.
The reliability coefﬁc1ents are fairly high and mtercorrelauons low
enough.

Similarly, the three factors—Ach1evement Independence, and
Power of Perceived Climate—were also taken a priori. The scale
characteristics, reliability coefficients, and intercorrelations can be

Investigation Strategies d 63

Table 2.14

Scale Characterzstlcs, Coefficients Alpha, aﬁd Intercorrelatlons among
Personal Orientation Measures (Study 2)

PA P . PP
PA 75 : :
PI 08 - 68 .
PP 43 11 .80
Mean 26.79 1763 . 14.60
SD _ - 423 462" 3.70
No. of items 5 4 2

Note: Diagonal entries indicate coefficients aipha; N =122; r(120) = .14 at
P <.05;r(120) = .18 atp < .01; PA, PI, and PP are Achievement, Independ-
ence, and Power orientations, respectively. :

looked up in Table 2.15. As menuoned earlier, for both sections,
the Nwas122. . .-

- The self-reported Leadersh1p Style @s) was taken from Ansari
(1990) and J.B.P Sinha (1987). The three styles of leadershlp——
Authoritarian ®, Participative (P), and Nurturant-task (NT)—

~were of interest and only items related to them were taken. The
respondents were asked to evaluate on a seven-point scale (I =
never, 7 = always) how frequently each statement was true to them.
Since the N -for this section was very small (26), factor analysis
‘was ruled out. The three styles——Authontanan Part1c1pat1ve and
Table 2. 15 N :
Scale Charactertstlcs, Coefficients Alpha,. and Intercorrelatlons among
. . Climate Measures (Study 2).

o A ' a ; cp
cA - 76 :
a 550 . 87 .
CP _ 24 -34 51
Mean 1160 1544 - 13.93
SD 396 . 563 -1 3290
No. of items 3 4 3

Note: Diagonal entries indicate coefficients alpha; N = 122; r(120) = .14 at
D <.05; /(120) = .18 atp < .01; CA, Cl and, CP are Achlevement Independ-
ence, and Power Climate, respectively.

L g (-'“1:35 s
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Nurturant-Task—were taken a priori. These three factors have
been found to be important in the Indian setting. The relevant sta-
tistics are given in Table 2.16.

Table 2.16
Scale Characteristics, Coefficients Alpha, and Intercorrelations of
Self-reported Leadership Style Measures

' LS(V) 18P . IS®
LSO - 64

Lse®) ... .. B 3 77 o :
LS(F) © 22— 90
‘M agest 7 24637 2227
sD 431 579 726
No.ofitems.. ..~ . .5 5. .. .5

Note: Diagonal entries indicate coefficients alpha;'r (24) = .39, at ’p'< 05;r(24) =
.50; p<.01; LS(N), LS(P), and LS(F) 'ar_e, respectively, nurturant task,
" participative and :apthoritan'an leadership styles (se].f-reported),~ -

The subordmates responded to the1r Preference for Leadershlp
Style (SP). ‘The brief descriptions of the three styles—Authoritar-
ian (F), Participative (P), and Nurturant-task (N)—were based on
the above mentioned sources. Respondents evaluated the three
through paired comparisons: The means for the preference of E N,
and P are 2.32, 3.33, and 3.35 and the SDs for the three are 1.54,
1.39, and 1.67, respectively.

The Quality of Exchange was measured through Attention (AT)
and Latitude (LT) measures used by Dansereau, Alutto, and
Yammarino (1984). The original measure of Attention contained
11 items, of which only five were chosen. Similarly, for Latitude, of
the 11 original items, five were chosen. All such items that were
thought to overlap directly or indirectly with the quality of inter-

action measure were left out. For the Attention measure the re- -

spondents evaluated on a five-point scale (I = Almost none; 5.= A
great deal) the amount of attention given to the subordinate by the
leader. Taken only from the subordinate pérspective, the N was 96.
For l'mtude) the respondents evaluated on a four-point scale (1 =

no.chance; 4 = certainly) the probability of their leader giving the
latitude, Aji the items of attention measure when subjected to a

R A b s
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factor analysis clustered around one factor. Similarly, latitude also
yielded one factor. Attention and latitude showed reliability coeffi-
cients of .91 and .90, means of 15.02 and 12.65, SDs of 5.56 and
3.92, and intercorrelation of .82. Although the correlation between
- the two is high, the two are treated as independent factors. Quality
of Interaction was the third measure of quahty of exchange whlch
is detailed in Chapter 3.
The Influence Strategy measures were evaluated only from the

~ subordinate perspective. Therefore, the five factors that emerged

in Study 1 were taken as they were. The relevant statlstlcs of the
strategies are given in Table 2.17. :

' Table 2.17
Scale Characteristics, Reliability Coefficients Alpha, and
Intercorrelations of Inﬂuence Strategy Measures (Study 2)

s 1 - PE .. p - R
IS 86 . |
T 25 85" T
PE y s -12 . 87
P C-29 —.09 A7 79
R © =88 .. ~07 . ...-20 - 32 .86
M L1807 1465 1285 21.85 20.19
sp 804 ~ 638 " 446 © 783 534
No. of items . -6 - T - T S R I

Note: Diagonal entries indicate coefficients alpha; r (94) = .19 atp < .05; r (94) =
.26 at p < .01; IS = Informal Support] T= Ingratxanon PE Personahzed
Exchange; P Persuasion; R = Reasoning.

The outcome variables of Satisfaction and Commitment were
taken from Study 1. Extrinsic satisfaction, Intrinsic’ satisfaction,
and Commitment showed high reliabilities—.88, .84, and .88,
respectively. Their means were 14.37, 15.96, and 38.41 and SDs
were 4.07, 5.13, and 10.52, respectively. The intrinsic and extrinsic
satisfaction subscales showed a correlation of .61.

The Unit Effectiveness (UE) scale (Mott, 1972), contained eight
items. The subjects were asked to report their perceptions of their
work unit on a five-point scale estimating the effectiveness. All the
eight items were taken as constituting one single scale. A factor
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analysis yielded one factor and all the items loaded heavily, with
factor loadings of .69, .69, .68, .67, .76, .74, .68, and .62. The scale
showed an impressive reliability coefficient of .90, an M 0f 22.94,
andaSDof839 SR

AR TIR b ek 1 st

Analysis
WABA

From methodological perspective, one of the key issues of our LMX/
VDL formulation is that of-establishing the level at which leader--
ship occurs, viz., group vs. dyad. To this, a Within-and-Between
Analysis (WABA) given by Dansereau, Alutto and Yammarino (1984)
s employed Appendlx III contains a sample analys1s

Other Tradztlonal Analyses

Besides estabhshmg the level of Quahty of Interaction,’ the present
work also aimed at investigating some antecedents as well as con-
‘sequences of the quality of interaction. The antecedents of the
quality of exchange are hypothesxzed to be the interaction of some -
variables. Also the different dimensions of the quality of exchange
are hypothesized to affect the outcome variables jointly (in-inter-
action). Besides this, the independent effects of the quality of inter-
action dimensions too are hypothesized. Thus, we have two sets of
analyses—one for investigating the interaction effects and the
other for main effects.

Interaction Effec_ts '

As already mentioned, the interaction effects were hypothesized
for all the antecedent conditions (Chapter 5) and for the outcome
variables (Chapter 6). » :

The algebraic or statistical interaction has been largely analyzed
with two techniques: analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple
regression analysis. Different researchers have used different tecb—
niques (either ANOVA or multiple regression). ‘This difference in

ey
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analytic preference fits (well) with underlying assumptions about
causes of behavior’ (Schneider, 1983, p- 8). It needs to be mentioned,
here, that the key construct of the present work-—quality of interac-
tion—is theoretically conceived of as a continuous variable (the
leader’s and the members’ quality of interaction is supposed to vary
continuously in a work-group). The division of a work-group (In/
OUT or High/Low LMX, etc.) only means that there are some dis-
tinct sub-groups in a work-group. “... scores on the negotiating lati-
tude scale should not be grouped into artificial categories in that
the underlymg dimension is a continuous one” (Vecchio & Gobdel,
1984, p. 7). Because the multiple regression analysis preserves.the
continuous nature of the variables, it should be a preferred tech- ,
nique. In most cases, hence, multiple regression analysis was used
to study the interactions. However, there were some interactions
that involved two independent observations—that is, data both
from the leaders and the members (e. g., the personal attributes of
the two, leadership styles of the leader and the preference of the
style by the members). Thus, to avoid common method variance,
ANOVA was used. This is an unavoidable limitation of the analy51s
Now, we dlscuss the two analyses very briefly. -

Hierarchical Regression Analysis

As mentioned earlier, some of the interaction hypotheses were
tested through hierarchical multiple regression analysis (Nie, Hull,
Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent 1975). For each interaction term, the
variables were first converted to - scores to give the scores.equiva-

— lence, as they all roughly fall into the normal curve (e, M=0;
SD = 1). Finally the interaction term was taken as the product of
these z-scores.

Instead of determining the incremental contribution of each
variable by assuming it was added last, the hierarchical method
requires the researcher to specify the order of inclusion. In the
present study, the independent (or main) effects of the two vari-
ables were included at the first and second steps. Finally; at the
third step, the interaction terms were included. _The increment in
R? at each step was taken as the component of variation. Thus, by
taking the interaction terms at the third place, the confounding
effects of the main effects were controlled. For an interaction

v
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hypothesis to be significant, the beta weights of the product term
had to be significant. The significance of beta weights was tested
through F-ratios. The formulae for computing Fs are slightly differ-
ent from those employed in the standard multiple regressmn analy-
sis (for details, see Nie, et al., 1975). '

Significant interactions can further be analyzed graphically. Sco-
res with + one standard deviation from the means can be plotted
(Hunt, Osborn; & Larson, 1975). The data in the means table are
divided by the number of items. Further, in some cases, when one
of the cells is empty, for these cells the means were predicted by the
formula given by Winer (1971, pp. 487-490). If more than one cell
is empty (had zero values), the interaction has to be left out. It
needs to be mentioned here that the- graphical representations
~ show the direction of the interaction effects which is not shown by
the beta weights. For the purpose of graphical representation, the
data are grouped into qualitative categories (Low and High in the
present study). Thus, it is possible that despite the beta weights
being significant, the graphs of the same interaction might not look
significant. This should be no cause of undue worry as the inter-

action is not a ‘discontinuous qualitative variable that differenti-

ates subgroups-of individuals who are qualitatively different but is
a continuous quantitative variable’ (Zedeck, 1971, p..305).

. -

ANOVA ~ ~

As mentioned earlier, some of the interaction hypotheses were
tested through the application of analysis of variance (ANOVA).
The F-ratios and their significance for the interaction term only
were of interest.

All the interactions involved two variables. Each of these vari-
ables was divided into two categories—low and high—by splitting

them at the median. Thus, a 2 X 2 ANOVA was used. Besides the F- .

ratios and their significance, means and n of each cell -are also
reported. :

Further, just as in hierarchical regression, the interactions here
are also shown graphically. The mean score in each cell is further
divided by the number of items in the relevant scale. The details of
ANOVA can be looked up in any standard book of statistics {(e.g.,
Kirk, 1968; Winer, 1971). '

Investigation Strategies 4 69

Main Effects

 Stepwise Regression

This method of stepwise regression—a variant of multiple regres-
sion—is a powerful technique of choosing a few best predmtors
from a set of independent variables.

In this method regression equations are created recursively. The
best predictor (of a set of independent variables) comes at the first
step, followed by the next best, and so on. This process continues
till all the variables (that predict) are taken care of. This means that
the first (at the first step) variable in the list is the best predictor.
The next variable is a good predictor in conjunction with the first
one, the third in conjunction w1th the first and second ones, and so
on. ;
The 31gmﬁcance ofa partlcular predlctor isa functlon of its beta
weights. An F-ratio is calculated for these beta weights as a direct
measure of their significance (for details, see Nie et al., 1975).
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Measurlng: the Dyadlc Quahty
| . of Interaction =

Y

~ An Overview

~ The present chapter reports the development of a scale to measure
leader-member exchanges (LMX). It has been divided 1nto four
major parts.

The concept of ‘LMX is introduced in the first part of the chapter
The meaning is derived from the theoretical model presented in
Chapter 1. The previous studies provide a useful background for
deciphering the meaning. The LMX emerges as a multidimensional
concept that has the potential to test the reciprocity in the dyad.

The different operationalizations of LMX are discussed in the
next part. The first section in this part contains the basis on which

the earliest measure (i.e., negotiating latitude) was developed. The
next section discusses the key measures used in various studies. All
the measures are unidimensional and few evaluate LMX from the
leader perspective.

The third part deals with the development of a scale in line with
the theoretical as well as the psychometnc requirements. In the
first section, the theoretical dimensions are stated. On the basis of
these dimensions, the scale was developed. In the next section, the
measurement aspects of the scale are taken up. First, the factor
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analysis results from both the leader and the member perspectives
are reported. Second, some psychometric statistics, like reliability
and validity, are provided. The level of analysis is, then, estab-
lished. A test of ALS vs LMX status is conducted through WABA
analysis. Finally, mutuality or reciprocity in a leader-member dyad -
is tested. The major findings and their 1mphcat10ns are summa-
rized in the last part of this chapter

The Concept

The VDL or LMX theorization begins with the contention that the
work-unit under a leader is not a single entity. The leader has dif-
ferent relationships with different members in the work-group.
Also, the members have differential relationships with their leader

_ and, consequently, they have different job- -related attitudes and

behaviors. Essentially, the focus is on a d1fferent1al work-umt refut-
ing the idea of homogeneity of a work-group. - :

Once the fact of a unit being differentiated is recognized, the
next step is the 1dent1ﬁcanon of the aspects along which the leader-
member interactions differ. Hence the question is: what are the
aspects of exchange (LMX) process along which the quality of ex-

- change may vary within a work-group. To study the basis of unit

differentiation, these aspects need to be delineated. Therefore, any
operationalization of LMX should take into con51derat10n these -
aspects of interaction or exchange. . R . )
Before we go on to see the vanous conceptuahzanons of LMX a
reconsideration of the theoretical bases is in order. It will give us
the much needed insight into the aspects of interaction. This will -
also provide us the backdrop against which dlfferent operauonal-

~ izations of LMX can be evaluated.

In the section on theoretical bases (see Chapter 1) we noted that
the unit under a leader gets differentiated because some members

. collaborate with the leader on unstructured tasks and others do

not. In the developmental framework, it is the end-result of role
development by the members. In the process of developing their
roles, the members through negouanons and exchanges imbibe
collaboration on unstructured tasks in their roles. Where the col-
laboration is maximum, the jobs are done by the joint activities of
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the leader and the member. Hence, there is a total interdepen-
dence of the leader and the member to attain organizational objec-

tives. In the work unit under a leader, there are different dyads -

with different levels of interdependence. Thus, the interdepen-
dence of the leader and the member is high for higher quality of
exchanges and low for lower quality of exchanges. Dansereau et al.
(1975) describe the possibility of a leader behaving in two differ-
ent ways with the subordinates. These two behaviors were taken to
develop the first measure of quality of exchange. It will be taken up
in the next section.”

If one were to see the basis of unit differentiation, one needs to
identify the aspects of exchanges that lead to differing interdepen-
dence in different dyads. Graen and Scandura (1987) identify two
dimensions of the exchanges that lead to interdependence between
the leader and the member in a dyad. One aspect refers to the cou-
pling of the leader and the member behaviors. This takes care of
the reciprocal influence processes between the leader and the
member. These are the actual negotiations between the two. This
would involve the contributions. of the members like increased
effort and innovativeness, and members’ inducements like increased
influence in decision-making, and more latitude. The behaviors get
interlocked because the leader’s contributions are the members’
inducements and the leader’s inducements are the members’ con-

tributions. Thus, any operationalization.of this coupling dimension .

would include these actual leader and member behaviors on the
_job. T S o
The second dimension is relational or qualitative. We have already
mentioned that once the role is routinized, some qualitative dimen-
sions characterize the actual exchanges (Graen & Scandura, 1987).
In a sense, these qualitative aspects are an outcome of the earlier
exchange processes. To begin with, the different aspects of these

two dimensions have to be identified to give a global measure of

LMX. The need, hence, is to develop a multidimensional measure—a
comprehensive measure of LMX.

Second, we.have noted that the interaction or interdependence - -

. between the leader and the member is rooted in exchange pro-
cesses. Therefore, any operationalization of the construct must
incorporate the viewpoints of both the parties involved—the leader
and the member. In other words, the measure should test the reci-
procity or mutuality between the two parties (Dienesch & Liden,

1986). In addition, the measure should include such dimensions_
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that at least have the potential to be evaluated both from the leader
and the member perspectives. ‘Mutuality implies that an exchange
must develop along dimensions to which both parties can contrib-
ute’ (ibid., p. 624). These are the requirements, hence, that are to
be met with while operationalizing the construct of LMX.

CLMX Opératiohaliz_ations: A Review
The Background :
In the formulation of the VDL theory, Dansereau et al. (1975) iden-

tified the possibility of a leader indulging in two different kinds of
behaviors with the subordinates. For this, they took a clue from

Jacob’s (1970) distinction between ‘leadership’ and ‘supervision’ as

two techniques.

~ Employing the supervision technique, the nature of the vertical

exchange is such that a' superior relies almost exclusively upon
. the formal employment contract in his exchanges with the mem-
- ber....In contrast, employing the technique of leadership, the
nature of the vertical exchange is such that the superior cannot
i rely exclusively upon the employment contract. Instead, he must
seek a different basis for influencing the behavior of a member.
This' alternative basis of influence is anchored in the interper-
. sonal exchange relationship between a superior and a member
(Dansereau et al., 1975, p. 49, emphases added). -
The indulgence of one leader in thése different behaviors results
in a differentiated unit. In the role development framework, we
noticed that the negotiations on role took place only with those
members who collaborated on unstructured tasks. Alternatively,
the amount of negotiation on the roles defines the quality of
exchanges between the leader and the member as greater lati-
- tude means greater use of leadership and lesser use of supervi-
sion (Dansereau et al. 1975).

The Operaitz’onalizations

In the discovery study, Dansereau et al. (1975) conceptualized
LMX in terms of the negotiating latitude, which was defined as ‘the
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extent to which a superior is willing to consider requests from a
member concerning role development’ (ibid., p. 51). This was a
longitudinal study, and the latitude given to the members at the
initial stage was the predictor of different outcomes at later stages.
Negotiating latitude was operationalized in terms of two items. In
that study factors such as the leader support and attention were
treated as outcomes. Dienesch and Liden (1986) criticize the above
study because the variables that are treated as outcomes are,
according to them; alternate measures of LMX. But since the study
is longitudinal, it treats negotiating latitude as the antecedent of
the exchanges that take place at a later stage. We will come back to
this a little 1ater nght n_g_vy let us evaluate the other measures

Following the initial two item operatmnahzauon (Dansereau et
al., 1975), there have been many formulations and reformulations
of the LMX measure. Table 3.1 lists various studies and the mea-
sures of LMX used in them.

Even a cursory look at Table 3.1 shows that the construct of LMX
has seen various formulations i in its short life span. Before we dis-
cuss the relatively stable measures (that have been used in at least
two studies), let us first concentrate on the measures used i in one
studyonly. - . :

Ini the Rosse and Kraut (1983) study, the tradmonal measure was,
not used, as the data were a part of the larger study. The items were

not designed to test the VDL model. All the same, Rosse and Kraut

picked up four items that could be considered to tap members’
reported negotiating latitude (MNL). Of these, two itemns were con-
cerned with the management but were rated by the 14 expert
judges as reflecting the negotiating latitude given by the manager
to the subordinate. Similarly, the 14 judges identified four items
that could tap the leader’s reported negotiating latitude (LNL), and
-construct validity was obtained by correlating these measures of

negotiating latitude with other outcomes }ike job latitude and open -
and honest communications (Rosse & Kraut, 1983). These are the .

variables that were also taken as outcomes in the Dansereau et al.
(1975) study. These measures (LNL and MNL) are given a detailed
treatment in the study to justify their inclusion in the measures of
Kim and Organ (1982), in their study, used a scale which they
called the Moncontractual Social Exchange’ scale. They developed
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, “Table 3.1
Quality of Exchange Measures Used in Empirical Studies
Study’ T ‘ -;Measure ... .
Dansereau, Graen, & Haga (1975) - NL 2 %tems)
Graen & Cashman (1975) - NL 4 ttems)
Cashman, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga (1976) NL (2 ttems)
Graen, Cashman, Ginsburgh, & Schiemann (1977)- NL (4 items)

Graen & .Ginsburgh (1977)

Rosse & Kraut (1983)

NL (2 items)

-Graen & Schiemann (1978) - NL (4 items)
Schriesheim (1979) LBDQ-XI1
Katerberg & Hom (1981) LBDQ
Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp (1982) LMX (7 items)
Graen, Liden, & Hoel (1982) LMX (5 items)
Kim & Organ (1982) NSE*

Vecchio (1982) LPC

MNL* (4 items) and
LNL* (4 items)

* Vecchio & Gobdel (1984) _NL (4 items)
Seers & Graen (1984) NL (4 items) -
Scandura & Graen (1984) - LMX (7 items)
Wakabayashi & Graen (1984) - LMX (12 items)
Ferris (1985) v : LMX (5 items)
Snyder & Bruning (1985) NL (4 items) "
Duchon, Green, & Taber (1986) - IMX(5 items)
Scandura, Graen, & Novak (1986) "o LMX (7 items)
Wakabayashi; Graen, Graen, & Graen (1988) LMX (12 items)
Kozlowski & Doherty (1989) IMX (7 items) and

O IE (8 items)
Schneshlem Neider, Scandura & Tepper (1992) LMX (6 1tems)

Note: * Scales used in one study only. Abbreviations: NL = Negotiating Latitude;
LBDQ = Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire; LMX = Leader-Member
Exchange; NSE = Non-contractual Social Exchange; LPC = Least Preferred
Coworker; LNL = Leaders’ Negotiating Lautude, MNL = Members Negou-

ating Latitude; IE = Information Exchange

the scale with an assumption that the exchanges between the
leader and the member need to be evaluated on a continuous scale.
They took the concept of ‘exchanges’ between a leader and a mem-
ber. They also argued that it is the leader who initiates'a typical
exchange process. Consequently, their scale measured the
noncontractual social exchange from the leader’s perspective. Their
scale contained 15 items (from a pool of 20 items) and included
items such as, ‘I would give him personal favors,” ‘I would initiate
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discussion with him on his personal problems to help him.” The
leader evaluated each member in terms of these items. The leader’s
evaluation of the subordinates in terms of these items has its own
problems that are discussed later. - :
Kozlowski and Doherty (1989) used an information exchange
(IE) scale in addition to a seven-item version of the LMX scale. For
the IE scale, they began with 13 items but the final scale, based on

factor analysis, retained only eight items. The items included those -

few aspects that differentiated between the IN and OUT group sta-
tuses. It involved giving information both upwards and down-
wards. The scale was used only from the subordinate perspective;
hence, the member evaluated how much information or ‘scoop’ the
leader gave him or her, and also how much information {scoop) he
or she gave to the leader. The emphasis was on information ex-

change both in terms of advice on the job and personal matters. It

also included items directly asking the member’s status in the IN-
or tiie OUT-Group. The scale showed a high correlation with the
seven-item LMX version (r = .73, N = 165, p < .01), thereby pro-
viding an evidence of concurrent validity that both the scales were
measuring almost the same construct. But, Kozlowski and Doherty
(1989) concluded: ‘The parallelism between the LMX measure and
the IE measure was noteworthy, with,the LMX measure being

consistenly superior’ (ibid., p..550). This might be because the IE °

scale measured only one aspect of leader-member exchanges (i.e.,
the information exchange). As a result, it gave a narrow and peﬁ-"
pheral conceptualization of the construct. =~ . . -
Next, we take up all those measures that have been used in more
than one study. An inspection of Table 3.1 shows that there have
been various operationalizations of the construct. But, once we
look at each of the scales, we find that there is a lot of overlap
between the items. The original two items of the negotiating lati-
tude scale (Dansereau et al., 1975) have been retained in all the
subsequent formulations. So, essentially, the later formulations are

only extensions of the original scale. Table 3.2 presents a poolofall -
the items used in the four LMX scales: two-item negotiating lati- -

tude, four-item negotiating latitude, five-item LMX, and seven-
item {.MX, The 12-item vertical exchange scale will be taken up -
separately. Table 3.3 shows the actual composition of these differ-
ent versions. . :

~ Thus far, we have traced a brie
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Table 3.2
Used in Different LMX Measures

Pool of I tems
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Table 3.3
Constitution of LMX Measures
The Measures No. of Items Itemns Used*
‘ Negotiating Latitude » 2 1,2
Negotiating Latitude 4 1,2,3,4
LMX 5 1,2,3,4,5
LMX ) o 7 ) 1,2,5,6,7,8,9

Note: *The numbers are the correspondmg items in Table 3.2; LMX = Leader—
Member Exchange. ) .

And, now a word about the 12-item vertical exchange or LMX
scale used i in a Iong1tud1na1 study by Wakabayashi and his associ-
ates. A longitudinal observation was started in Japan in the early
. 1970s to evaluate the-career progress of the new entrants. The
researchers administered the vertical exchange scale to these new
members to evaluate their standing with respect to the leader.
Whenever these members joined new leaders, the vertical exchange
was measured. The exchange was measured by a 12-item (English-
language) scale, which is reported in the seven-year (Wakabayashi

& Graen, 1984) and the 13-year (Wakabayashi et al., 1988) follow--

up studies. The-12 items had elements of accessibility, flexibility,

and willingness of the supervisor to use his authority and help the .
subordinate. It alsé assesses the freedom or the latitude the sub-’

ordinate had in designing his role and off-the-job social inter-
actions. This study also evaluates the leader-member exchanges at
the initial stages and hence the inclusion of ﬂex1b111ty, superior
expectations, support, etc. is justified.

It also needs to be pointed out that, with the exception of a few
studies (e.g., Wakabayashi & Graen, 1984; Wakabayashi et al.,

1988), studies have not incorporated the leader’s evaluation of

LMX. Kim and Organ (1982), on the other extreme, have taken
~ only the leader’s evaluation of noncontractual exchange. Duchon
et al. (1986) have used the sociometric ratings of the leaders for

- the individual members- as a corroborative evidence. Graen and -

Scandura (1987) point out that sometimes the supervisors may give
a socially desirable response of treating all their subordinates alike.
But, as was pointed out earlier, the dyadic interactions need to be
evaluated by both the parties involved. The problem of ‘social de-
sirability’ can be overcome if one party evaluates the contribution(s)
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of the other party. Thus asking a leader how much a particular
member works or contributes on jobs is liable to get much more
objective responses. The member can also be asked the same ques-

" tion for the leader.

It may be concluded that the measures developed 50 far fail to
tap the different aspects of the interaction. Second, they also
generally fail to mcorporate ‘the evaluations of both the parties
involved.

Development of the Scale*

The Background

‘One of the main objecti;\ies of the preéeut study is to develop a scale

that is cornprehenswe and involves different aspects of interaction.

~ In other words, a multidimensional scale is envisaged to be devel-

oped. Second, the choice of the dimensions needs to be dealt with,
with utmost care. Only those dimensions need be taken that can be .
evaluated both by the leader.and the member.

- Qur selection of the dimensions fell on the three dnnens1ons
given by Dienesch and Liden (1986). Dinesch ‘and Liden propose -
an employment of the following' three dimensions to meet the
above mentioned two criteria: : -

(a) Perceived contribution to the exchange—perception of the
amount, direction, and quality of work-onented act1v1ty each
of the dyad; (b) Loyalty—the expression of public support for the
goals and the personal character of the other member of the LMX -
dyad (emphasis is on public support/symbolic actions for the
benefit of third parties—not suppression of dissent or debate
within the leader—member relationship; the good team player
approach); (c) Affect—the mutual affection the members of the
dyad have for each other based primarily on interpersonal

' attraction rather than work or professional values (ibid., p. 625,
emphases added).

* A part of this section has been published earlier (Bhal & Ansari, 1996).
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. These dimensions take care of the quality of interaction on-the-
job (perceived contribution and loyalty) and off-the-job (affect)
Graen and Scandura (1987) do talk of relational aspects but thesé
aspects are not independent of work. They include relational di-
xflen.sm.ns on the work itself. Hence, the actual behavioral (coup-
%mg) dimension and qualitative dimension may not really be two
independent dimensions. Thus, we incorporate both the aspects
but the relational dimension becomes essentially affective in nature.
It may be argued that although the two dimensions are presumed
to be separate, the elements of the two are intercorrelated. As
Homans (1951), points out ‘if the interactions between the mem-
bers of-a group are frequent in the external (task) system, senti-
ments of liking will grow up between them’ (ibid., p. 112). ’

.. Once the scale has been developed, the second objective is to
?va}uate the levels at which the measure is to be understood. First
it aims to identify whether the leader shows differences in evaluat.
ing chfferer;t subprdinates (leader perspective). Second, it aims to

see whether the different members in a unit evaluate their leader

differently (member perspective). ,

,Fmallyt it _,is:proposed to ‘examin'e whether the leader and the
member ina dyad show reciprocity. In other words, the study aims
to see whether there is a similarity of perception within a dyad.

4

Measurement
Preliminaries

A. numl?er—of items were identified in the above mentioned three
dimensions. After a pilot study, the items were refined and re-
_worded by weeding out the weak items, modifying the ambiguous
ones, 'and so on. The questionnaire, in Study 1, contained 24 items
(one item reverse scored). Of these 24, nine items were composed -
of pef{ceived contribution, seven of loyalty, and eight of affect di-
mensions (Appendix I). The scale was named ‘Quality of Inter-
7 acuf)nf (QI)__sgale. The use of the term ‘exchange’ was deliberately
fwmded, as it was not the exchanges (in terms of behavioral
“inducements and contributions) that were being evaluated. Of
course, the three dimensions taken, if evaluated from both the per-
speciives, are explained and understood in an exchange framework.
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But, all the studies might not aim to evaluate these dimensions
from both the perspectives; they could be interested in evaluating
either perspective (e.g., for predicting outcomes for the members).

" In Study 1, a total of 304 responses were obtained on this sectionof .. . .

the questionnaire—152 responses were the leader’s evaluations of
the members and 152 were those of the members’ for the leaders.
Thus, there were 152 dyads. The respondents were asked to evalu-
ate (on a seven-point scale, 1 = not at all; 7 = very much) the
degree to which each item was true for the interaction between him
or her and the other person (the leader’s or the member’s name,
with whom the interaction was evaluated, was mentioned).

In Study 2, only those items and dimensions of the QI Scale were
taken that emerged after the factor analysis of the scale in Study 1.
The results of factor analysis will be discussed in the following sec-
tion. In Study 2, only the members (N = 96) evaluated the interac-

" tion with their leaders. The instructions were the same as in Study

1.These 96 members belonged to 26 work-groups, ‘with mostly
four but sometimes three members in a group. . R

Empirical Test of the QI va_cal‘e‘ '
Faciof Arﬁzélysiéihe\sdlts anlescusswn b. t

All the 24 items in Smdy 1 were subjected toavanmax ;ofated fac-
tor analysis, as a partial test of the construct validity. First, the data
were pooled from both the perspectives—leader. and member

(N = 304)—to investigate their common factor structure. . <

The analysis yielded two neat factors containing.10 items. Only
those factors were included that had a eigenvalue around 1. Items
in a factor were retained only when the factor loadings were above -
.50 and cross-loadings generally below .30. When the loadings of
an item on the factor wére very high, the criterion of cross-loadings
was relaxed a little, and the item was allowed to stay on the factor.
The factor loadings obtained are given in Table 3.4. The same anal-

~ ysis was repqated for the members’ evaluations (N = 152). The

results constrained to the same two dimensions. These factor load-
ings are also provided in Table 3.4. In both the cases (i.e., the com-
bined data and the member perspective), the two factors explained
all the variances. In both of them, the first factor (i.e., perceived
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contribution) explained around 85 per cent of the variance. The
data for the leader’s perspective (N = 152) were also subjected to a
factor analysis. Although the results for the leader’s perspective
yielded three factors, none of the'items in the second factor met the
requirement of cross-loadings below or around .30. All the items
that loaded heavily on the second factor had high cross-loadings on
factor 1 (usually the magnitude being .40 and above). Therefore,
only factor 1 and factor 3 were included. In this case, the two fac-
tors together explained a total of 86.3 percent of the variance. For
these factor loadings also, see Table 3. 4. Table 3.5 shows the inter-
item and item-test correlations.

‘The first factor, in all the three factor: analyses contamed ﬁve
items. All these items corresponded to the contribution on the job
- and, hence, the factor was called, Perceived Contribution (PC). The
contribution was ‘evaluated in terms of responsibility taken, effi-
ciency, usefulness (relevance), amount of effort, and initiativeness.
" For both the leader and the member perspectives -(and also the
combined data), this was the first and the most powerful factor.

This reveals the centrality of ‘contribution’ on the job both from the ‘

leader and the member perspectives.

The second factor included five items of mutual hklng, and was’

called, Affect (AF). The items included discussing and seeking
- advice on personal problems, amount of interaction off-the-job,
taking help in personal matters, and so on. A closer scrutiny of
Table 3.5 shows that the item on interaction off:the-job (item 7)
shows a relatwely weaker (though acceptable) item-test correla-
tion. This is probably because interactiorroff-tHe-job is a function
of some other variables, besides affect, like home location, reli-
_g10us affiliations, etc. (Crouch & Yetton, 1988). For both the lead-
ers and the members, affect was the second factor that explained
much less variance than the first factor.

The emergence of two factors in the same order for both the
leaders and the members confirms that the dimensions chosen.
have the potential to be evaluated by both—the leader and the
member—without any biases. This also provides an evidence for
the stability of factor structures for the subscales, as for the two sets
of respondents (the leader and the member) identical factors
emerged. The two factors were only moderately intercorrelated
(r = .50 for the combined data), thereby showing a great deal of
independence.
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Table 3.4
Factor Loadings Obtamed——Quallty of Interaction Scale (Study 1)
k ) Factor Loadings
Items v ' o Combined ~ Member Leader

FI F2 F1 F2 Fl F2

4. How much responsibility doeshe/ 81 29 83 24 74 29 7
she take for the jobs that are to be
done together by you and him/
her? o .

15. How much is his/her contribution 82 20 82 22 73 14
to the quantity of solutions on the : !
jobs that are to be done together .

~ by you and him/her?” ' L | ST

17. How efﬁcieht is his/her contribu- 82 30 8 27 70 30

. tion on the jobs for which the two .~ : _ : S
of you work together?. - - . - o T ST

21. How useful is his/her effortonthe 84 29 83 30 78 - 24
jobs that are to be done together ~ — - - o
by you and him/her? Ce e : . ;

24, How much initiative does he/she - * '80. 32 76 34 71 - 26
- take in solving the problems that -~ - R Ca

- - are to be done together by you and

.. him/her?- RO S o

7. How much do you interact thh ; '“32 61 34 56 . 16 68.
each other off-the- job? ST T s T T

'13. How much do you help each other 14 88 10 87 20" 88
... in personal matters? ; et T ST
16. - How mtich advice do you seek 7217088 181 90 23 85
- from each other on personal S T e e e
problems? ) : )

19. How much do you discuss your 18 9 15 90 15 90

- .personal matters with each other? » o

23. How much importance do you 31 76 32 74 24 .76
attach to each other’s advice on ’ ’
personal matters?

Eigenvalue , ‘ 14.00 2.38 13.73 2.44 14.38 .84

Percentage of Variance : 85.50 14.50 84.90 15.10 81.50 4.80

Note: F1 = Perceived contribution; F2 = Affect; Decimal points in factor loadings
have been omitted.
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Table 3.5
Descriptive Statistics, Inter-item Correlations, and Item-total
Correlations of the Quality of Interaction Scale (Study 1)

Items* - 4 - 15 17 - 21 24 7 13 16 19 23

.4 -
15 g2 - o
17 75 .82 -
21 77,78 .81 - :
24 J5 .75 .78 80 - .
7. 40 .38 .46 43 43 5 o= -
13 - 37 .29 -.38 ° 58—
;16 - 40° .37 .45 058, .82, -~
19 40 .32 - ..61.. .83 .88. -
23 47 .35 59 ...70 .69 .72 .-
M - 5137492 494 501490 344 340 3.07 3.03 3.81
SO - 146 136134 136:.145 175 161 147 4.07 164

Item-Testr .81 .84 .87 .87 '.85"‘ 65 .84 85 ' 87 .76

Note: *For the description of the 1tems refer to Table 3. 4 N =304

Of the three hypothes1zed factors (perce1ved contnbutlon loy-
alty, and affect), only two emerged. Loyalty did not emerge at-all
probably because both the parties involved (i.e., the leader and the
member) evaluate the relationship: ‘at"the dyadxc level and the
interaction with the other members of the group is not consxdered
important. But the two dimensions that emerge cover the two
broad areas—the behavioral com:nbunon on the job and the affec-
tive reaCUOns of the two.

. The means, SDs, and coefﬁc1ents alpha of the QI factors can be

' looked up in Table 3. 6

Psychometnc Propertles

The reliabilities (Cronbach’s coefficents alpha) of the scales in-both
the studies are reported in Table 3.6. It is clearly evident that the
scales have very impressive reliability coefﬁc1ents ranging bet-
ween .91 and .95. S

To test the concurrent validity of the scales, a five-item LMX
measure was included in Study 1. The two factors—perceived con-
tribution and affect—correlated highly with the LMX measure. The
correlations are given in Table 3.7. Perceived contribution showed
a hizher correlation than affect with the five-item LMX scale. This
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Table 3.6
Descriptive Statistics and Coefficients Alpha of the QI Scales.
" Sample - Subscale  Mean - SD" 7" TAlpha
COM : PC 2492 631 . .94
N=3049) ' - '
. AF 16.75 6.90 92
STUDY 1 L "~ PC " 24.57 6.28 - .95
(N = 152)
AF 16.10 6.49 93
M PC 25.26 6.35 .93
(N = 152) _ .
AF 17.41 7.25 91
STUDY 2 M PC 2208 . 734 93
T (N=96) L o
e L AF. . 1716 762 92,

* Noté: COM = Combined data; L = Leader perspective; M = Member perspective;

PC = Perceived Contribution; AF = Affect; Each subscale consisted of five
items. .

is probably because the LMX scale measures the behaviors on the
job very much like the perceived contribution. In Study 2, the
Attention and Latitude measures were used to reassess the concur-
rent val1d1ty The correlations of newly developed measures (per-
ceived contribution and affect) with attention and latitude (Table -
3.7) were quite high. This too should be cons1dered a partlal evi-
dence of external validity. -

* So far, we have seen the development of a scale ‘which has two
dlmenslons  with strong reliabilities and some evidence of external
validity. This is'a scale that takes care of both the leader and the
member perspectives. Next, we go on to see whether the scale
shows unit differentiation or not. Finally, we test the aspect of mu-
tuality in a leader-member dyad

Establishment of the Level
Within- and Between-Person and Work-Group

As llas been pointed out, the VDL/LMX approach focuses on the
individual members, not the work-group. Although there are
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Table 3.7
Relationships of Perceived Contribution (PC) and Affect (AF) with
Other Measures of Quality of Exchange (Member Perspective)

PC : AF
Study 1* ,

LMX 77 52
Study 2° N

AT ' 81 72
LT . T 68 ‘ 69

Note: *N = 152; "N = 96; AT = Attenuon IT = Latlrude, LMX Leader-Mem-
ber Exchange T

certain aSpects of leadership that could be applicable to the work-
group as a whole, the measures developed on the basis of exchange
model should show within-group variance. Since the quality of

. interaction measures have been developed in this framework, they
are expected to reveal these variations. . .

The analysis is conducted from two perspec‘aves—the leader and
the member. From the leader perspective, the objective is to see
whether the leader differentiates between different members in
terms of their conmbuuon on-the-Job and -his or her affect for
them. If he or she does, the within person (i.e., the leader) variance
should be more and if the individual leaders differ, the between-
variance should be more. If neither exists, a reject condition is
established. For this purpose, a very small sample was available.
Only the leaders in Synthetics Limited (Study 1) evaluated around

- four members each. In all the other organizations, each leader .

evaluated only two memibers. Two is too small a number to study
within-group variance. Hence, only the leaders in the organization
‘mentioned above were put through this analysis. Eleven leaders

evaluated 40 members (N = 40). The results of WABA analysis for-

this sample are presented in Table 3.8. The analysis shows that
within-eta correlations are higher than between-eta correlations
for both—perceived contribution and affect. Although perceived
contribution and affect show significant E-ratios, F-ratios are not
significant for either. This is probably because F-ratios are sensitive
to sample size which is too small here (N = 40). The findings imply
that the leader evaluates the different members in the work-group

Meaeuring the Dyadic Quality of Interaction < 87

differently in terms of their contribution on the job and his or her
affect for them, thereby establishing a person-part level.-A closer
examination of the E-ratios for perceived contribution and affect
shows that whereas the person- part level is established strongly
for perceived contribution, it is weakly established for the affect
dimension. There is a probability that the leaders are more objec-
tive and factual in evaluating different members’ contribution on
the job. But, while reporting their feelings or affect for the mem-

bers, they become somewhat defensive.. .-

o Table 3.8 .

WABA: Wlthm-and Between Person (Leader) Analysrs (Study 1)
eta between (10) * ' CL A4 T 58
eta within (29) O L8081
E-Ratio P e LT 2
FRato .. 70 . oo 150
Inferences
WHOLES . ..
1S°E2130 ) S~ - o
‘30°E>1.73 ) N . T o
O5F>218 o ' S
01F=>3.00"
PARTS - ce e s .v
15°E<.77 R C# L #
30°E<.58 s L #
05F<.37 - L o
01F<.23 ' T A
15° (all others)
30° (all others) : o # : : _ .
.05 (all others) # L #
.01 (all others) # #

Note: N = 40; # shows the location of data (level); numbers in parantheses are the
degrees of freedom.

From the members’ perspective also, a similar analysis was done.
The reference now is made to the work-group. The aim is to evalu-
ate whether members in a work-group evaluate their leader differ-
ently in terms of leader’s contribution on the job and their affect for
the leader. For this purpose again, sufficiently larger work-group is
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needed (around four). Hence, we analyze the data from Study 2
where 96 members belonging to 26 work-groups responded to the
questionnaire,

A WABA analysis for the work-group level would be a direct test
of the Average (ALS) vs the VDL models. The establishment of a
whole work-group level would be the evidence of an average
nature of leadership, whereas a work-group parts level would be
the evidence of a non-average nature of leadership.

The results indicate that, broadly, both perceived contribution

and affect show an evidence for a differentiated unit (see Table

3.9). Thus, the results for the member prespective are similar to
those of the leader perspective. For perceived contribution, within-
eta correlation is much higher _than‘the between-eta correlation.

Table 3 9 V

WABA Wlthm-a.nd Between Work—Group (Member) Analyszs ,
. ; (Study 2)
Pc - AF
eta between (26) V ‘ 43 » ) ) o .53
eta within (69) 0 R
ERatio ~ =~ 7 . - 48 T 62
FRato -~ - - 61 ’ 1.02
Inferences R
WHOLES
15°E >21.30
30°E>1.73
.O5F>2.18
01 F23.00
PARTS ) ‘ .
15°E £0.77 . # #
30° E £0.58 # ’
.05 F<0.37
.01 F<0.23
REJECT
15° (all others) .
30° (all others) O#
.05 (all others) - co # S e o #
.01 (all others) : B T, . e #A

Note: N = 96; # shows the location of data (level) numbers in parantheses are the
degrees of freedom., -
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Although the results for affect are also similar, the difference is not
strong enough. This could be so because.affective components of
the interaction are not strong enough (see factor analysis results).

_ All the same, from the subordinate perspective, generally, there
is an evidence of LMX/VDL model of leadership. In other words,
the dimensions of perceived contribution and affect provide sup-
port to the LMX model from the leader as well as the member
perspectives. e

Within- and- Between Dyad Analysxs

Now, we Shlft our attention to the dyad containing a leader and a
member. Both the leaders and the members evaluate each other on
the two dimensions of perceived contribution and affect. The
objective is to see whether the leader and the member in a dyad

* evaluate each other similarly on these two dimensions. For this

purpose, a within- and between-dyad analysis was performed. The
152 leader-member dyads in Study 1 were the input to this case. In
other words, this is a test of ‘reciprocity’ or ‘mutuality’ of perception.

The analysis shows that between-eta correlations for both the
dimensions were significantly higher than the within-eta correla-
tions (see Table 3 10). This ev1dence is obvmusly for a whole dyad
level. ‘

The results 1mply that there isa mutuallty of perceptlon between
the leader and the member. Thus, if the leader feels that the mem--
ber’s contribution is high on the jobs, the member: also feels the:
same for the leader. Conversely speaking, if the leader feels that the
member’s contribution is low on the job the member also perceives
the same for the leader. This finding is directly in tune with collabo-
ration structure. For the high quality dyad, there is a lot of inter-
action between the two parties, as the two are interdependent for
the achievement of organizational goals. For the lower quality dyad,
the interaction is less as the collaboration and interdependence are
minimal. Consequently, both the parties perceive less contribution
on the job for each other.

On the dimension of affect also, the leader and the member in a
dyad displayed mutuality. Blau (1964) points out that the balance
of mutuality is crucial for the relationship to grow and develop. In
the initial stages of interaction, there are chances of a mismatch
between the affective reactions because the parties are still in an
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Table 3.10
'WABA: Within-and-Between Dyad Analysis (Study 1)

PC ) A

eta between (151) o 92 .- ’ 86

eta within (152) - : 40 59
E-Ratio . 230 1.60 —
F-Ratio 5.34 2.86 .
Inferences

WHOLES

15°E21.30

30°E >1.73

O5F21.31 . - P
OLF2147 . . 0 . e
PARTS - - .- ;
15°E<0,77 . ..

30°E<058

O5F<0.76 :

O1F<068 .
REJECT Lo
152 E (all others) P e
30° E (all others) - . .»: - - g #-
.05 F (all others) . .

.01 F (all others) -

R
H* %

Note: N = 304; # shows the location of data (level); numbers in parantheses are

7.7, the degrees of freedom. - :: . -

evaluative state. The affective reactions of the two parties become

mutual, once the relationship is established, as is the case in our
sample. o S ’ '

*Summary

The VDL or the LMX model conceives of a work-unit under a leader
as composed of leader-member dyads. The dyads in a unit differ in
terms of the interdependence of the two partiesb for the achieve-
- ment of organizational ends. At the most positive extreme, the two
‘parties—the leader and the member—are totally depexident on
each other; at the most negative end, there is very little interdepen-
dence'. Thus, any measure of LMX must take into consideration
the different. aspects of this interdependence. Also, since one is
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focusing on the dyad, LMX must test the reciprocity of perception
in the dyad. This would mean evaluating LMX from both the leader
and the member perspectives. -

A review of literature indicates that the LMX measure has
been constantly in transition. Besides this, most measures are uni-
dimensional and do not attempt to test reciprocity, although in a
few studies, LMX has been measured from the leader perspective.

An attempt is made to develop a scale that would overcome the .
limitations of the earlier measures. Theoretically, three dimensions
are identified that can be tested both from the leader and the mem-
ber perspectives. When the scale, based on these dimensions, is
subjected to a factor analysis, just two emerge. The two factors are
the perceived contribution of ‘the other party in the dyad and the
mutual affection between the two of them. The same two dimen-
sions emergefrom both the leader and the member perspectives.
Perceived contribution seems to be stronger than affect from both

" the perspectives.™ -~ 7 -

Next, we pose the question: do the elements of perceived contri-
bution and affect occur at a.group level, or are they different for
different members? The leader does evaluate different members
differently on both the aspects. The different members also evalu-
ate their leaders differently on the above mentioned two dimen-
‘sions. This points towards a differentiated unit: This also means
that the different members will have different job related attitudes .
and behaviors. This contention is examined in Chapter5.. .=

 Finally, the analysis revealed a mutuality in the leader’s and the
member’s evaluations of each other. This means that some conse-

_quent leader activities and behaviors can be| predicted by the

leader’s evaluation of the member’s perceived contribution and the
affection between the two. R o



< Chapte’r'4‘>'_ -

Compatlblhty as a Determmant
of Dyadlc Interactlons '

AnOvervxew:‘v B

In'the last chapter we prov1ded ev1dence for the fact that the lead-

ers’ interaction with their subordmates varies in-a’ work-group -

along the dlmensmns of percelved contribution and affect. The
next logical step is to identify the variables that are instrumental in
causmg d1fferent1at10n of the unit in terms of dyadlc quality of
1nteract10n It is, hence a search for the vanables which to some

extent may deterrmne the quality of interaction. This chapter isan

attempt in this direction. One point needs to be noted at the outset:

since we are focusing on interaction between the leader and the.

subordinates, the antecedents too ‘are seen as the interaction of
variables related to the two of them, i.e., the leader and the mem-
ber. It is a typical person—environment interaction where in some
cases, one person of the dyad may provide the environment for
another person. Investigations are broadly aimed at ascertaining
whether the dyadic interactions are a function of (i) leaders’ and
members’ general predispositions towards work like their social

needs; (i) preferred leadership orientations; or (ur) the backdrop
i.e., organizational climate. ’
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The Background

Pnor to drscussmg the relevant vanables employed in the present

“investigations, the general nature of the hypotheses needs to be

mentioned. Since our focus is on the quality of interaction, its
determinants are also seen as an interaction of variables related to
the leaders and the members. Interactional psychology has emer-
ged .as an answer to the person-situation interaction controversy

(Bowers, 1973). Hence, the organization-related phenomena like

leadership, socialization, etc. are understood in terms of person by
environment interaction. :

In the context of 1eadersh1p, the recent emphas1s on contmgency
approaches seems to be a manifestation of interactional psychol-
ogy. Whereas some theorists (e.g., Ansari, 1990; Hersey & Blanchard,
1982; J.B.R Sinha, 1980; Vroom & Yetton, 1973) focus on the inter-
action between leadershlp behavior and situations, others (e.g.,

* Fiedler, 1973) focus on the trait (orientation) by situation inter-

action. These macro- -level average theories of leadership study the

“interactions to determine the. effectiveness of a leader.

In the micro-level framework of leadership, the foeus is on the
dyad—a dyad consisting of a leader and a member. The basis of
unit differentiation (i.e., quality of interaction) is the key variable,
which needs to be understood in interactional terms, for which the
relevant” personal and situational variables need to be identified.
Also; since the’ construct. is based on the interaction between the -
leadeér and the member, an interaction of the vanables related to
the two of them is hkely to y1e1d fruuful uxslghts S R

Personal Orientations
The Background

We have stressed in Chapter 1 the need to study the compatibility of
the personal orientations of the leader and the member (Graen and
Cashman, 1975). We also mentioned that the leader evaluates the
motivations/needs of the members which, to a large extent, deter-
mines their quality of exchange. The leader evaluates the member
in the framework of his or her own motivations/needs. Hence, we
take the need orientations of the two as a starting point.
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Since the organization is conceived of as a collection of interact-
ing and interdependent individuals, the individual needs and

motives (in the context of work situation) cannot be isolated from .

more direct organizational phenomena. We begin with an under-

standing of the term ‘need” before examining its relevance to the

orgamzauonal framework. According to Murray (1938), it may be
seen as a force within the individual which organizes the individ-
ual’s perceptual and other processes, on the one hand, and on the
other may get provoked by the external environment.

Murray has identified a list of twenty needs. The list includes the -

needs for abasement, achievement, affiliation, aggression, auton-

omy, counteractmn ‘defendance, deference; dominance, exhibition,

harm avo1dance 1nfav01dance nurturance, order, play, rejection,
sentlnence sex,” succorance, and understanding. Of these 20
: needs four——needs for power, achievement, afﬁhatlon and auton-
omy—have been found to be of con51derab1e interest to work
behawor (Atkmson 1964 McClelland; Atkmson Clark, & Lowell,
1953). Thus, ‘the present work examlnes these four needs Wthh
are described below :

Heed f_or Achieuement (n Ach).
It is defined as the competitive behavior aimed towards excellence
(McClelland et al., 1953). People high on n Ach (i) assume per-
sonal respon51b1hty for completing the task, (ii) set moderately
challenging goals and take calculated risks—that i is, they set chal-
lenging but realistic goals, (iii) they look for concrete feedback on
task performance, and (iv) have a complete involvement in the task
and its completion. In contrast, those who are low on n Ach prefer

jobs that are done jointly by a number of people and involve low
risks. .

Need for Power (n Pow)

It is a desire to influence people and control the environment
around self. This they do by vocally presenting their ideas, views,
and opinions and by taking leadership positions in the group. They
are usually fluent, vocal, and often seen as forceful and outspoken
(Litwin & Stringer 1968).
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~ Need for Autonomy (n Aut)

: It is deﬁned as ‘a desire for independence and for freedom from

any kinds of constraints’ (Steers & Porter, 1987, p..62). People with
high n Aut (i) like to work independently on jobs, (ii) be in com-
mand of their work speed, and (iii) do not like the interference of
rules and regulatio‘ns on their jobs (Birsch & Veroff, 1966).

Need for Affiliation (n Aff)

It is defined as ‘attraction to another organism in order to feel reas-

sured from the other that the self is acceptable’ (Birsch & Veroff,
1966, p. 65). People with high n Aff are characterized by a desire to
get other people’s assurances and approval which they try to get by
conforming to thexr wishes and showmg a genmne interest in thelr
feelmgs

" These four needs are taken as relatlvely fixed personahty orien-
tations. Universalists, while theorizing leadership, would place
them in the category.of traits. Most of the studies of need orienta-
tions have concentrated on dehneatmg their nnportance in predlct-
ing leadership effectiveness.-

Need for Achievement is considered an 1mportant need for the '
leaders to be effective (McClelland; 1961; McClelland & Winter,
1969), as it has been shown to predict managerial success reliably
(Ansari et al., 1982), i.e., there exists a positive relanonshlp be-
tween rate of career progression and n Ach(e.g., Meyer & Walker,
1961). However, Steers and Porter (1987) note that since high n
Ach managers are more concerned about gaining independence on
and responsibility for the job, they are less hkely to-be effectwe
when they have to manage people.

Need for power is a much studied value onentanon in the con-
text of leadership in organizations. Zaleznik (1970) is of the opin-
ion that organizations regardless of their nature are -political
entities and they operate by distributing authority and setting the
stage for the exercise of power. Consequently, ‘power is said to be
institutionalized in leadership roles or offices’ (Winter & Stewart,
1978, p. 400, emphases in original). Thus, there are required envir-
onmental presses in the role of the leader for n Pow to be satisfied.
The next question obviously relates to effectiveness. Although
Shaw and Harkey (1976) report that groups under the ascendant



96 » Managing Dyadic Interactions in Organizational Leadership

leaders perform better than the groups under non-ascendant lead-
ers, we do not make a definitive statement of this kind. It is worth-
while to consider another view of power motivation. McClelland
(1970) identifies two aspects of n Pow in leaders: personal and
insttutionalized or socialized powers. Leaders with personalized
power dominate for the sake of dominating and personal victory,
for them personal achievements are of prime’ importance. They
make their subordinates work for their own selves not for the
organizations. They are the likes of feudal lords and exploitative
authoritarian leaders. This, obviously, is the dark (negative) side of
‘power -and-is detrimental both to the growth of the organization
‘and its members Leaders w1th mstxtutlonahzed _power, on the
are concerned vv1th the problems of the orgamzatlon These are the
people who have a sense of fairness, who take personal responsibil-
ity on tasks, and who are mature and open to communication.
They provide the structure, drive and support to facilitate goal-

oriented group behavior (Steers ‘& Porter; 1987). ‘McClelland

(1970) has also reported that leaders with institutionalized power
are more effective with respect to subordinate satisfaction and pro-
ductivity. Also they are more successful than those with personal-
ized face of power. = . - et oo

Need for autonomy has not been 50 well—studled in the context of
leadership. Vroom (1960) notes that n Aut is not found in effective
or successful managers. Managers usually work with subordinates
and, hence, the need for autonomy has little scope for its manifes-
tation. Bass (1981) notes that n Aut is one of the least well- sansﬁed
needs of the managers.

Need for affiliation too has not been studled much All the same,
McClelland (1970) notes that the subordinates of the managers
high on this need feel that they don’t have personal responsibility

and clarity on organizational procedures and processes; they mayg

also show little pride in their group.” * - :
Besides studying the individual needs in 1solat10n there have
been attempts to see the joint effects of two or more needs. Andrews
(1967) has compared the need profiles of managers in highly effec-
tive or modern (growing and characterized by high morale) and
.ineffective or traditional (stagnant with no growth) organizations.
He reporis that upper-level managers in the effective organization
are higher on n Ach as compared to their counterparts in the inef-
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fective organizations. Whereas Presidents of both the companies
are high on n Pow, the President of the effective organization has
moderately high n Ach but the President of the ineffective organi-
zation is reported to be low on n Ach. Wainer and Rubin (1969)
have found that high n Ach and moderate n Pow of the entrepre-
neurs are associated with the success of their company. In essence,
a combination of n Ach and n Pow of the upper—level managers may
predict organizational effectiveness.

Thus, universalists aim at identifying the need drmensmns of
managers in predicting the effectiveness of leadership. In the con-

o tingency framework, Fiedler (1967) begins with the needs of the

leader (low and high LPC). Later he (Fiedler, 1978, p. 61) explains
LPC as follows: ‘If I cannot work with you, if you frustrated my need
to get the job done, you can’t be any good in other respects.. . The “
relationship motzvated individual (who) sees hlS or her IPCin more

" positive terms (emphases added).’

. The effectiveness of each need is determmed by a set of situ-
anonal variables. Both the umversahsts and the contingency theo-
rists have the average btas For them needs of the leader only are
of mterest

Some Coryectures

In the LMX/VDL framework the focus is on the leader-member
dyad and as such any evaluation of the needs or personal orienta-
tions has to be done for both of them. It may not be correct to say
that only the needs of the leader get mamfested and, hence affect v
the working of a group. '
- In the initial stage of Tole taking, the leader evaluates ‘the rele-
vant motivations of the members with the backdrop of his or her -
personal needs. We are interested in the interaction of personal ori-
entations of the two. Hence we conceive of a typical situation
wherein the work orientation (need) of one member in the dyad
serves as a situation (or relevant press in Murray’s terminology) for

‘the other member. In the exchange framework, some needs of the

other member are valuable because they provide for the expression
of the leader’s needs. Thus, we state the following general hypothe-

. ses for empirical verification:

H4.1: Leaders’ quality. of interaction is a function of the inter-
action of the leaders’ and members’ personal orientations.
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H4.2: Members’ quality of interaction and exchange are a func-
tion of the interaction of the leaders’ and members’ per-
sonal orientations.

Specifically, achievement and independence orientations should
follow the similarity rule—that is, if both the leader and the mem-
ber are high on these dimensions, it should result in a higher or
better quality of interaction. Power orientations of both the leader
and the member are also of interest. For the leader high on n Pow, a
low n Pow member should be the ideal choice for collaboration and

‘vice versa. Besides the combination of the same orientations, other
interactions are also expected to affect the quahty of interaction.
For example, n Ach'is ‘expected to be more important in determin-
ing perceived contribution than affect, as achievement by defin-
ition is more relevant to actual work situations. High n Pow of the
leader in combination with the member’s orientations can influ-
ence both the leader’s perceived contribution and .affect. For a
mémber there are few chances of the satisfaction of n Pow because
of their low power status. Thus, a member high on n Pow is likely to

) show more affect for'a leader low on n Pow, as it gives the mernbers
a conducive situation to satisfy their power needs

Leadership Orfi‘envtationsd .
The Backéround'-

In Chapter 1, it was concluded that the penchant of a leader for a
particular style is not refuted. Some leaders are probably more
participative than others and some more authoritative. It was also
mentioned that the need is to evaluate how the average and dyadic
I_eadershlps combine. Thus, we attempt a combination of the two.

We begin with the understanding that leaders do indulge in par-
ticular ways of leading. These leader behaviors or styles are rela-
tively fixed (at least across subordinates as average theorists
_ presume) and form a part of leaders’ orientations towards leading.
How these orientations combine with that of subordinates will be
taken up later. First, the appropriate orientations of the leader are
to be sorted out. For this, we take the Indian theory of and re-
searches on leadership.
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In the Indian setting, too, as elsewhere, the phenomenon of lead-
ership has been studied quite extensively. The earlier studies were
predominantly concerned with replicating the western studies in’
the Indian setting. Researchers were interested in ascertaining
whether the styles considered effective in the west were effective in
India or not (D. Sinha, 1972). The focus of western leadership,
after the human relations movement, was on the normative aspect
of participative leadership style. The results were mixed and incon-
clusive. While there are some researchers (e.g., Daftuar & Krishna,
1971; Kakar, 1971; Pandey, 1976; Pestonjee, 1973; A.R Singh &
Pestonjee, 1974) who advocated the effectiveness of participative
style, others (e.g., Saiyadain, 1974) advocate the importance of other

-~ styles (e.g., autocratic) to be more effective. In the midst of this

debate, J.B.R Sinha (1974) reported that the participative style
might fall flat on its face if the cultural settings are not conducive to
it. As a consequence, an alternative theory of nurturant-task lead-

" ership (NT) was developed. It is worthwhile tonote here that Indian

studies, in general, and NT formulation in particular; go a step fur-
ther and identify the values.and beliefs of the subordinates. Indian
subordinates have been shown to have excessive ‘dependence on
their leader (Chattopadhyay, 1975; J.B.E Sinha, 1980) areadiness
to accept their leaders’ authority (Kakar, 1971), and a tendency to
maintain personalized relanonshlps with their leaders atwork (De,
1974; J.B.P Sinha & M. Sinha, 1974). Thus, an NT leader is effec-
tive for those subordinates who want to maintain dependency, a
personalized relationship, and a status differential (Ansari, 1990).

Although the need system of the subordinates.is identified and
the effectiveness of a style is shown to bé contingent on it; the eval-
uation is at a macro level and the subordinates are treated as a col-
lectivity. Though J.B.R Sinha (1980) identifies the aspect of
subordinate maturity as a basis for shift in leadership style (for
mature subordinates a shift from NT to participative style of leader-
ship), it is only at the group level. This theory also, like all other
average theories, overlooks the leadership process as it occurs
within a work-group.

Some Conjectures

In the LMX/VDL framework, the focus is on leader-member dyads.
As already mentioned, our interest is in the examination of how
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leadership orientations of the leaders themselves and the members
combine in determining the quality of interaction. It needs to be
mentioned here that the objective is not to work out the ideal or
effective style but to dragnose how leaders}up actually occurs in a
group.

Thus, we begin with the assumption that whereas leaders have a
particular style of leadership, members too have particular and
specific attitudes towards these leadership styles. These leadership
styles (for the leaders) and the members’ preference for these
styles are not too different from their general attitudes towards
work. (like ‘achievement, independencé, or power: orientations).
Whereas n Ach, n Pow, and n Aut (or 1ndependence) are broad atti-
tudes towards work, leadership attitudes are specifically relevant
to leadersth situations. From the member perspecuve what we
are evaluating is their preference for a style as subordinates. Thus,

what” we essentially see is a match between the leaders own styles’

and members’ preference for them. That is, we are looking for a
similarity rule in this interaction. This essentlally means_that if
there is a match between leaders’ style and ‘members’ preference
for the style, it is a conducive situation for the two to work amica-
bly. Hence, it should influence perceived contnbuuon positively.
Besides creatmg an efficient ‘working relation, this rnatch (inter-
actions) -may produce affective outcomes too. In a' reward-cost
framework an individual needs to validate his/her opinions, thus
the other person’s agreement with and support for his/her values
becomes rewarding. And hence, it is likely that'two individuals
with similar values will find it rewardmg to work in each other’s
‘company (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). " "

For this purpose, three leadership styles—authontanan nurturant—

task and participative—were taken..The leaders described their.

own styles and the members rated their preference for these styles.

In line with the above arguments, the following general hypotheses
for the match of leadership orientations (leaders’ self-rated style
and members’ preference for them) are framed.-

Since these hypotheses were tested in Study 2, only the mem-
bers’ perception of the quality of interaction were taken. Yet, equiva-.

lent hypotheses can also be tested for the leaders’ perception of the
quality of interaction (which is not done in this report)

H4.3: Members’ perceived contribution will be hlgher when
there is a match between leaders’ styles and members’
preferences. - . r

The Backgrozrird e
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H4.4: Members affect will be higher when there is a match
between leaders’ styles and members’ preferences. -

H4.5: Other measures of quality of exchange (LMX, attentron
and latitude) will be higher when there is a match be-
tween leaders’ style and members’ preferences.

Speciﬁcally, the interaction of nurturant-taSk leadership should be
more operative for perceived contribution and the interaction of
participative leadership should be more pronounced for the mem-
bers’ affect. So far as the authoritarian style is concerned, members
might show affect for the leader but the genurmty of the affect is
doubtful. : .

- Cli‘mate‘Perce.ptio'nvs

Before we proceed with our trrrderstandirrg of cﬁnﬁéte per‘cepu'one
and its role in determining the quality of exchange, let us briefly -

‘take the concept of person-environment interaction. Individuals

make a conscious choice of being in an environment or a situation
that fits well with their styles and preferences. Thus, interactionist
position best describes the world of work (Schneider, 1983). There-
fore, the decision of the members whether to collaborate with thelr

" leader or not.will follow the process of self-selection.

The environment:in orgamzauons is conceptualized as chmate
The personal orientations were discussed in the first part of this
chapter. Now, we present our understanding of climate, for which
we begin with Litwin and Stringer’s (1968) for whom climate is a -
measurable concept measured through the perceptions of the pec-
ple about their work enwronment which consequently affects their
behavior and motivation.

This rather uncomplicated definition does not reveal the contro-
versies involved in the understanding of the concept. Lewin (1951)
identified climate as a connecting link between the person (P) and
the environment (E). Hence, it can be thought of as a psychological
representation of the objective environment. This puts the concept
in a precarious position and raises a controversy—whether climate
is the objective environment (E) or the individual’s perception
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making it closer. to the person (P) (Hellreigel & Slocum, 1974;
James & Jones, 1974).

Jones and James (1979) resolve the controversy by further de-

veloping the earlier conceptualization made by Litwin and Stringer

(1968). Climate, according to them, represents the organizational
features and processes which are based on the perceptual descrip-
tions of the organizational members. . -

For the present study, we are interested in psycholog1cal attrib-
utes of the climate (n Ach, n Pow, and n Aff) as perceived by organ-
izational members. Hence, we focus on the individual level climate
which James'and Jones (1974) refer to as ‘psychological climate.’
According to Jones and James (1979), psychological climate has
three essential components. First, it is the individual’s perception
of the situation, second, these perceptions get interpreted by the
individual’s frameworks, and finally, they are related to the per-
son’s immediate experiences at work.
. Having thus defined psychological climate, the next- step is to
identify different dimensions or aspects of climate. As mentioned
above;- climate ‘perceptions are more related to the proximal situ-
ational faetors. Thus, empirically, an investigation of these variables
should be useful ‘in ‘the - conceptualization of climate. Earlier
researches (such as, Hellreigel & Slocum; 1974; Indik, 1968; James
& Jones, 1974; Payne & Pugh, 1976; Schneider, 1975; Sells, 1963,
1968) have identified several dimensions like job characteristics
(variety, challenge, etc.), social enwronment (fnendhness of the
work group), and leader behavior.

Although some of the earlier theorists (e.g., Blake & Mouton,
1964; Lewin, 1951; Likert, 1967; Litwin & Stringer, 1968; McGregor,
1960) recognized the 1rnportance of leadership in determining the
climate of the organization, in recent times, ‘leadership has been all
but ignored in this research’ (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989, p. 547).
Lewin, Lippitt and White (1939) were indeed the pioneers in this
field. They manipulated leadership styles in simulated work-groups
and observed the corresponding changes in the climate of the group.
In fact, leadership style in their experiment was almost synony-
mous with the group climate. Litwin and Stringer (1968) created
three simulated organizations with three leadership styles—formal-
ity, cooperation, and production. Over a period of time, these cli-
mates became differentiated depending upon the leader’s style. As
mentioned earlier, the most immediate phenomena influence the
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climate perceptions.. Consequently, leadership -too should be a
strong influencing factor. Thus, behaviors of the immediate super-
visor may be seen as a representation of a larger organizational cli-
mate, also the processes occurring at higher levels get mediated by

‘the immediate supervisor. Thus, the immediate supervisor works

as a filter for the individual’s work-related experiences (Kozlowski
& Doherty, 1989). Litwin and Stringer (1968) also asserted that a
particular need orientation of the organization too was a function "
of the leadership style. They (ibid., p. 101) add:.. . the climates and
the leadership styles designed to create them can be characterized
as power-related (Organization’ A), afﬁhanve (Orgamzatlon B) and
achieving (Organization C}. ’

In essence, we can say that particular need orientations of the
organization for the members are related to their leaders’ behavior.
Conversely, the'need orientations of the orgamzanon in general,
can be equated with the immediate leader’s style. Thus, the mem-
bers’ perceptions of orgamzatlonal chmate are the1r (the mem-
bers’) leaders’ manifested style of working. -

Some Conjectures

In the LMX/VDL framework, we again take the interactionists’ per-
spective. The climate perceptions of the member are the leaders’
working style These climate orientations though are related to the
leaders’ own styles and orientations, they cannot be equated with
them. Climate is the perception of the member and hence probably
represents the actual working condition for the members. After all,
the leader too is a part of the organization and only partly reﬂects
his or her own orientations. .

Hence, these climate perceptions, in conjunction w1th the mem-
bers’ own attributes or orientations towards work should deter--
mine the members’ perception of the quality of exchange but the -
same interaction for the leader (personal attributes and climate)
is less relevant in determining his or her interaction with the sub-
ordinate. This leads us to the following hypotheses.

H4.6: Members’ perceived contribution will be higher if there is
a match between their personal orientations and climate
perceptions. '
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H4.7: Members’ affect will be higher if there is a match between
their personal orientations and climate perceptions.
H4.8: Other measures of quality of exchange (LMX, attention,
_and latitude) from the members’ perspective will be
higher if there is a match between their personal orienta-
- tions and climate perceptions.

Thus, essentially, climate is expected to play a significant role in
determining the members’ quality of exchange (or interaction)
without affecting leaders’ quality of exchange (or interaction). Fur-
ther, since ‘people select themselves into and out of situations
based on the general fit of themselves to the situation’ (Schnelder
1983, p. 13), the interaction of personal orientations and climate is

-expected to be significant. However collaboration on unstructured
tasks is voluntary on the members’ part and they have the option of
not collaborating with the ‘members. ‘Therefore, the person—envir-
onment interaction in this case will not follow the usual rule where
members are bound to work with and according to the leader (e 8-
- for contractual work). :

Results

/'

Personal Onentatlons and Qualzty of Interactlon

Three match orientations (power achlevement and independ-

“ence) of the leaders and members were taken. The hypotheses are
tested through the application of 2 x 2 ANOVA. The personal attrib-
utes of the leader and the member are divided into ‘low’ and ‘high’
by splitting at the median. Nine interactions are tested for every
hypothesm :

Leaders’ Perception of the Quality ‘of Interaction

The first hypothesis (H4.1) is tested only in Study 1. So far as the
perceived contribution of the leader is concerned, none of the
mteracnons is 51gmﬁcant The 51gn1ﬁcance of F-ratios can be seen
in lablc -

Affect. of the leader too is not predicted by the interaction of
the personal attributes of the two. Only in one case is there a

PR —r—
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“Table 4.1

Significance of F-ratlos-——Leaders Quality of Interactwn as a Function
of Interaction of Leaders” and Members’ Personal Orientations

(Study 1)
PR/CR - ) -+ . Fratios . -
N - Perceived Contribution . Affect
LAX MA ’ ns ’ ns -
LA x MI : ‘ns _ .04
LA xMP . . ns : ns
" LIxMA - , ns . ns
LI x MI o ns T “ns
LIxMP : © ns o ns
LP xMA = . oo .. mso o S " .ns
LPxMl : .. ms : . ns
LPxMP - ' ns . .ns

*Note: df = 1/148; LA, 1, and LP are, respectlvely, leaders’ Achievement, Independ-

ence, and Power Orientations; MA, MI, and MP are, respecnvely, members’
Achievement, Independence, and Power Onentauons PR = Predlctors CR =
Criterion; ns = not s1gmﬁcant -

. sigﬁiﬁcant interaction—that 00 marginélly. Leader’s achievement

orienfation interacts with the member’s independence orientation

- in predicting the former’s affect, F(1, 148) = 4.29: To see the direc-

tion and exact nature of this relationship, members* mdependence
and leaders’ achievement orientations were divided into low and
high categones (median split). Thus we had.leaders’ mean Affect
scores for four combinations of leader-member orientations—:
(i) low achievement of the leader and low independence of the

“member (M .= 15.30, N = 42); (ii) low achievement of the leader

and high independence of the member (M = 15.77, N = 39);

(iii) high achievement of the leader and low independence of the

member (M = 9.11, N = 28); and (iv) high achievement of the
leader and high independence of the member (M = 15.21, N = -
43). A high achievement oriented leader has the highest affect for a
member low on independence and the lowest affect for a member
high on independence. If at all the personal attributes of the two
are important (which is doubtful), probably -a high achievement-
oriented leader likes more dependent (less independent) subordin-
ates, as the subordinates’ dependence may be a sense of achievement
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for the leader who does not like a highly independent subordinate.
Also, since -a leader has to work with a group, an achievement-
oriented leader would have a liking for such subordinates who
depend on him or her for all the decisions. These subordinates also

give the leader the satisfaction of taking the credit for the work -

done (which probably the leader only does because of high n Ach).

Thus, with the exception of one interaction (of the possible 18)

hypothesm (H4.1) stands unsubstantlated

e

Members’ Perception of the Quallty of Interaction

and Exchange .

The next hypothesxs (H4 2) is concemed with the members’ quality
_of interaction and its determinants. Determinants of perceived con-

tribution and affect of the members are studied in both the studies

(Study 1 and 2). The results of these studles are contained in Tables
4.2 and 4:3 respectively. These results:are. discussed side by side.
Only one interaction significantly deterrnmes the members’ per-
ceived contribution in Study 1 (see Table 4. 2). The achievement
orientation of both the leader’ and the member jointly influences

: Table 4. 2
Slgmﬁ‘cance of Eratws—Members Quallty of Exchange as a Functlon
. of Interaction of Leaders’ and Members’ Personal Orientations

(Study 1)
PR/CR - Perceived Contribution - Affect - LMX
MA-x LA o .03 . ns ; ns
MAxLI . | N ns. : ns ns
MAXLP ' ns ' ns ns
MI x LA ns : ns ns
MI x LI . .ms . i ns ns
MIxLP . ms " ns ..ms
MI xLA ns ) ns - ns
MP x LI ns i ns ns
MP x LP : ns S ns ©ns

Note: df = 1/148; LA, L1, and LP are, respectively, leaders’ Achievement, Independ-
ence, and Power Orientations; MA, MI, and MP are, respectively, members’
Achievement, Independence, and Power Onentatlons PR = Predictors;
CR = Criterion; ns = not significant. - o
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the member’s perceived contribution in this study, F (1,148) =
4.94. Again, to see the direction and exact nature of this relation-
ship, the leader’s and member’s achievement orientation were
divided into low and high categories. Thus, we have members’

‘mean scores on perceived contribution for each one of these combi- .

nations. (High achievement of both, M = 26.56, N = 39; high
achievement of leader and low of member, M = 26.34, N = 32;
low achievement of the leader and high achievement of the mem-
ber, M = 22.88, N = 41; low achievement of both M = 25.51,
N = 40). It can be seen that a high achievement-oriented member’s
perceived contribution is maximum for a high achievement-oriented
leader, whereas for a low n Ach leader the perceived conmbutmn
of the same member’ (hlgh n Ach) is minimum. This clearly seems
to be following the similarity rule. If both of them are high on
achievement motivation, both of them set targets of moderate risk,

.both believe in the completion of the task, and, in essence, each

provides the reqmred atmosphere for the other to work. This situa-
tion becomes more conducive for the member because the leader
can impose his or her way of working on the members but mem-

. bers cannot do the same for the leader. In Study 2 also, only one of .

the interactions is significant: Leader’s power orientation interacts
with members’ independence to determine the member’s perceived
contribution. A low mdependence-orlented member shows maxi-
mum perceived contribution (M = 23.96, N = 27) for a leader
high on power orientation, whereas high independence-oriented
member perceives the contribution of a high power-oriented leader
to be the least (M = 20.50, N = 24)7This follows a complemen-
tarity rule. A less independent (more dependent) member gives in
to the leaders’ power orientation and the two get along well
together. On the other hand, a member high on independence ori-
entation does not give in to the power-motivated leader.

As regards the affect of the member, none of the interactions
either in Study 1 (see Table 4.4 and Table 4.6 for the significance of
F-ratios and means, respectively) or in Study 2 (see Table 4.3 for
significance -of F-ratios) is significant. Thus, only two interactions
(of the possible 36) significantly predict the quality of interaction
from the members’ perspective.

Finally, other measures of quality of exchange are considered.
LMX is taken up in Study 1 and Attention and Latitude are
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examined in Study 2. LMX is not predicted by any interaction (see
Table 4.2 for significance of F-ratios). The significance of inter-
action results (F-ratios) for attention and latitude (both in Study 2)
are given in Table 4.3. It is evident that none of the interactions
for attention reaches its significance level. However, for latitude
(Study 2), one interaction—power orientation of the leader and
independence orientation of the member—is significant (see Table
4.3 for significance of F-ratios). It is clear that a low independence-
oriented member gets (or perceives) maximum latitude from a
leader high on power, whereas a high independence-oriented mem-
ber gets minimum latitude from the power-oriented leader. The
finding is identical with that of percelved contribution and the
explanation, too, may be the same. Thus, in general, hypothesis
'.H4 2 also stands reJected in our present 1nvest1gat10ns

: o Table 43
Slgmﬁcance of F-ratios—Members’ Quahty of Exchange asa Functwn
-~ of Interactlon of Leaders’ and Members Personal Orientations

(Study 2)

- PR/CR . - Perceived Contribution . Affect’ ~ - Attention . Latitude .
MAXLA = ‘ns T ns . S ns  ns
MAxLI "o T ns T Tes"TT T asT T s
MAXLP - - ns T s ns 7 ns
MIxLA - : . ns - ot oons : ns. ns
MIx LI i ns o ns ns ns
MIxLp = - 05 " ns ns .05
MPXLA - . ns ns : ns ' ns
MPxLI "~ = " pg E ns " ns ns
MP x LP o ns U7 - ns ns ns

Note df = 1/92; LA, LI, and LP are, respectively, leaders’ Achievemnent, Independ-

ence, and Power Orientations; MA, MI, and MP are, respectlvely, members’
Achievement, Independence, and Power Orientations, PR = Predictors;
CR = Criterion; ns = not significant.

Comments

Bamng a very few (almost neghglble) interactions, the personal.

attributes of the leader and the member do not statistically interact

to determine the quality of interaction (also quality of exchange),
neither for the member perspective nor for the leader perspective.
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Whereas the leaders’ perspective is evaluated only in Study 1,
members’ perspective is evaluated in both the studies. Almost iden-
tical results from both the perspectives provide validity and sup-
port to the present findings. Also, it is not only the quality of
interaction measures that are specifically developed in‘this study
that are not determined by this interaction but the other measures
(LMX, attention, and latitude) also are not. Finally, the fact that
results of both the studies yielded the same results confirms the
validity of the findings. This shows that, no matter what measures
of exchange we take, they seem to be rather independent of the
interaction of the personal attributes of the two. In view of the fact

~ that interaction hypotheses do not receive support from the pres-

ent two sets of data, some additional comments are in order.

To begin with, leaders and members evaluate their own attitudes
towards work. It is not necessary that the perception of one’s own
personal orientations match with the other’s perception of the self :
We presumed that the evaluation of one’s own attributes is an
objective evaluation and others also perceive them to be the same.
Thus, a more viable and pracncal hypothesis will be the evaluation
of one’s own personal attributes and perception of the same attnb- A
utes in the relevant other.

Second, probably the personal attnbutes of the two ‘are not” so

' important in determining the interaction between a leader and a

member. What ‘we are measuring are very personal attltudes
(though towards work) and they may not play such an 1mportant
role in 1eader—member interactions. These attitudes probably may
be operative in very close and intimate relanonshxps like spouse .
selection (Peterson, 1977, 1979), where one ‘partner actually con-
stitutes total climate or environment for the other. The leader—
member interactions are primarily work relations which operate in
the backdrop of organizational settings. Hence, the broader organi-
zational variables, which are relevant to the leadership situation,
probably are more important. This does not mean that the motives
and attitudes of the two are not important. They are important but
only in interaction with other more direct variables such as climate.
Thus, in the initial stage of role taking, the leader does evaluate the
members’ relevant motives and orientations, but the relevance of
these is determined by other factors (e.g., the nature of the job).
The members’ choice of the leader, too, may be guided by other
practical considerations.



110 » Managing Dyadic Interactions in Organizational Leadership

Finally, our conception of interaction is based on statistical inter-
action. As Schneider (1983, p. 8) notes, ‘in field settings ... ex-
tremes of person variables are not typically observed,’ this effect
gets compounded when the sample size is relatively small. In both

“the studies, the number of léaders is much less (67 in Study 1 and -

-26 in Study 2). This could also be a probable reason for the lack of
interaction. Lack of -statistical interaction, however, (measured
through ANOVA or multiple regression) does not necessarily mean
lack of interaction of vanables in real- hfe srtuatxons (Schnelder
1983) ‘ :

Next, we look at the results of leadershlp onentattons—leaders

' styles and members preferences for these styles )

- Leadershlp Styles and Qualtty of Interactzon

'The results of hypothe51s H4.3 are ‘reported in Tables 4.4 and 4.5.
Of the three match interactions, two significantly predlct members’
percewed contribution. The authoritarian and participative leader-
ship orientations show mgruﬁcant interactions. The analysis indicates
(see Table 4.5) that those members who have a high preference for
authoritarian style of leadershtp perce1ve a high authoritarian lead-
‘ers’ contribution (PC) to be maximum on the job. On the other hand,
the same contribution is minimum 'when the leader is authoritarian
but the member has low preference for authoritarian leadership. As
‘was mentioned earlier, in high quality dyads, the interdependence
between the leader and the member was very high. For the mem-
ber this dependence is crucial; on the one hand, when it can help the
member in career progress, on the other hand, because of incom-
patibility, it might stagnate all growth at the same time. Thus, it
is unlikely that a member with little preference for authoritarian
leadership will collaborate with the leader on unstructured tasks.
Such members may maintain a contractual relationship with the
leader. Consequently, they perceive leaders’ contribution to be less
on the job. Only those members who have a preference for authori-
tarian leadership will collaborate w1th authoritarian leaders on
the job. : : ' : :

- A similar interaction for parnmpatwe orientations too was sig-
nificant. It can be seen from Table 4.5 that members who have a low
preference for the participative style perceive a low participative
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Table 4.4

Eratios and Their Significance—Members’ Qualtty of Exchange asa
Function of Interaction of Leadership Orientations (Study 2)

CR/PR o LS(F) X SP(F) LS(N) X SP(N) » LS(P) X SP(P)
Perceived Contribution o 799 3.36 5.05%
Affect 4.68° 2.80 3.67°
Attention 18.82° 7.317 8.67*
Latitude 15.070 . 7.762 5.472

Note: Df = 1/92.1LS = Leadership style of the leéders, SP = Style preference of the
- members; F = Authoritarian style; N = Nurturant-task style; P = Participa-
tive style; CR = Cntenon PR = Predictor; * = p < .01; h.——p < .05.

leaders’ con_tnbunon to be the most. The same contnbutton is mini-
mum when the leader is low on participation but the member has a
high preference for participative style. A low-low match in this

,case is understandable, since the participative leader is more

v “Table 4. 5
“Mean Scores——Members Perceived Contribution as a Function of
Leaders’ and Members Leadership Orientations (Study 2)

SP . SP(F). . SP(N)." v - . SP(P).
LS LOW . HIGH LOW _ HIGH LOW. . HIGH
LOW . 2383 2120
(23 -@s)
LS(N) , LT
: " HIGH . S 2035~ 23.42
, , (BYH e : e
LOW o .. .2450 1823
' ' 28 (22
LS(P) .
HIGH 22.33  22.59
A ) 24) ' (22)
LOW 2374  21.00 -
23) 3D
LS(F)
HIGH 1859  24.28
a7 25)

Note: LS = Leadership Style; SP = Style Preference; N = Nurturant-task; P = Par-

ticipative; F- = Authoritarian. Numbers in parantheses mdlcate the number of
cases.
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concerned with the feelings of the subordinates and less concerned
with the job. It is likely that actual contribution to work is not so
much predicted by a high-high match. For the lowest contribution,
it is a case of mismatch because low in participation does not nec-
essarily mean (at all times) high on job or task. A failure for the
- nurturant-task interaction to y1eld sxgmﬁcant results is difficult to
explain. -

The results for hypothe51s H4. 4 are reported in Tables 4.4 ‘and
4.6. Here also thé same two interactions—authoritarian and par-
ticipative—are significant (Table 4.4). An examination of Table 4.6
reveals that members who have a low preference for the authori-
tarian style have maximum affect for leaders low on authoritarian
style. Also members who have a low preference for the authoritar-
ian style have minimum affect for leaders high on authoritarian
style. Although this finding also follows the similarity hypothesis,
it is mterestmg to compare this result with that of percelved

Table 4 6

Mean Scores—Members A_ffect as'a Functlon of Leaders and
‘ Members Leadershlp Onentatwns (Study 2) .

. e “om a0 sh®)
LS LOW  HIGH ~ LOW . HIGH . LOW  HIGH
LOW ' T 1833 1421
@3 a5
LS(\) R
HIGH - - © 1833  19.48
R (34) ©4) .
LOW = ; , 1843  11.09:
' ' 28 (22)
LS(®) o .
HIGH . : 1827  20.17
' _ ' (22)
Low 19.35 © 16.55
(23) (€3]
LS(F) )
HIGH - 14.00 - 18.00
! - an (25)

Note: Same as Table 4.4.

3
¥
I
H
3
H

3
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Table 4.7

Mean Scores—Members’ Attention as a Function of Leaders and
Members’ Leadership Orientations (Study 2) -

SP(F)

sp SP(N) SP(P)
LS LOW = HIGH LOW = HIGH ~ LOW  HIGH
LOW - 16.71 . 13.00 -
- (23) (15)
LS(Ny ' o
HIGH 1420 1678 .
' 39 (24 _
LOW B 17.29  10.55
: - (28) (22)
LS(P) g
L HIGH 16.04  15.50
: : : 29 ©22).
LOW 1696  14.32 :
@23 @D
5@ SRR
HIGH : .- 1047 ~17.22
a7 @25 _:

Note: Same a‘s' Table 4.4.

contnbunon (PC) For PC a hlgh—hlgh match is more nnportant

~ This shows that a high preference for authontanan style is: limited

to workmg relanonshlps That is, affect or liking is not predicted so

much by hlgh preference for authoritarian style, Affect is predict- -
ably low for'a high authoritarian leader espec1ally of members who

have a low preference for the authoritarian style.”

~ Participative interaction, too, was significant (Table 4. 4) Mem-~

bers who have a high preference for participative style have the
highest affect for leaders high on the participative style. In addi-
tion, the same members have least affect for a leader low on partic-
ipation (Table 4.6): The results follow the similarity rule but again
it is interesting to compare these findings with those of perceived
contribution. - Leaders’ -participation - (high-or-low)- significantly:
influences members’ quality of interaction but affect is predicted
better by a high-high match and a low-low match better explains
perceived contribution. Thus high participative style of the leader
is more operative for the affect dimension.
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Members’ Attention

The F-ratios and their significance level for the attention dimension
are given in Table 4.4. The means for the same are given in Table

. 4.7. An overall observation of the statistical interactions shows that

the interaction for authoritarian and participative styles is almost
identical to perceived contribution.

So far as the authoritarian style interaction is concerned, atten-
tion is maximum when both the leadership style and style prefer-

ence (by the members) are high. Attention is lowest when the -

leaderis highon authontanan style but the member has a low pref-
erence for the same style,
~ For the partlcrpatwe style” mteract1on attentron is maximum
when both these orientations are high but attention is minimum
‘when the member has a high preference for partrc1pat1ve style but
the leader is low on this style. »
Additionally, the interaction of nurturant-task interaction also

shows significant results. Attention is the highest when both these !

orientations are high and it (attention) is minimum when the

members have a high preference for nurturant-task style and the’

leader is low on it.

Clearly, a match of leadershlp onentanons leads to more atten-
tion and a mismatch leads to less attention. This effect gets more,
pronounced for pamoxpatlve and nurturant-task orientations, as
these orientations are more directly related to the exchange dimen-
sion of attention. :

Members’ Latitude .
The F-ratios and their significance for latitide are given in Table 4.4

and the means are reported in Table 4.8. All the three interactions
. are significant.

For the authoritarian interaction, latitude is maximum when

both these orientations are high but it (latitude) is minimum when
the leader is high on authoritarian style but the members have a
low preference for this style.

Leadership orientations towards pamcrpatwe style also show a
significant interaction. Strangely enough, latitude is maximum
when both these orientations are low and it (latitude) is the least
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_Table 4.8
Mean Scores—Members’ Latitude as a Function of Leaders and.
Members” Leadership Orientations (Study 2)

sp SP(F) SPCN) SP(P)
1S LOW  HIGH LOW. - HIGH LOW - HIGH
LOW _ 13.91  11.07
oo : (23) (15)
LS(N) . , :
HIGH 11.85  13.54
) (34 (9 -
LOW . ' 13.82 . 10.68
) : o (28) 22)
LS(® ) : : G e -
HIGH o 12,62  13.14
. ' : 24 22)
LOW . 1336 1174 - ‘
- (23) (31)
'LS(F) : - :
HIGH 10:41 "'14 74
an - @

Note: Same as Table 4.4. .

when the leader is low on thlS style but the member haa a h1gh pref—
erence for this style. '

Finally, the interaction of nurturant-task onentatmns too is sig-
nificant. Latitude is maximum when both the orientations are low
and it is minimum when members have a hlgh preference for this
style but the leader’s preference is low._ —

Again, a match of leadership orientations leads'to more latitude
and a mismatch leads to less latitude. However, a match of low—
low participative style predicting maximum latitude is unexpected
because latitude given by the leader should be a direct function of
the participative style of the leader.

Comments

A general support for the hypotheses relating to leadershlp orienta-
tions shows that the behaviors or attitudes directly related to the
leadership situation are instrumental in determining the quality of
exchange in dyads.
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We begin with the average leadership styles of the leader which
are relatively stable orientations and which hold true across all
subordinates. But the actual leader-member interactions in a work-
group are affected as much by the members’ orientations (prefer-
ences) towards these leadership styles as by the leaders’ own style.
Thus, a study of the interaction of the two leads to a better under-
standing of the process.

The failure of authoritarian leaders in the average framework
can be attributed to some other variables. First of all, not many
subordinates are hkely to prefer the authoritarian style of leader-
ship. It can be seen in Chapter'2 that the mean for authoritarian
preference is lowest (2. 32) as compared to nurturant-task (3.33)
and participative (3.35). Thus, the general average assumptions
are not refuted totally but an interactive (leaders’ styles and mem-
bers’ preference) hypothesrs is a better predrctor of the work-unit
functromng : :

Next, we focus on traditional person—enwronment 1nteracnon in
predicting quahty of exchange : <

Cllmate and Personal Orzentatlons Detennlmng
Qualzty of Interactzon S

St Ledplon

This set of hypotheses (H4. 6, H4.7. and H4. 8) were statlsncally“

tested through ‘hierarchical multiple regression analysis wherein
perceived contribution, affect and other measures of LMX are taken
as dependent variables and for each one of them the interaction
between climate perception and personal orientation is taken as an
independent variable. We present the results in sequence.

Study 1 Results
Members’ Perceived C’ontribution :
The beta coefficients and R change are presented in Table 4.9. As
is evident, five interactions significantly determine perceived con-
tribution; of which four are highly srgmﬁcant (p <.01). The mean

scores of per: reeived contribution as a funcnon of this mteracnon are
shown in Table 4. 10 S
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. Table 4.9

Hierarchical Regresswn Results—Members’ Quality of Exchange as a
.. Function of the Interaction of Their Personal Orientations.and.

Cllmate Percepnons (Study 1)

PR - Perceived Affect - TOLMX
CR - Contribution - RERERT o
MAxCA (.222, .05) (218, .04 (.22, .05)
MAx CI (.01, .00) (.08, .01) (-.02,.00)
"MA x CP “(.17%,.03) (.16% .03) (.16% .03)
MIxCA (222, .04) (11,.01). -~ . (.20° .04)
MixCl (-.10, .01) . - _(.16",~.02)v e (-.06, .00)
MIx CP ] (.17° .03) (.07,.00) . (.17", .03)
MP x CA . (.25% .06) (227, 05) (.21, .04)
MPxCl' (-.04, .00) (-.11, .01) ' (-.06, .00)
MP x CP - (11,.0D) - (.12, .01) 119", ,03)

Note: N = 152;ap < 01 b p < 05 MA MI "and MP are, respecnvely, ‘members’
. Achievement, Independence; and Power Orientations; CA, CI, and CP are,
respectively, members’ climate perception for Achrevement Independence,

" and Power Orientations; PR = Predictor; CR = Criterion;- Flgures in paran:

theses are beta coefficients and'R? change, respectrvely

Table 410~

Mean Scores—Members Percezved Contribution as a Functzon of
Members’ Personal Orzentatlons and Climate Perceptwns (Study 1)

MC MC(P) MC(A) - MCm

M © LOW HIGH T LOW “‘HIGH ' LOW  HIGH
. Low 630 474 . 389%  491...455. - 610
. HIGH 607 555 423 - 663 - 440 . 488
 LOW - 576 537 - 549 - 450 - 504 620

M(A) o ' '

HIGH 580 340 420 586 467 547

. LOW 522 573 487 520 - 390 600
M 4 o
HIGH 526 412 372 635 469 534

Note: N = 152; M = Members’ Personal Orientations; MC = Members’ Climate
Perceptions; A = Achievement; I = Independence; P = Power *Predicted

mean scores (Winer, 1971).
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First of all, the achievements of both the members and the climate
interact significantly. Perceived contribution is maximum for mem-
bers who are high on n Ach and are working in a high achievement-
oriented climate; it (perceived contribution) is minimum when the
member is high on achievement orientation but the climate is low
on the same need. Clearly, a match between the predictors predicts
high perceived contribution and a mismatch predicts low perceived
contribution. Obviously, a high achievement-oriented climate facili-
tates the n Ach of the members and a high n Ach member finds the
climate conducive for work and, hence, assigns a high rating to
perceived contribution. On the other hand, a high n Ach member
will naturally perceive a low n Ach climate to be less efficient. Be-
sides, a low n Ach climate does not provide enough environmental

presses for the members’ needs to be satisfied and the members
~ refrain from collaborating on unstructured tasks.”

- Next, the achievement orientation of the member and power ori-
entation of the chrnate also show a 51gmﬁcant interaction effect.
Perceived contribution is maximum when the member is high on

achievement orientation and the climate is low on power. The same’
contribution is minimum when the member is high on achievement

and the climate is high on power. A high power-oriented climate
excessively controls and guides the members activities leaving lit-
tle scope for the members to satisfy their achievement orientation.
On the other hand, a low power-oriented climate, by not doing so,
leaves enough scope for the member to satisfy his or her achieve-
ment needs. Thus, in the former situation, the member does not
collaborate whereas in the latter situation he or she does.
Members’ power orientation and achievement orientation of the
climate also yield significant interaction results. A member high on
power orientation shows maximum perceived contribution in a high
achievement-oriented climate, but the contribution (perceived)
is minimum when a low power-oriented member works in a low
achievement-oriented climate. This finding is rather difficult to ex-
plain. It is really hard to explain how achievement orientation of
the climate facilitates the power orientation of the members.
Next, independence orientation of the members and power ori-
entation of the climate interact significantly to predict members’
perceived contribution. It can be seen that the perceived contribu-
tion is maximum for a low independence-oriented member who
is working in a high power-oriented climate, and it (perceived

GG At
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contribution) is minimum when the member is high on independ-
ence and climate too is high on power. Collaboration in this case
seems to be following a complementarity rule. Very clearly, a high
power-oriented climate guides and controls the activities of the
members, so that the members do not have to do anything inde-
pendently. Thus, such- a climate is a boon for all those members

-who avoid mdependence (low on mdependence) and they work

best (and hence collaborate) in such a climate. The same climate
(i.e., low independence oriented) will clash with the members’
needs if they (the members) are high on independence. In such a
situation members will limit their contribution to contractual tasks
only. ’

Finally, independence orientation of the members and achieve-
ment orientation of the climate also provide significant interaction
results. Perceived contribution is maximum when a high independ-

-ence-oriented member works in a high achievement-oriented climate,

but it is the lowest when the same (high mdependence -oriented)
member works in a low achievement-oriented climate. Achievement-
oriented climate probably demands results and does not hamper

- the individual’s independence much. Hence a high independence-

oriented member works well in such a climate; collaborates more
with the leader, and has more perceived contribution. At the same
time it is hard to explain; how a low achlevement-onented climate
restricts members mdependence Al e e e

Members Affect

The results for affect revealed four s1gmﬁcant mteractlons The

_beta coefficients and R? square change of the same are depicted in

Table 4.9. The mean scores are given in Table 4.11:

First, the members’ and the climates’ achievement orientations
interact significantly to predict the members’ affect. Affect is high-
est when both these orientations are high and is lowest when the
climate is high on achievement orientation and the member him-
self or herself is low on achievement orientation. It is obvious that
the member will have a liking for a climate that facilitates his or her
personal dispositions. Thus, an achievement-oriented member
shows a high liking (affect) when the climate too is high on achieve-
ment orientation. In the same vein, a member low on achievement



120 » Managing Dyadic Interactions in Organizational Leadership

Table 4.11
Mean Scores—Members’ Affect as a Function of Members’ Personal
Orientations and Climate Perceptions (Study 1)

Mc S Me®) ' MCc) “MC()
M LOW  HIGH LOW HIGH LOW. HIGH
“LOW - 4.00 194 " 1.48* -~ 234 2.05 3.75

M) ) S ' ,
© HIGH -~ 367 - 367 ~ 230 483 170 342
__LOW 352 128 417 . '_1.40 324 270
e T s T e T
. HIGH , 433 423 270, 443'_,_ 307 . 4.09
L LOW-. < 360 .252 - 267.. 305 . -3.03.; 33l.

N M@ ey T N S LT RSO
HIGH - - : 3.77»‘_ ©3.05..0 2757 420 .. 265 . 3.72

) Note Same as Table 4 10

i

onentatmn is. very hkely to ﬁnd a hxgh achlevement onented cli-

mate pushy. Consequently, the member shows low affect.

Second, the achievement orientation of the member and power
orientation of ‘the ‘climate show s1gmﬁcant interaction results. It
can be seen that affect is maximum when the member is high on
achievement orientation and the climate is low on power. In con-
trast, affect is minimum when the member is low on achievement
orientation but the climate is high on power. This shows that affect

is a direct function of the member’s own achievement orientation

and it is an inverse function of the power orientation of the climate,
when the two orientations are taken together. A climate, low on
power orientation, gives the members the power (freedom) to sat-
isfy his or her achievement needs. Hence, the member shows a high

affect. But when the member is low on achievement orientation .

but the climate controls the activities of the members, members

find the climate pushy and domineering, and show a low affect."
Third, the achievement orientation of the climate and power ori-

entation of the self (members) interact significantly to determine

affect. Affect is highest when both these orientations are high and -

is lowest when both these orientations are low—a finding once
again difficult to explain. .. R -
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Finally, the independence orientations of both the members and
the climate interact significantly. Affect is highest when both these
orientations are high and is lowest when the member is high and
the climate is low on independence. Clearly, affect follows the simi-
larity rule. A climate high on independence provides the necessary
press for a member to satisfy his or her independence needs. The
affect obviously is low when a member high on independence ori-
entation works in a chmate that gives less autonomy.

Study 2 Results

Members’ Perceived Contribution

Three interaction effects significantly predicted members’ per-
ceived contribution in _this study. The beta coefficients and R?

"change can be looked up in Table 4.12 and the mean scores of per-

ceived contribution for the interaction terms are provided in Table
4.13. Of the three interactions, two were the same as in Study 1.

" Table 4.12. i

' Hlerarchlcal Regresslon Résults—Members Quahty of Exchange asa

Fu.nctlon of the Interaction of Thelr Personal Orientations and
) Cllmate Perceptlons (Study 2) }

PR : ¢ : Perceivedv T Affect s o Attention. Latitude

CR - ow.Contribution. -~ - ., - - : N N
MAXCA ~  (=.23%.05)  (<.21%,.04) - (-.26%.06) = (-.23%.04)

"MAXxCI (~.23% .05) -+ (~.25% .06) (.313,.09) (-.26%, .06)

MAx CP (.10, .01) - (.06,.00)- - -(11,.01) -~ (.09,.00) -
MP x CA (-.16, .02) (-.14,.02)  (=.19°,.03)  (-.24%, .05). -
MP x CI (00,.00)  (-.05.00) (-.11,.01) . (-.21%.04)
MP x CP (~.05,.001)  (-. 19%,.03) (-.12,.01) (- 19, .03)
MIixCA " (.03, .00) (-.06,.00) ~ (~.06,.00) - (.00,-.00)
Mix CI (.12, .01) (.02,.00) (.07, .00) - (.15, .02)
MIxCP - (=.21%.04) (-.16,.03) (~17,.03) (-272,.07). .

Note: N =96; a p <.01; b p <.05; MA, MR and MI are respectively, members’
Achievement, Power and Independence Orientations; CA, CB and CI are re-
spectively, members’ perception of climate for Achievement, Power, and Inde-
pendence Orientations; PR = Predictor, CR = Criterion; Figures in parantheses
are beta coefficients and R? change respectively.
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Table 4.13
Mean Scores—Members’ Perceived Contribution as a Function of
Members’ Personal Orientations and Climate Perceptions (Study 2)

McC MCP) MC(A) MCQ)
M . . ILOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW  HIGH

LOW . 540 260  421* 571 450 547
M) . ,

HIGH 340 270 285 450 290 396

LOW 350 . 213 - 450 487 270  2.80
M(A) S o _

HIGH . 340 453 273 . 640 . 3.83* 445,

IOW 393 460 347 " ‘525 307 455
’ HIGH .. 570 = 265 . 2.80. ‘_6.007_," 263 492

) Note N 96 for abbrewauons see Table 4. 10

The ﬁtst mteractlon that was clearly repeated in th1s study was
the one between the achievement orientations of the members and
the climate. It can be seen that a high-high match predicts maxi-
mum percelved contribution,’ whereas for a high'n Ach member
working in a low. achlevernent-onented chmate (a mismatch), the,

perceived contribution is mmunum.Th1s result replicates that of '

Study 1 and provides further strength to this particular interaction.

Next, the independence orientation ‘of the members and power
orientation of the climate (as in Study 1) yield a significant inter-
action. That is, rnaxunum percetved contribution is predicted when
a member high on independence orientation works in a climate
low on power orientation. But perceived contribution is minimum
when both are high on their respective orientations. This result too
is an exact replication of Study 1, thereby strengthening the i impor-
tance of this interaction.

Finally, a third interaction which is new to thlS study is of inter-
est. Perceived contribution is significantly predicted by the inter-
action of rnember s achievement orientation and the climate’s
independence orientation. Maximum _perceived contribution is
predicted when both these orientations are high,"and minimum

perceived contribution results when both are low. A climate high

on independence orientation gives the members enough freedom
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to set their goals and choose their work pattern which helps a high
n Ach person. Thus, a high-high cell predlctmg high contribution
seems justified.

Members’ Affect

Three interactions significantly influenced the affect of the mem-
bers. Beta coefficients and R? change are given in Table 4.12, and
the means of interaction terms are given in Table 4.14. Of the three
significant interactions, only one was répeated from Study 1. -

Table 4. 14
Mean Scores-—-Members Affect as a Function of Members’ Personal
Orientations and Climate Percepttons (Study 2)

MC o MC(P) " MCA) MC@
M IOW HIGH - LOW . HIGH ..LOW " HIGH
LOW . 240 185  313* 444 - 190 425
M) R
" HIGH 340 120 185 320 183 286
.+ LOW 310 ¢ 387 320 , 133 . 170 - 140
M) S U
CHIGH 240 3.09 7 3.60 .. 400 .7 293%, 340
LOW = 300 370 187 435 160 385 °
HIGH 370 235 235 417 203 352

Note: N = 96; for ébbreviatious, see Table 4.10.

Just as in Study 1, the achievement orientations of the members
themselves and the climate show a significant interaction. It can be
seen that affect is highest when both these orientations are high
but it is lowest when the member is low on achievement but the cli-
mate is high on achievement orientation. Thls result is 1dent1ca1
with that of Study 1. = - - . R

‘The next significant interaction is between the achlevement ori-
entation of the members and the independence orientation of the
climate. Affect is highest when both are high and it is lowest when
the member is low on achievement orientation but the climate is
high on independence. Clearly, a member with high n Ach prefers
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to have autonomy (independence) on jobs and shows more affect
for the leader in such a case. It is hard to explain the results for low
affect. Probably, a member who is low on achievement orientation
looks for more order and control in the climate. However, if the cli-
mate lacks such order and control, affect becomes low.

Finally, the power orientations of the members and the climate
show significant interaction results. When the member is high on
power and the climate is low on power, the affect is maximum. But
the affect is minimum when both are high on power orientation.
Clearly, affect follows the complementarity rule. A member who
likes to dominate gets enough opportunity to do so when the cli-
mate does not control and guide his or her activities. The member
in this case shows maximum affect. When the same member works
in a high power-oriented chmate the collaborauon 1s mmlmum
and so 1s affect.”

Other Measures of Exchange - .

As'was mentioned in Chapter 3, other measures of leader-member. .

exchange were included in the studies. The interaction of personal
orientations and climate as a determinant of these measures, too,
was tested: The three additional measures that were included
were: LMX (Leader-Member Exchange) Attentlon and Latitude—:
the first was included in Study 1.and the last two were included in
Study 2. All three represented the members’ perspective only.

Mefnbeis’ LMX _

Four interactions sigm'ﬁcantly predicted LMX. The beta coefficients
and R? change are given in Table 4.9 and the means are given in
Table 4.15.

Members’ achievement orientation and power orientation of the
climate interact significantly in predicting LMX. The LMX is maxi-
mum when members’ achievement orientation is high and the cli-
mate is low on power orientation, whereas LMX is minimum when
both are high. As mentioned before, a climate low on power does

not interfere with the activities of the members. For a high n-Ach

member, such a climate is a boon; hence, it leads to more collabora-
tion and high LMX. But when the climate controls and directs (high
n power) the activities of the members, the members do not get
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Table 4.15
Mean Scores—Members’ LMX as a Function of Members’ Personal
Orientations and Climate Perceptions (Study 1) -

: Note: Same as Table 410 -

MC MC(P) MC@A) MC()
M IOW HIGH LOW . HIGH LOW  HIGH
LOW 320 . 297  229* 271 215 335
e ) TR
: HIGH 360 243 240 337 250 286
LOW 312 307 323 207 264 3.40
M@A) - e -
HIGH 317 188 295 337 293 327
LOW 294 292 267 280 235  3.04
M(D) ‘ : .
CHIGH ‘. 313 - 228 . 227 352 .~ 257 . 3.14

enough opportunities to satlsfy thelr achlevement needs Conse-
quently, LMX is minimal.

‘Second, the power orientations of- both——the members and the i

climate—also show a significant interaction. LMX is found to be
maximum when a member is high on need for power and works in
a climate ‘which is low on need for power. LMX is minimum when

the same member (high n Pow) works in a climate that too is power -

oriented. Thus, LMX clearly follows the complementanty tule, as
mennoned before

Climate seems to interact 51gn1ﬁcantly w1th oth 1ndependence
and achievement orientations of the members in predlctlng LMX.

The LMX is maximum when both are high and it is minimum when

the member is high on independence but the climate is low on
achievement. The result eludes explanation. The results will be log-
ical if we make an assumption that an achievement-oriented cli-
mate gives enough autonomy to the members—a pure conjecture.

Finally, the independence orjentation of the members and power .

orientation of the climate interact significantly to predict LMX. The
LMX is maximum when members’ independence orientation is
high and the climate is low on power, whereas LMX is minimum
when both are high. Clearly, collaboration is based on the comple-
mentarity rule.
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Members’ Attention

Three interactions significantly predicted members’ attention. Beta

coefficients and R? change are given in Table 4.12 and mean scores
can be seen in Table 4.16."

Table 4.16

Mean Scores—Members’ Attention as a Function of Members’
Personal Orientations and Climate Perceptions (Study 2}

MC* e Me®) MC@A M)
M - ' LOW . HIGH I1OW HIGH LOW  HIGH
CLOW ' 380 1.60 195 431 250 420
M) o -
© HIGH- = 260 175 261" 270 210 2.88
LOW 290 173 273 270 . 223 220
M(A) ' L S S
HIGH . ~260 280 160 420  157.. 265
LOW 313 300 160 . 405 153 340"
MO : : ,
' HIGH 460 195 215/ 440 _ 190 4.12

Note: N = 96; for abbréviaﬁons, see Table 4.1J0;'5
The achievement orientations of the members and the climate
show significant interaction. Attention is maximum when both are
-high and it is minimum when the member is high on achievement
orientation and the climate is low on it. When the climate nurtures

the members’ need (achievement), it (climate) is perceived as pay-

ing attention. But when the climate itself is low on n Ach but the
member has high n Ach, clearly, the atmosphere is not conducive
and it results in less attention. '

The achievement orientation of the members and independence’
orientation of the climate interacted significantly to predict mem-

bers’ attention. Attention is maximum when both these orienta-
tions are high and it is minimum when the member is high on
achievement orientation but the climate is low on independence
orientation. Evidently, mdependence given by the ‘climate helps the
members to sansfy theu achlevement needs. Thus, a person hlgh

" Note: N = 96; for abbreviations, see TaBle 4.10.
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on n Ach workmg in an mdependence oriented climate percewes
more attention.

Finally, the power orientation of the members and achlevement
orientation of the climate show a significant interaction. Attention
is maximum when the member is low on power and the climate is
‘high on achievement orientation. Attention is minimum when both
these orientations are low. :

Members’ Latitude

F1ve interactions 31gmﬁcanﬂy predlcted members perceptlon of
latitude. Both beta coefficients and R? change are provided in Table

" 4.12 and the means in Table 4.17.

. Table 4.17
Mean Scores—Members’ Latitude as a Function of Members Personal
Orientations and Climate Percepnons (Study 2)

Mc M@ Mcw . MC@

M IOW  HIGH LOW HIGH ~ LOW  HIGH
o Low 270 160 190 - 3427 190 . 260
HIGH 220 170 234 270 160 - 327
. LOW 2500 173 . 260, 270 214 . 220
M(A) ‘ o B S AUAT AL S TR
CHIGH © 220 267 180 360 = 177 255

Low. = 233 - 270 187 . 325 . 173 285
HIGH . 350 . 155, 375 340 157 336

-

The achievement orientations of both the members and the cli-
mate show a significant interaction effect. Latitude was maximum
when the members’ and the climate’s achievement orientations
were high and it (latitude) was minimum when the members had a
high n Ach and the climate showed low n Ach. The explanation for
this interaction is given in the previous sections. .

The achievement orientation of the members also combines with
the independence orientation of the climate to predict latitude.
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Latitude is maximum when a member is high on achievement need
and works in an independence-oriented climate, but it is minimum
when the same member (high n Ach) works in a climate which is
low on independence orientation. Clearly, independence orienta-
tion .of the climate has direct implications for latitude. This effect
gets more pronounced when combmed w1th the achlevement
needs of the members. : ‘

The independence orientation of the members is also found to
combine with power orientation of the climate. Latitude is perceived
to be maximum when the member is high on independence and the
climateis low on power, and it (latitude) is minimum when the
member has high independence needs but the climate, too, is high

on power orientation. Obviously, power orientation of the climate -

thwarts the mdependence of the members—hence, these results.
- The power orientation of the members interacts significantly

with the independence orientation of the climate in predicting lati-

tude. Latitude is ‘maximum ‘when the member is high on power

need and the climate is hlgh on independence orientation, but the -
same latitude drops to a minimum when the member is high on-
power and the climate too is high on independence. Evidently, the”

independence orientation of the climate helps the members to sat-
isfy their power needs. High mdependence of the climate facilitates
members’ need for power but low independence hmders the satis-
faction of power needs of the members. :
Finally, the achievement orientation of the chmate and power

orientation of the members show a significant interaction. Latitude
is maximum when the member is high on need for power and
works in'a low n Ach climate. On the other hand, the latitude is
minimum when the same member works in a high independence-
oriented climate. It seems that achievement orientation of the cli-
mate comes in the way of the satisfaction of the members’ need for
power. How and why elude reasoning.

. Thus, LMX, attention, and latitude of the members—all three—
were predicted by personal attributes—climate interactions.

: Commenfs

So far, we have been focusmg on individual interaction results.

counting the leaves on the trees. Now, we shall attempt to under-
stand the results more broadly in a comparative framework. -

%
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It is evident from the results that person—environment inter-
action is viable for predicting members’ quality-efexchange, but the
same interaction is not useful for leaders’ quality of exchange. As
mentigned earlier, the climate is perceived to be partly set by the
leaders (Likert, 1967) and can be taken as the leaders’ working
style. Thus, the quality of interaction from the members’ perspec-
tive is a function of the fit between mémber’s own attnbutes and
the climate as well as style. » -

Before we proceed with the discussion of 31gn1ﬁcant interaction
results, it is worthwhile to ‘state a few points. First, the anteced-
ents—personal attributes and climate—are taken to be relatively
fixed and are presumed to be the same at the early stages of role
taking in such a way that the earliest evaluations are in terms of
these person-environment interactions. Second, these earliest ante-
cedent interactions lead to collaboration on unstructured tasks.
Our measures of quality of exchange are the derivatives or out-

- comes of this collaboration.” Thus, perceived- contribution, affect,

LMX, attention, and latitude are all supposed to be: built around -
this collaboration. Hence, all our interactions in the previous sec-
tion are discussed in terms of need-press framework tq explain col-
laboration by the members. As a result, the independent aspects of

contribution, affect, exchange, attention; and latitude are not dis-
cussed in terms of their individual conceptuahzatlons. All the inter-
actions are explained in general for collaboration.: This does not
mean that these different. dimensions do not have independent

“antecedents. Identification of antecedents at the role-making stage,

when active exchanges are dominant, may reveal dlfferent dynam—
ics for these dimensions of quality of exchange. - . L -
The different measures/dimensions of quality of exchange are -
similar yet they differ from each other in terms of conceptualiza-
tion. Of all the five measures—perceived contribution, affect, LMX,
attention, and latitude—only affect is relational and affective in
nature. All the other four focus on actual working relationships on
the job. Thus, if at all, there are any differences in antecedent con-
ditions, they should be for affect. Except for power—power and
independence-independence interactions, all others were common
to the perceived contribution. Power-power interaction was also
significant for LMX. It should be noted that LMX includes one item
on satisfaction with the leader and that provides affective compo-
nent to the scale (Graen & Scandura, 1987). Thus, power and
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independence orientations of the members and the climate are
more salient for affective aspects of the interaction. It, however,
has to be pointed out here that these antecedents are for the mem-
bers’ quality of exchange. Members’ exercise of power and use of
independence in the dyadic interaction, takes special significance,
because as members there is little scope for them to satisfy these
needs. Consequently, the satisfaction of these needs for the mem-
bers leads to general satisfaction with and liking for the leaders.
Next, another interaction that needs special mention is between
the achievement orientations of the members and the climate. To a
limited extent, the n Ach of the members can be taken as a reflec-
tion of their competence and the competence of subordinates has
been -shown to be an jmportant antecedent factor.in predicting
LMX (Kim & Organ, 1982; Snyder & Bruning, 1985). The manag-
‘ers’ career progress is a function of the initial status in the work-
group - (IN/OUT) with reference to the leader (Wakabayashi &
Graen, 1984) ‘and also-of their need for achievement. (Andrews,
1967; Hundal, 1971) 'I'heoretxcally, one can conceive ofa sequence
wherein i Ach of the members predxcts their (members’) IN/OUT-
‘Group status which finally leads to career progress. But, the need
for achievement. of the members-needs-to -get the right kind of
_working atmosphere (climate) to bloom. Thus; the interaction of
achievement orientations of the climate and the members is impor-
tant in predicting quality of exchange. This interaction was signifi-
cant for almost all the analyses—perceived contribution (both the
studies), afféct (both the studies), attention, and latitude. Only
LMX could not be predicted by this interaction. No other mterac-
tion appeared to be significant with so much of consistency."
Clearly, all the significant interactions for perceived contribution
and affect that emerged in both the studies are stronger inter-
actions. In this light, interactions for percelved conmbutlon showed
more consistency than affect.
- In essence, the person-environment interaction is effecnve in
predlctmg members quahty of exchange

Conclusxons

In the LMX/VDL theonzanon one begms with the assumpnon of
heterogeneity of the work-group, as opposed to the assumption of
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. homogeneity of the ALS theorists. The ALS formulators focused on

leader behavior and tried to understand and evaluate its dynamics.

In their theorization, subordinates were treated as a work-group.

Thus in explaining the phenomenon of leadership, they focused on
the variables that related to the leaders themselves (trait or behav-
ior) and/or on other general 51tuat10na1 variables (e.g., contin-
gency approaches).

In LMX/VDL, too, the leader behavmr is lmportant. But, since
the theorization does not begin with the assumption of homogene-
ity and seeks to unravel the actual dynamics of work-unit function-
ing, other variables gain importance. As it has been shown amply
(see Chapters 1 and 3), unit differentiation does actually occur. It

now becomes imperative that the leader behavior be understood -

and explained in this light. The differentiation of a work-unit is in

“terms of the subordmates and their interaction with the leader.

Since subordinates are individuals (instead of a- passive work- -

‘group), an evaluation of leadership has to involve the members too. -
_Thus, both the leader- and the member-related variables are impor- .-

tant in understanding leadership.
In line with this, at the very first step, we hypothe31zed that the

' - personal attributés of the. leader and the member (in- a dyad)

should interact in pamcular ways (e.g., followmg either the simi-
larity or the complementarity rule) to predict the quality of inter-
action both for the leaders and for the members. The hypothesis

did not find enough support in its favor and the interactions did not

predict the quality of interaction—neither for the leader nor for the

-member. These attributes were general ai attltudes towards work and

we have already discussed the p0531b1e causes for the failure of this
hypothesis.

Next, we focused on more direct, narrow; and relevant orienta-
tions (i.e., orientations towards leadership). Since the interaction
isin the context of leadership, the leadership orientations are more
immediate and relevant antecedents. Presumably, the interaction
of the leaders’ and the members’ orientations towards leadership
yielded significant results. The evaluations are made only from the
members’ or subordinates perspective. Bur the interaction should
significantly predict leaders’ quality of exchange too, though the
direction of each interaction might vary.

Finally, a typical person-environment interaction also yields sig-
nificant results for the members. But the other member of the dyad
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(i.e., the leader) is seen as instrumental in the creation of the envir-
onment (climate). Thus, any identification of equivalent-conceptu-
* alization of the climate from the leaders’ perspective must take this
aspect of ‘instrumental other’ into consideration. *

In summary, the study identifies antecedent conditions only for
members’ quality of exchange (interaction). From the leader per-

spective, none could be identified. But this should not undermine

the importance of the results. If leaders’ effectiveness (be all and
end all for most theorists) is a function of the members’ (work-
group’s) performance, evaluation from the members’ perépecﬁve' is
equally (if not. more) important. ' RN

=
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< 'Chapter 5»

Behavioral Consequences
of the Quality of Interaction

An Overview

No matter what conceptualization of leadership we focus on, and a’
review of the literature reveals that theré are many, each of them
recognizes the importance of leadership and its wide-ranging influ-

-ences. Thus, leadership is a trait that conditions collective responses

(Bernard, 1926); it is a behavior of directing and coordinating the
activities of the group members (Fiedler; 1967; Hemphill 1949). If
leadership is understood as a particular type of power relationship,
then the members believe that the leader has the right to influence
them and their behavior (Janda, 1960), and so on. The potential
and actual influence of leaders or leadership is much recognized
and is at the heart of almost all the theorizations. Almost all the
theories have incorporated this aspect in their conceptualizations
implicitly or explicitly. o

In the present chapter, we investigate some of the outcomes of
our conceptualization of leadership. As mentioned in Chapter 1,
our interest has been in the distal outcomes which are the out-
comes of the quality of exchange between a leader and a member.
Thus, the present chapter is divided into two parts.
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The first part deals with the use of influence tactics by the lead-
ers and the members. The influence tactics used by the two are
studied as the outcomes of quality of exchange. After giving the

background of social influence in the first section of this part, some

hypotheses (conjectures) are stated in the second section. Results
are presented and discussed in the third section, followed by some
comments in the final one.

In the sécond part, some other outcomes for the members are
discussed. In the first section of this part, the outcomes of satisfac-
tion, commitment,: intent- to leave, and unit effectiveness are
reviewed in the context of leadership. Based on this and on our
review of literature on LMX/VDL in Chapter 1, some hypotheses

(conjectures) are presented in the second section of the same part. -

Results and discussion of the survey data are presented in the third
section. Fmally, some comments on the results are made in the
fourth section. ' PR :

Social lnﬂuence

The Background -

Power is an 1mportant and pervasrve phenomenon in orgamzatlons
and has been studied at every conceivable level—between differ-
ent orgamzanons (e.g., Kochan, 1975), within an organization
between different subunits_(e.g., Salancik & Pfeffer, 1974), and
among organizational members (e.g., Ansan -1990; Bachman,

Power 1s an elementai’& and fundamental concept in soc1a1 sci-
ences just as ‘energy is the fundamental concept in physics’ (Rus-
sell, 1938, p. 18). Since it is a fundamental concept, it has been
understood in different frameworks. In the Lewinian field ap-
proach, it is the force (resultant) that A uses to mﬂuence some
region of B’s lifespace (Cartwright, 1959). '

March (1955) understands power in the context of decision-mak-
ing. According to him, power or influence is to be understood in
terms of inducement of change in an organization. Thus, influence
is studied and ascertained by determining its consequences. In this
framework, Dahl (1957) explains A's power over B as follows: It is
the probability that B will behave in a particular way after A

B A
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intervenes (exerts power) as against the probabrhty of B mdulgmg
in that behavior without A’s intervention.

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) conceptualize power in an mteracaon
framework of outcomes in exchanges. According to them, As power
over B is As ability to affect the quality of B’s outcomes. The extent

© of A's power is a direct function of the range of B’s experienced out-

comes. Besides these three major frameworks, power has been
understood as a latent force (Bierstedt, 1950) and, as a personahty

‘construct (Minton, 1967).

These are the broad categories for understanding the concept of
power in general. For present purposes, power needs to be under-
stood to explain and understand influence processes in organiza-
tions. We will take up power again later in connection with leadership
processes but for now let us focus on power and influence.

\ L ;

:P ower and Inﬂuence .

Power as stated earher has been deﬁned through a wrde rangmg
array of concepts. It is because- -power is a fundamental concept-and
is multifaceted that the researchers have focused on different aspects
of power depending upon their aims and requrrements Thus, some
have focused on sources of power (e.g., French & Raven, 1959);
others have understood it as social control (Dahl;1957); still oth-

_ers (e.g., Khandwalla, 1977) have v1ewed itas a general capacrt_y of

individuals. :

Researchers have been mterested in makmg a dlsnncuon between
potential and realized power. This aspect focuses on the possession
of power as being distinct from its (power’s) actual tse. Potential
power is realized only when there is an observable attempt to influ-
ence (Wrong, 1968). This distinction between potential and enacted
components of power has also been identified by the exchange the-
orists (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1962). Minton (1967) calls the two as
latent (potential) and manifest (realized) powers and gives a more
detailed description of the two. According to him, elements of
effectiveness, influence, and attempts to gain power exemplify
manifest power, whereas only expressed feelings of and readiness
to apply power represent latent power.

Essentially, power and influence are not synonymous (e.g., Dahl,
1957; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Power is the ability to influence, it does
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not need to be enacted but influence has to be. Influence, hence, is
the manifested (demonstrated) use of power such that, it (influ-
ence) brings out some behavioral and psychological effects in the
target person. o

‘We see that though power and influence are taken as two distinct
concepts, there are close links between the two. Thus, if one were
to see how some people are more influential than others, bases of
power will be the best place to start with, because bases of power
are the actual sources of influence. ' ‘

So-u(cesrof Inﬂdenéé

A base of power is the source of influence in a social relationship.
Different researchers have identified different bases of power in
different frameworks. Etzioni (1975) identified three types of
power—-coercive, remunerative, and normative—with three paral-
lel types of involvement, 'viz., alienative, calculative, and emotional,
on the part of organizational participants. Peabody (1962) also
enumerated three sources of ‘power: position, competerice, and
personal. Reviews (e.g., Yukl, 1981) of the literature in this area
~suggest that, of all the classificatory schemes, French and Raven’s
(1959) seems to be the most widely used and studied taxonomy. In
their original (1959) classification, they identified five .bases of
power—reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert. Subse-
quently, two more—information and connection—were added to
the original list (Hersey, Blanchard, & Nafemeyer, 1979; Raven,
1965). Before dealing with the effects of the use of different bases
of power, an understanding of these bases is in order:

A is said to have reward power over B, if B perceives that A has
the capacity to give out rewards. A will have coercive power, if B
perceives that A can either eliminate rewards or can administer

punishments. If B perceives that A has got the right to influence -

and B is obliged to get influenced, then A has legitimate power
over B. A will have referent power over B, if B perceives A to be
attractive. The attraction could be based on friendship, identifi-
* cation with a successful model, and the like. If B perceives A as
having technical knowledge and expertise then, A has expert
power over B. Similarly, if B perceives that A has some valuable

i
3
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and rare information, then A has information power over B.
Finally, if A is perceived to have connection and links with other
influential people (inside or outside the organization), A has con-
nection power over B.

For a manager, use of one source of power may have implications
for his or her other bases of power. For example, if a leader doles
out rewards, he or she is liked much by the members, thus leading
to an increase in his/her referent power. Thus, the study of one

" base of power in isolation is meaningless, as a host of them could

be operating together at one time. Just as one base of power gets
enhanced (referent) by the use of another {(reward), the use of one
base also has the potential to negate others. For example, use of
coercion may lead to public acceptance of the influence attempt
but privately the influence agent may be disliked outrageously
(Raven & Kruglanski, 1970), thus leading to a decrease in referent

- power. , :

Yukl (1981) while summarizing the findings on bases of power,
points out that generally referent and expert bases of power have
positive relationships with satisfaction, and negative correlation
with absenteeism and turnover. Legitimate and coercive powers -
are either unrelated or negatively related with positive criterion
measures; use of reward power shows no clear trend. After summa-
rizing the studies on power bases, Yukl (1981) recommends that,
besides studying power bases, power research can also provide
information about the actual use of influence attempts by the man-
agers. Thus, what we are interested in is the behavioral manifesta-
tion of these power bases. These behavioral manifestations are -
called ‘influence strategies.’ I

Influence Strategies

Goodchilds, Quadrado, and Raven (1975) started the identifica- .
tion of influence strategies by directly asking the subjects, either
orally or through written essays, questions about the strategies
they used to influence others. The introduction of this methodol-
ogy gave impetus to research on influence strategies. A number of
influence strategies have been identified (e.g., Goodchilds et al.,
1975; Kipnis, 1976; Kipnis et al., 1980). It needs to be mentioned
here that though some of the influence strategies fall into the
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power bases given by French and Raven (1959) and other frame-
works, not all of them do. For example, use of coalition, ingratia-
tion, etc., do not fall into the French and Raven classification. Thus,
a description of power bases is not sufficient to study influence
strategies used in organizational settings. '

Further, researchers have employed Goodchilds et al.’s (1975)
procedure to identify influence strategies in varying contexts (e.g.,

Ansari, Kapoor, & Rehana, 1984; Falbo, 1977, 1982; Falbo & Peplau,. -

1980; Goodstein, 1981). Inﬂuence strategies to influence friends
and parents by the students (Goodchilds et al., 1975), lovers and

spouses (Kipnis, 1976; Kipnis, Cohn, & Schwarz, 1976), bosses, .

coworkets, and subordinates.(e.g., Ansari et al., 1984; Kipnis et al.,
'1980) have been tapped: Influence strategies used in different con-
-texts show a lot of overlap. Following is a brief description of influ-
ence strategies used for upward (bosses), downward (subordmates)
and lateral (co-workers) influence in organlzatlons

' Assertlveness or Assernon mvolves forcefully telhng and demand-
" ing, showing verbal anger pointing -out rules, etc. (Kipnis,
1976). Codlition uses pressure by gettlng the support of cowork-
.ers and subordmates Coalition is mote often used for upward
. influence. As is obvious from. the name,  exchange of benefits
involves exchange of favors and personal sacrifices. Ingratiation
contains the elements of making the other person feel important,
flattery, praise, etc Manipulation involves influencing others,
~with the target person ‘being unaware of being influenced
‘(Mowday, 1978; Porter, Allen, & Angle, 1981). This too, like
coalition, is used more frequently for upward influence. Accord-
ing to Allen, Madison, Porter, Renwick, and Mayes (1979),
manipulation involves withholding or distorting information to
influence. Reasoning involves the use of rational methods like
giving reasons, explaining, writing memos ‘and detailed plans,
and providing facts and data to influence. Defiance or threat is

used-when negative-consequences (for-the failure-of influence-

attempt) are stated. Upward appeal involves bringing pressure
from someone higher up in the organizational hierarchy. Finally,
the use of sanctions draws upon rewards and punishments in
organizations. It involves both informal (e.g., praising or criticiz-
ing) and formal (e.g., promoton or demotion) exchanges (Kipnis
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& Vanderveer, 1971; Mechanic, 1962; Porter et al., 1981).
Another tactic which has been found more relevant in the Indian
setting involves helping the target in personal matters and is
called personalized help.

These are some of the most common strategies used in organiza--
tions. Different researchers have provided different frameworks to
understand and explicate these strategies. According to Wilkinson

.and Kipnis (1978), these strategies can either be weak or strong.

Withholding payments, threats, etc. are strong strategies; request
for compliance and compromise are considered to be weak strate-
gies. In the same vein, Falbo (1977) identified two dimensions—
ratlonal/nonratlonal and direct/indirect—in which mﬂuence strat--

egies could be placed. Reasoning, compromise, etc. are rational

tactics; deciet, evasion, etc. are nonrational. For the second dimen-
sion, strategies of like assertion, etc. are d1rect ‘and mampulatlon

“etc. are the indirect methods Later, in the context of 1nt1mate rela-

tions, Falbo (1982) gave a two- dimensional framework to under-
stand power strategies. One dimension consisted of the directness
(direct to indirect) and the other of the interactiveness (bllateral to
unilateral) of the strategles Slrmlarly, Farrell and Peterson (1982)

" identified three dimensions in the context of political behavior:

internal-external, . vertlcal lateral, and legmmate -illegitimate. A

wide range of stxategles are mapped in these three dimensions: for . ’
- ~example; whistle blowing; _lawsmts (external and' 111eg1t1mate), SRR

exchange of favors, trading agreements, etc. (mternal and legiti=
mate); bypassing the chain of comma‘nd etc (vertlcal), offenng
help, coalition, etc. (lateral). :

Thus, besides identifying different influence st:rategles research-
ers have also identified broad frameworks and models to under-
stand and explain them. Further, attempts have been made to
see the pdsition of influence strategies vis-a-vis other relevant vari-
ables like need for power (Kapoor, 1987; McClelland, 1975), self-

__confidence (Falbo, 1977; Raven & Kruglanski, 1970), cognitionsof

the power-holder (Kipnis, 1976), goals of influence attempts
(Ansari & Kapoor, 1987; Kipnis & Schmidt, 1983), attribution of
success and failure on influence strategies (Schilit & Locke, 1982;
Tandon, Ansari, & Kapoor, 1989). Leadership is another such vari-
able that needs to be studied along with power and influence. ‘
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Leadership and Bases of Power

The obvious and very direct link between power and leadership

can be understood in Cartwright’s (1965) conceptualization of
influence. According to him when an agent (exerting influence) O
performs an act resulting in some change in another agent (sub-
jected to influence) B we say that O influences P Extending this
concept of mﬂuence Kochan, Schmidt, and de Cotiis (1975, p. 285)
define leadersh1p in that framework (see. Chapter 1 for the defin-
ition). Thus, influence is common to both—leadership and power.
~ So far as research on leadership and power is concerned, the
major thrust of the researchers has been on the relationship
between power bases and leader behavior. Kipnis (1958), in one of
the earliest attempts, compared the effectiveness of directive and
participative leadership styles in conjunction with reward and pun-
_ishment. The effectiveness was measured in terms of public com-
pliance and private acceptance (by the members) of the influence
attempt. The results showed that though public. comphance was
same for all the conditions, private acceptance showed some inter-
esting variations. Participative leadership showed more private
acceptance than directive leadership for ‘the reward condition, but
less private acceptance for the punishment condition. Mulder and
his associates (Mulder, de Jong, Koppelaar, & Verhage, 1977) inves-
tigated the relationship between power and leadership in a bank-
ing concern. They found that the leaders exerted more formal,
referent, and expert powers in crisis situations than in noncrisis
situations. Further, they found that the crisis/noncrisis nature of the
situation moderated the relationship between the type of leader-
ship and the effectiveness of the leader. Subsequently, Mulder,
Binkhorst, and Van Oers (1983) suggested that, in crisis situations
_(difficult requirements), consultants should be able to exert power

forcefully and should be able to maintain open relationships with E B
- others. Martin and Hunt (1980), in.a systematic, path-analytic..... ... §

study, were mainly concerned with investigating the effect of social
influence on intent to leave. Their study also revealed how the use
of different bases of power resulted in the difference in the percep-
tion of the leaders’ behavior. These results showed variations
across different units (bureaus).

Behavioral Consequences of the Quality of Interaction < 141

. Leadership and Influence Strategiés

Studies relating leadership with influence strategies are few and
far between. Most of them have been concerned with evaluating
leaders’ use of strategies to influence subordinates and their effect

_on them (subordinates)..

Kipnis, Schmidt, Price, and Stitt (1981) examined the effect of
leaders’ use of influence strategies on their assessment of the fol-
lowers’ motives via employee evaluations. Their results revealed
that the leaders who were expected to act democratically showed a
greater use of noncontrolling influence strategies and those ex-
pected to act autocratically showed a greater use of controlling
influence strategies. Further, leaders using controlling tactics re-
ported that their subordinates were not self-motivated and those
using noncontrolling tactics attributed the subordinate perfor-
mance to their self-motivation. In yet another study, C.B.R Singh
(1985) investigated the effect of leadership styles on their influ-
ence strategies. He reported that four styles—people-orientation,
power orientation, impersonal orientation, and suspicion and lim-
ited role—predicted the use of different influence strategies. For
exeimple, the suspicion and limited role style predicted the use of
strategies like reliance, psuedo-nurturance, and diplomacy.

The discussion, so far, leads us to the conclusion that it is only
the leaders who influence and use different strategies to influence

" the subordinates. This is not really the case. Although the mutual-

ity of influence processes has been recognized, few studies have
investigated this aspect. All the same; there have been efforts to
identify the influence of the subordinates over their leaders in dif-
ferent contexts (e.g., Grosser, Polansky, & Lippitt, 1951; Polansky, -
Lippitt, & Redl, 1950). A direct test of the two-way influence pro-
cess has been provided by Bass (1975) in a simulation (field experi-
mental) setting, by Herold (1977) in an experimental setting, and
by Greene (1979) in a survey research.

Though the fact about mutual influence processes has been rec-
ognized, there have been very few studies (e.g. Ansari, 1990) evalu-
ating the actual use of strategies used by the subordinates.

Based on these deficiencies and needs, we now frame our hypo-
theses in the present micro-level analysis.
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Some Conjectures

In our dyadic framework each party makes demands on the other.
Each one’s job is defined and decided through negotiations.

In this work, we focus on both the upward (used by the mem-
bers) and the downward (used by the leaders) influence strategies.
Also, we investigate whether it is the average or individual quality

of interaction that predicts the use of different strategies. Dienesch
and Liden (1986) also presume (theoretically) an interaction effect -

of the quality of interaction dimension on certain outcome vari-
ables. Hence, the following hypothesis are proposed :

H5.1: Leaders’ influence strategies (downward) are a function
- -of their quality 6f interaction (perceived contribution and
affect). G R IR -
H5.2: Leaders’ influence strategies are a function of the inter-
.- -actionof their perceived contribution and affect.
H5.3: Members’ influence strategies (upward) are a function of
their own quality of interaction. : = . -
H5.4: Members’ influence strategies are a function of the inter-
- action of their perceived contribution and affect.
H5.5: Members’ influence strategies are better predicted: by
. their individual (VDL) as compared to the average (ALS)
_.quality of exchange. == /' . '
e : Ao

It needs to be mentioned here that even the leader’s use of influ-
ence strategy is expected to be predicted better by the individual
(VDL) quality of interaction than by the group scores. But this con-
tention could not be tested here because of the lack of sufficient
data. 4 : '

Specifically, rational (e.g., reasoning) and informal and weak
strategies (e.g., personalized exchange) are expected to be a direct
function of the quality of interaction. Formal and strong strategies
(e.g., assertion) are expected to be inversely related to the quality
of interaction from both the perspectives. ' :

Results and Discussion
Downward Inﬂuéncel Strategfes

As a test of our first hypothesis (H5.1) both the quality of inter-
action measures—perceived contribution and affect—were putina
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~ stepwise regression equation as predictors for each of the seven

influence strategies. This hypothesis was tested only in Study 1.
Zero-order correlations between the predictors and criterion vari-
ables are reported in Table 5.1. The regression results for hypoth-
esis 1 are given in Table 5.2. ' ‘ : :

Table 5.1
Zero-order Correlations between Leaders’ Quality of Interaction
" (Predictors) and Influence Tactics (Criterion Variables) (Study 1)

IES 1 PE R PR A SE
PC -35  -13 36 34 -48 -53  -.19
AF 13 28 -15 21 -30  -32 -1

Note: r (150) = .21 at p < .01; r (150) = .16 at p < .05; IES = Informal External
Support; I = Ingratiation; PE = Personalized: Exchange;. R = Reasoning;
PR = Persuasion; A = Assertion; SE = Showing Expertise; PC = Perceived
" Contribution; AF = Affect. : .

It can be seen that perceived contribution, in general, is a better
predictor of influence strategies than affect. It significantly predicts
the use of informal external support, personalized exchange, rea-
soning, persuasion, and assertion. Affect predicts.the use of asser-
tion. However, the use of showing expertise as a strategy could not
be predicted significantly by any of the two quality of interaction
dimensions. o ) Y

It is evident from the tables that both, ‘personalized exchange
and reasoning, are a direct function of perceived contribution. On
the other hand, informal external support, persuasion, and asser-
tion are a negative function of the same. The results aré much in
line with our conjectures. S Lo e T e

Reasoning is a rational tactic and hence its usé for the subordin-
ates with high perceived contribution seems justified. Further,
since better quality dyads are characterized with informal exchan-
ges, the use of personalized exchanges, too, is much in consonance
with our argument. The leader uses more of informal external sup-
port, persuasion, and assertion, if their perceived contribution is
low. Clearly, the leader uses formal and strong measures to influ-
ence these subordinates (i.e., lower quality of interaction). Earlier
work by Ansari, Tandon, and Lakhtakia (1989) reported similar
results. . : ‘
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Table 5.2
Stepwise Regression Results—Leaders’ Quality of Interaction
(Predictors) and Leaders Influence Strategies (Criterion Variables)

(Study 1)
Predictors
o Criterion ’ PC - AF
IES .
R .35 *
R? change a2 *
Beta -.35% *
Order 1 S
I .
R .29 .28
R? change -~~~ .00 .08
Beta -.03 300
. Order - o 2 . 1
PE
R V .36 .36
R? change .13 - .00
Beta ’ .38 -.05
Order : 1 2
R ‘ e
R ’ .34 34
R? change 11 : .00
Beta ) o .04
Order - ‘1 2
PR ‘ o
R 48 A48
. R?change .23 .00
' Beta -.44* -.07
Order- = - 1 . 2
A
R .53 . 48
R? change 28 .00
" Beta : -.50* ~.06
Order 1 ‘ 2
SE .
R .19 +19
R? change .03 v .00
Beta -18 -.02
" Order - 1 - 2

Note: N=152; a=p < .01; * Tolerance level insufficient for further computa-
tions; TES = Informal External Support; I = Ingratiation; PE = Personalized
Exchange, R = Reasoning; PR = Persuasion, A = Assertion; SE = Showing
Pertise; PC = Perceived Contribution; AF = Affect.
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Thus, clearly, the leaders’ use of different strategies to influence
the subordinates is determined by their (leaders’) quality of ex-

change with their members.

The interaction of the two dimensions (percelved contribution
and affect) of the quality of interaction predicted the use of only
one strategy—Informal External Support. The hierarchical regres-
sion results are reported in Tableé 5.3 and the means are reported in
Table 5.4. Leaders used the strategy of informal external support
the most when both, perceived contribution and affect, were low;
the use of this strategy was minimum when perceived contribution
was high but affect was low. Thus, a combination of low quality
of interaction leads to a greater use of informal external support.
Except this influence strategy, no other strategy could be predicted

Table 5.3 .
Hzerarchu:al Regresslon Results——Interactton of the Leaders Percelved
Contribution and Affect as a Determinant of Their Inﬂuence
Strategles (Study 1) -

"PC o ‘ (-.16% .12)
ES AF i . (~.06,.00)
: . PC x AF. (.33%,.09) __
‘ PC : . - - (.05,.02) -
I s " AF o . (27%,-.06)
. PCx AF : (.13, .01)
PC . ﬂ (.35%.13)
PE AF - ... (=.04,.00)
. PC x AF . (=.06,.00)
: PC o (245, .11) _
R -~ i AF - B R {.07,.01) =it
PCxAF - o (=13,.0D
o _ SR ol . (-.432, .23)
PR L. e AR , . (~.08, .00)
PCx AF . (.02,.00)
PC (-.51% .28)
A : : AF . ' (-.06, .00)
' ‘ " PCxAF . (- .01, .00)
PC (-.15°% .03) . .
SE AF (-.03, .00)
CoT PCxAF S oS, .00 T

Note: N=152; a p <.01; IES = Informal External Support; I = Ingratiation;
PE = Personalized Exchange; R = Reasoning; PR = Persuasion; A = Asser-
tion; SE = Showing Expertise; PC = Perceived Contribution; AF = Affect.
Figures in parantheses indicate beta coefficients and R? change, respectively.
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Table 5.4
Mean Scores—Leaders’ Influence Strategies as a Function of the
Interaction of Their Perceived Contribution and Affect (Study 1)

AF - Low High

IES Low S . 1564 - 13.21
© 7 High S 1465 15.41

I - Low 1599 - 16.36

’ © o “High o 1 19.29 f 2191

PE . 7o o Low . o 17.36 : 25.00
.- ... High - - 01923 . .. 1836

R Sooe o Low .- oo 2039 . . . 2086
‘ 7 High T 2071 21.36
PR . Low ' 1114 . 09.50
P e e e Taee High' A -1‘0.29 T _08.09
A T L ew T e 0845 L 06,79
SovineBOTHigh e oees w0853 L v 106,27

. SE Low ~ " ....27.18 26.07
: High -~ . .. 2500. . .. . 25.00

Note: See Table 5.3.

by thlS interaction. In general, hence, the interaction hypothesis

* does not find enough support. Though the two dimensions inde- .

pendently do predlct the use of mﬂuence strategies, jointly they do
not. ‘ .
Next,"we foeus on the members’ use of influence strategies.

Upward Influence Strategies

The next three hypotheses (H5.3, H5.4, and H5.5) are concerned
with the members’ use of strategies to influence their leaders.
Three main predictors are taken up—the independent effects of
the quality of exchange, joint effect of the two dimensions of the
quality of interaction, and a comparison of average and individual
measures of the quality of exchange.

Independent Effects of Qualzty of Exchange

Hypothesxs 3 was tested in Study 1 and then retested in Study 2. In
Study 1, three quality of exchange measures—perceived contribu-
tion, affect, and leader~member exchanges (LMX)—were taken as

stz

3
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the predictors of different influence strategies used by the mem-
bers. In Study 2, four quality of exchange measures—perceived
contribution, affect, attention, and latitude—were taken as the
predictors. The results of Study 1 and then Srudy 2 are discussed in
the followmg sectlons R

Study 1 Results

The zero-order correlations between the three predictors and five
criterion variables are reported in Table 5.5. The results of stepwise
regressmn analysis are reported in Table 5.6.

Table 5.5
: Zero-order Correlations of the Members’ Quality of Exchange
- (Predictors) with Their Influence Strategies and Other Outcome
Variables (Study 1)

N ‘ - our

IES I PE R PR ES Is co IL

PC =09 - 21 26 31 . .03 34 . .35 35, -.18
AF -~ 07 ~-29 27 11 .10 .28 26 .27 -.17
LMX ~.06 .19 21 .39 .02 .33 .38 38 -.15

Note: 7 (150) = .21 at p < .01; r (150) = .16; at p < .05; IN = Inﬂuence Strat-
egies; IES = Informal External Support; I = Ingratiation; PE = Personahzed_
Exchange; R = Reasoning; PR = Persuasion; ES = Extrinsic Sansfactton Is=
Intrinsic Satisfaction; CO = Commitment; IL = Infent to ‘Leave; PC =Per-

ceived Contnbuuon,AF Affect IMX = IEader Member Exchanges OUT_—
Other Outcome Variables. T .

The use of informal external support could not be predicted sig-
nificantly by any of the three quality of exchange measures. Ingra-
tiation is best predicted by affect. .Seemingly, members ingratiate
when the affect is low for the leaders. This means that all the posi-
tive words and praises the member uses are mere verbal tactics to
get his or her way. Ingratiation is not considered a rational tactic; it

is more a patt of politiking and manipulation. The use of this strat-

egy by the members who have httle affect for the Ieader remforces
this contention.

Personalized exchange too, is pred1cted best by affect. Unlike
ingratiation, personalized exchange is used more when affect for
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Table 5.6

Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Quuality of Exchange
(Predictors) and Their Influence Strategies (Study 1)

Predictors Criterion ~ PC AF g . IMX
IES .
R 09 17 a7
R? change .01 .02 .00
Beta -.15 17 -.03
v Order 1 . 2 3
: R .30 .29 ©.30
R? change .00 .08 .00 -
Beta e 210 -.25° -.01
Order 2 1 ‘ 3‘
PE O U
: R ) 30 27 - .30
R? change : .02 .06 .00
Beta . 19 a9 - -.04
Order 2 L 1 3.
R - : S :
R T 44 - 44 - .39»
R? change .00 .04 .15
- Beta .06 19° 432
Order 3 i} - 2 L 1
o R * 10 a0
R? change * 01 .00
Beta * .0l - .00
Order o 1 2

Note: N=152;ap < .01; b p < .05; * tolerance level insufficient for further com-
putations. For abbreviations, see Table 5.5.

the leader is high. Essentially, more affect means more interaction
with the leader and a greater willingness to help the leader on per-
sonal aspects. This shows that whereas the use of personalized
exchange is genuine, ingratiation is not.

Reasoning was best predicted by LMX followed by affect. In hne
with our conceptualization of dyadic interactions, reasoning
should be used for influence on the actual job situation. Therefore,
it (reasoning) should be better predicted by the quality of exchange
measures containing elements of actual job situations. The LMX is
essentially work oriented and if it predicts the use of reasoning, it

AL I R SR TR R

e e 7
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seems justified. All the same, members’ affect for their leader too
predicts the use of reasoning. Obviously, members give reasons
when they have a high affect for him or her (the leader).

Finally, the use of persuasion could not be predlcted by any of
the three quality of exchange measures.

It is interesting to note that though for the leaders perceived con-
tribution was a better predictor, for the members affect was a
better predictor. Moreover, whereas the predictive strength is high
for the leaders’ perspective, it is usually not so strong for the mem-
bers’ perspective. We will take up these observations a little later _
(see section on comments). For the moment, let us look at the
Study 2 results.

Study 2 Results

Zero-order correlations between the four predictors—perceived
.contribution, affect, attention, and latitude (individual scores)—
and five influence strategies (criterion measures) are give in Table

5.7. Results of the stepwise regression analysis are reported in
Table 5.8.

Table 5.7 .
Zero~order Correlations of the Members’ Quallty of Exchange
(Individual and Group Scores as Predictors) with Their Influence
Strategies and Other Outcome Variables (Study 2)

N our
IS I PE R PR ES IS CO UE
PC_. . 1d -58 -.08 .21 .58 -.25 57 ‘.50 . .50 . .60
Gr -.14 01 -10 .23 -24 .40 .33 31 . .11
AF 1 -51 .01 21 49 -16 .49 52 57 .62

Gr -.17 .14 08 24 203 .40. .38 34 .28

AT Id -66 -06 34 66 -.19 .58 47 66 .74

- Gr -17 -05 12 .24 .02 .35 22 27 .25
LT d -63 -.10 32 60 -.19 55 .42 60 .70
Gr -.19 -.09 .02 .14 -.02 .23 13 24 23

Note: r (94) = .19 at p'<.01; r (94) = .26 at p < .05; IN = Influence Strategies;
OUT = Other Outcome Variables, IES = Informal External Support; I =
Ingratiation; PE = Personalized Exchange; R = Reasoning; PR = Persuasion;
ES = Extrinsic Satisfaction; IS = Intrinsic Satisfaction; CO = Commitment;
UE = Unit Effectiveness; PC = Perceived Contribution; Gr = Group Score,
Id = Individual Score. :
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Table 5.8

Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Quality of Exchange
(Predictors) and Their Influence Strategies (Criterion Variables)

(Study 2)
Predictors ‘
Criterion PC AF AT - LT
o R . * * .66 .69
R2 changé - * o o440 04
Beta . * N -4 -27
Order * * 1 2
I R ! ,’..,*._- * * *
RZ d‘a_nge * * £ *
ouBeta. oL XL R *
s - Order T * * *
i - R .V o oox * 34 o *
"RZchange %, * R *
Beta' LTt . * .34 *
. *
Order * * 1
R R * P . .66 *
:R? change . o * 44 - uF
S Beta e m L% x ., 66T *
Order. .. .., i 1. o
PR R. .' o - 25 . .. .
R? change .06 * * :
Beta - o -25° * * .
_ Order 1 * *

Note: N =96; ap < .01; b p< 65, * Tolerance level insufficient for further com-
putations. For abbreviations, see Table 5.7.

Clearly, attentlon is the best predictor, predicting three (informal
external support, personahzed exchange, and persuasmn) out of
five influence strategies. Use of informal external support is anega-
tive function of attention and latitude. Neither ingratiation nor
persuasion could be predicted by any of the four predictors. Per-
sonalized exchange and reasoning both are a positive function of
attention. If attention is low, the member is likely to go to others
(co-workers) for help, but if the attention is high the member

|
3
i

i
H
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indulges in personal exchanges and use of 10g1c to 1nﬂuence the
leader. - - :

“Surprisingly, affect unhke in Study 1 dld not prechct the use of
any strategy. However, perceived contribution predicted the use of
persuasion. Persuasion was used more by the members when their
perceived contribution was low. The member uses pressure tactics

" {Ansari et al., 1989; Yukl & Falbe, 1990) to influence the leader

who is perceived to contribute less.

- In Study 1, the best predictor was affect; but in Study 2, atten-
tion emerged as the best predictor. Affect did not emerge at all as a
predictor of any strategies in Study 2. In Study 1, all the three mea-
sures of quality of exchange are the general measures of exchange -
(e.g., leaders’ contribution on the jobs, nature of exchanges, and
affect for the leader) Of these three general measures, affect is the
best predictor. When these general measures are put along with
more specific dimensions (e.g., attention and latitude), the specxﬁc
dimensions emerge as better predictors of influence strategies.
Influence strategies, too, are actual behaviors on the job and their
prediction by actual leader behavior (attention) seems justified.

If we'look at the global quality of exchange as a predictor of
members’ influence strategies, personalized exchange and reason-
ing are 4 direct function of the quality of exchange (affect and LMX
in Study 1, and attention in Study 2)—this is all we have for the
consistency of results in both the studies. .. o

In Study 2, the use of informal external support (IES) and per-"
suasion (PR) were also predicted by the’ quality of exchange mea-
sures (unlike ifi Study 1) Informal external support was an inverse
function of both attention and latitude, and like in Study 1, neither
perceived contribution nor affect predicted the use of this strategy.”
But the use of persuasion was predicted by perceived contribution

. in Study 2 which was not evident in Study 1. This is a discrepancy

in the results of the two studies which is difficult to explain,

Interactzon Effect of Percewed Contribution and Affect

The interaction effects of the two dimensions of the quality of inter-
action were evaluated through a hierarchical multiple regression .
analysis. The regression results are reported in Table 5. 9 and the
means are reported in Table 5.10.
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Table 5.9
Hierarchical Regression Results—Interaction of the Members’
Perceived Contribution and Affect as a Determinant of Their Inﬂuence
Strategtes (Study 1)

PC (~.02, .01)
IES AF ' ©(10,.02)
PC x AF (.28%, .06)
PC . (177,04
I . AF (21%,.09)
' " PCxAF - A (15,.02)
. - "PC , ' (208, .07) -
PE . - AF S IR O VAR 173 R
. ‘ PCxAF = - LT (06,.00)
: PC-" T S e (321,.10).
R i - aF ; . (-.06,.00)° .
o L . . PCxAF - - - . L (F05,.00) e
pC : T (-.02,.00)
PR ‘ , AF . ST (1L,.01)
' PC x AF . © (.02, .00)
Note: Same as Table 5.3.
. Table 5.10

Mean Scores—Members’ Inﬂuence Strategles as a Function of the
Interaction of Their Perceived Contribution and A,tfe;t (Study 1) ‘

PC -~ Low - - High

AF , : E .
IES Low 23.00 , 16.06
High 15.00 - 15.46
1 Low. - - 17.33 = 16.61
' High 2017 26.50
PE . - Low : 1517. . 20.15
High 18.06 23.83
R . low 20.61 23.69
: * High - 19.89 22.50
PR Low 9.63 10.08
'~ High 9.94 -~ ..12.83

Note Same as Table 5 3

Only IES was predicted by the interaction of percelved contnbu-
tion (PC) and affect (AF) (Table 5.9). Members used IES the most
when both, perceived contribution of and affect for the leader,

R0,

oy s R R o el .
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were low. But it was tused the least when the perceived contribu-
tion was low and affect was high. Low -PC and low AF together .
make for a poor quality of interaction, which is not a conducive
situation for the member to approach the leader directly for any

- influence attempts. The use of external support to pressurize the
- leader, in this case, seems appropriate. On the other hand, even if

PC is low but AF is high, the member does not depend on the use of

. external support.

The rest of the four strategies could not be predicted by the inter-
action of PC and AF. The interaction effects from the members’ per-
spective have a stnklng sumlanty to the effects from the leaders’
perspective.

-In general, thus, the interaction of PC and AF does not 51gmﬁ—
cantly predict the use of upward influence strategies. Thus, hypo-
thesis 4 (H5. 4) finds little support.

Average vs Individual Quality

of Exchange as Predictors

In the last two subsections, we focused on the independent and
interaction effects of quality of exchange (QEx) measures. Though
main effects were significant, interaction effects were not. Next,
we evaluate the relative strengths of average and dyadic concep-

tualizations. For this purpose, we take the group quality of ex-

change representing average QEx and individual QEx representing
a differentiated-unit conceptualization.

To evaluate the two together, they were put to a stepw1$e regres-
sion analysis (see Chapter 3). As was mentloned earlier, data from
Study 2 (members’ perspective) was used for this purpose. The
stepwise regression results for PC, AE, AT, and LT are reported in
Tables 5.11, 5.12, 5.13, and 5.14, respecnvely We shall present
each result separately. .

The individual scores of perceived contribution predict the use of
informal external support, personalized exchange, reasoning, and

persuasion-at the first step (Table 5.11). Group scores pred1ct the

use of personalized exchange (PE) but only at the. second step.
Clearly, individual scores are better predictors. Besides PE, none of
the other influence strategies could be predicted by the group
scores. Ingratiation could not be predicted by any of the two scores.
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Table 5.11
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Perceived Contribution
(Group and Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Influence
Strategies (Criterion Variables) (Study 2) ,

Predictors - . - Criterion - - PCAD ~ PC(Gr)- -
IES
R .58 *
R? change .33 *
Beta 582 *
Order . I *
I S -
R * *
R? change * *
Beta -7+ ¢ * *
Order ... * *
: PE - . . o
R .21 .30
R? change .05 .05
Beta 322 -.24
Order i S 2
R . v i i
R - .58 *
R? change .34 *
. Beta .58 * .
s * Order’~ - 1o *
- RO 25 *
R? change .06 *
[ "Beta -.25% *
_ Order 1 *

Note: N=96;ap < .01; bp <.05; * Tolerance level insufficient for further com-

putanons For abbreviations, see Table 5.7.

So far as PC is concerned, results for persuasion are of prime im-

- portance,.as PC (in Study 2) significantly predicts the use of this
strategy. It is the individual PC score that predicts the use of this
strategy, which is an evidence for variations within a work-group,
so far as influencing a leader (with respect to PC) is concerned. Use
of personalized exchange is predicted both by the individual and
group scores of PC for which there is evidence of both average and
dyadic leadership. This is an equivocal (reject) condition and the
level of analysis for this cannot be predicted.

i aiitrini it . v il

3
i
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Table 5.12

Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Affect (i Groizp and Individual

Scores as Predictors) and Their Influence Stjrategies (Criterion
' ' . Variables) (Study 2)

" Predictors

Criterion AF(Id) AF(Gr)
IES
R o 51 *
R? change .26 *
Beta -.51*% *
Order -1 *
I .
R * *
R? change * *
Beta * *
Order * *
PE
R , 21 *
R? change .04 *
Beta 21° *
Order 1 ®
R - 49 - *
R? change " 24 *
Beta 49° *
Order 1 *.
PR . .
R?thange * *
* Beta : L *
Order * *

Note: N = 96 ap<.0l;bp< 05 * Tolerarice level msufﬁc1ent for further c com—

putations. For abbrewauons see Table 5.7.

Next, the individual scores of affect predict the use of informal
external support, personalized exchange, and reasoning (Table
- 5.12). The group scores .do. not. predlct any influence strategy.
Though affect, when put together with other measures of quality of
exchange, does not emerge as a significant predictor (Study 2); but
when individual and group scores aré taken, individual scores are
clearly better predictors. This is a direct evidence for dyadlc (umt-

differentiation) conceptualization.
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Table 5.13
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Attention (Group and
Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Influence Strategies
(Criterion Variables) (Study 2)

i Wi it - 0

Predictors

Criterion AT(d) AT(Gr)
IES .

R . .66 *

R? change 43 *

Beta : —~.66% *

Order 1 *
I : .

R T * *

R? change * *

Beta * *

Order * *
PE

R .34 *

! .R? change 211 *

Beta ) 34" *
. Order . 1 *
R .

R .66 *

R? change ' L44 *

Beta : .66 *

Order 1 *
PR

R * *

R? change * *

Beta * *

Order * *

Note: N =96; ap <.01; b p.< .05; * Tolerance level insufficient for furt.her com-
putations. For abbreviations, see Table 5.7. .

Attention .emerged as the best predictor of informal external
support, personalized exchange, and reasoning when put along

‘with the othér measures of QEx (Table 5.8). For all the three strat-

egies, individual scores of attention are better predictors than the

group scores (Table 5.13). Clearly, the individual attention given to.

the subordinates is a better predictor than collective attention
- (group AT). :
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. Table 5.14 .
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Latitude (Group and
Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Influence Strategies .
(Criterion Variables) (Study 2)

Predictors ]
Criterion : LT(d) LT(Gr)
IES ' : :
R - .63 *
R? change . 39 %
Beta -.63* *
Order S *
I
R * *
R? change * *
. Beta * *
© Order * *
PE )
R S ' 32 Tx
R? change . : .10 *
" Beta . - - 328 *
Order . . . 1 *
R- N , N ‘ ‘
R : .61 o
" R2change ' - - 736 *
" Beta - 612 *
P - Order - ) ) *
PR -
o - R. * *
- REchange ) * Cx
©° " " Beta R * 1
- Order - T * o*

Note: N = 96 a p < 01; b p < .05; * Tolerance level msufﬂment for further com-
' putanons For abbrewanons see Table 5.7. - . .

Latitude predicted the use of informal external support, though
only at the second step after attention (Table 5.8). For IES, individ- -
ual latitude scores emerged as a significant predictor (Table 5:14),

-thus providing an evidence for a differentiated unit. Besides this,

the individual LT scores also predicted the use.of personalized
exchange and reasoning when put together with the group scores.
Group scores did not predict the use of any influence strategies.
No doubt, the inflated results providing evidence for individual
scores can be attributed, to some extent, to common method
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variance. All the same, a look at the four tables (Tables 5.11 through
5.14) shows that all the individual quality of exchange scores that
predicted  the use of influence strategies were highly significant.
Thus, if there were minor differences in the results for individual
and group scores, the assertion for any one level would have been
shaky, but such vast differences inthe two results indicate an indi-
vidual level of analysis, despite common method variance.

One point needs to be mentioned here. The present results are
only an evidence against averages and for individual levels of anal-
ysis. We are not asserting a within-group (i.e., group parts level)
variation, as the individual scores are not represented in terms of
groups (i.e., as deviations from group scores).

" " Comments

Broadly speaking, the use of both the upward and the downward
influence strategies are predicted by the quality of exchange as a
measure of leadership. Ansari (1990) conducted an exhaustive
study of leadership styles in relation to upward and downward
influence strategies. It needs to be noted here that though the lead-
ership styles (of the leaders) and leadership behavior (as perceived
by the subordinates) dimensions are taken from the average con-
ceptualization, the relationship between the influence strategies
and leadership orientations (behaviors or styles) is essentially at
the individual level. The relationship is evaluated through stepwise
regression where the individual responses on different dimensions
are put in the regression equation. Thus, the results of this study
too are an evidence for the individual level. Much in line with this,
the results of the present study too find connection between lead-
ership and influence strategies. In the present study, the measures
developed on the basis of exchanges and interactions between a
leader and a member. significantly predict the use of influence
strategies by the two (the leader and the member). -

It is of interest to note that, in Study 1, PC was a better predictor

for downward influence strategies; but for the upward strategies,
affect emerged as a better predictor. In essence, the use of particu-
lar tactics by the leader is guided by on-the-job activities of the sub-
ordinates {contribution) but the use of strategies by the member is
more a function of their (members’) affective orientation towards

M.;,. S S Gt as o £
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the leader. Second, the interaction effects of PC and AF were
significant neither for the upward nor for the downward influence
strategies, in general. However, from both the perspectives, infor-
mal external support was predicted by the interaction of PC and
AF, and from both the perspectives, low PC and low AF disclosed
the maximum use of IES. But, so far as minimum use of IES is con-
cerned, leaders’ perspective (downward) was guided by PC and the:
members’ perspective (upward) was guided by AF—a corrobora-
tion of the previous observation. © " * - ' '

Finally, the individual scores of QEx were better predictors of
rather strong evidence for the VDL. -

In essence, hence, power and influence in the context of leader-
ship is relevant both for the leaders (downward) and for the mem-
be;rs (upward). Further, power and influence dynamics has variations
:mthin groups and the right entity to focus on'is gfoup-parts: Un-
doubtedly the hierarchy in organizations provides for a readymade
exercise of power by the leader, but the members too exercise power
over leaders, and there is evidence for a two-way influence process.
Within a group (under a leader), the members have a different

influence strategies in general than the group scores, providing a

degree of power over (extent of influence), and also different bases

of power for the leader which is a function of the quality of ex-
change between the two. Similarly, the leader too has a different
degree of power over and also different bases of power for theé mem-
ber.'Thus, in the coritext of leadership, power dynamics need to bé
studied at thislevel. -~ @« 7 Loie v DS a0

Other Outcomé Vanables , I

The Background .
The role of leadership in subordinates’ affective and behavioral
experiences is well recognized. Almost all the theories and conéep’-
tualizations have studied this relationship. We shall briefly review
how different theorizations have studied these outcome variables.

- The earliest conceptualization of leadership in terms of authori-
farian and democratic styles also correlated the two styles with
different outcomes. Studies have been conducted to show the

- strength of each in predicting the performance of the subordinates.
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Results provide evidence for both the dimensions. Some (e.g.,
Torrance, 1953) reported autocratic style to be more effective; oth-
ers (e.g., Argyle, Gardner, & Ciofi, 1958) found democratic style to
be more effective; still others (e.g., Ziller, 1957) reported that none
of the two styles was significantly related to criterion measures.
Studies have also been conducted to see the effect of these two
styles on satisfaction. Most studies (e.g., Ziller, 1957) report the
superiority of the democratic style in predicting higher employee
satisfaction. All the same, some studies (e.g., White, 1963) have
discovered that there is no difference between autocratic and dem-
ocratic styles, so far as subordinate satisfaction is concerned. -
The effects of directive and participative leaderships on sub-
ordinate performance, commitment, and satisfaction have also been
studied. Subordinate performance has been understood in terms of

the quality of decisions and productivity. Group decisions are -

believed to be superior to the decisions made by an average mem-
ber of that group. In line with this, the quality of decision under
participative style has been reported to be better (Blake & Mouton,

- 1962) but the results for productivity are mixed, with some (e.g.,
Schumer, 1962) reporting the superiority -of directive leadership
and others (e.g., Lawrence & Smith, 1955) claiming the superiority
of the participative style. An optimum level of participation seems
to be effective in productivity; participation above or below that
level affects performance adversely (Likert, 1959). So far as subor-
dinate satisfaction is concerned, mostly participative style has been
shown to be; pos1t1ve1y related to satisfaction (e.g., Preston &
Heintz, 1949). However, some results are mixed with respect to
subordinate satisfaction—for example, Farrow, Valenzi, and Bass
(1980) found both the styles to be positively related to subordinate
satisfaction. Employee commitment, loyalty, and job involvement
too have been shown to be positively correlated with the partici-
pative style (e.g., Kahn & Tannenbaum, 1957).

Task and relationship orientations of the leader too have been
studied in determining subordinate performance and satisfaction.
Some studies (e.g., Pandey, 1976) have shown relationship-oriented
leadership to be a superior predictor of follower performance,
others (e.g., Litwin, 1968) found the task-oriented leader to be more
effective. Besides the independent effects of the two, their joint
effect has also been reported to significantly predict subordinate
performance. High task and high relation orientations of a leader,
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according to Blake and Mouton (1962), positively affect the perfor-
mance—a finding corroborated by others as well (e.g., Kahn &
Katz, 1953). For subordinate satisfaction, generally, relationship-
oriented leadership has been found to be more effective (e g. Mann
& Hoffman, 1960).

The two dimensions of leader behawor—con51derat10n and initi-
ating structure—developed in the Ohio State Studies too have been
shown to affect subordinates’ outcomes. Both the dimensions have
been shown to be positively related to satisfaction (House & Filley,
1971), effectiveness (Fleishman & Simmons, 1970), and produc-
tivity (Lawshe & Nagle, 1953). Studies have also reported a curvili-
near relationship between the two dimensions and subordinate’s
experiences. Fleishman and Harris (1962) observed the effect of .
initiating structure and considefation on employee turnover and
greivances. They report that high and medium degrees of consider-
ation coupled with low structure showed the lowest rates. of em-
ployees’ turnover and grievances. : R

The.effect of different styles as a function of 51tuat10na1 contin-
gencies too has been explored. Patchen (1962), for example, showed
that directive supervision, in a cohesive group whose leader was
seen as a rewarding figure, had a high output. Centrality of prob-
lem (Bass & Ryterband 1979), communication networks (Shaw,
1954), etc. too have been taken as situational contingencies, be-

“sides leader-member relatlons posmon power (of the leader) and
..4..task Structure e e = e s L.

‘Thus, all the major theonzanons understand and explam leader— .
ship in terms of subordmate outcomes.” :

Some Conjectu‘re“sf - |

)

- In Chapter 1, we d1scussed the outcomes (consequences) studied

in the VDL framework. The review suggests that the previous re-
searches have provided evidence for dyadic leadership and they -
too have predicted the members’ outcomes. .
In view of the brief review of literature in the last section and
also in Chapter'1 (consequences of VDL), we take the following
outcome variables: satisfaction (Extrinsic [ES] and Intrinsic [IS]; -
commitment (CO); intent to leave (IL); and unit effectiveness (UE).
Intent to leave was taken in Study 1 only, and unit effectiveness in
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Study 2 only. Extrinsic satisfactiomn, intrinsic satisfaction, and com-
mitment were taken in both the studies. '
The following three general hypotheses are proposed:

H5.6: Members’ outcomes are a function of their quality of
exchange. .
HS5.7: Members’ outcomes are a function of the interaction of
~ perceived contribution and affect. o
H5.8: Members’ outcomes are better predicted by their individ-
’ ual (VDL) as compared to the average (ALS) quality of
exchange scores. ’

All the outcome variables are the subordinates’ own perception,
included in it is the unit effectiveness. It is hypothesizeq that th'e
individual perception (of the subordinates) of unit effect}ve_:ness is
a function of the individual quality of exchange. Hence, it is not a
measure of the objective performance of the work-group.

Results and Discussion

Independent Effects of Qqality'of‘,.Exchangg

The independent effects of QEx were measured both in Study 1-

and Study 2. ,

‘Study 1 Results

Perceived contribution, affect, and leader—-member exchanges
(LMX) were the three measures of quality of exchange 'tlsed_ as pre-
dictors in Study 1. The criterion measures (outcomes) in this study
were—Extrinsic Satisfaction (ES), Intrinsic Satisfaction (IS), Com-
mitment (CO), and Intent to Leave (IL). The zero-order correlg-
tions between predictors and criterion measures are reported in
Table 5.5. The stepwise regression results for this stu.dy are re-
ported in Table 5.15. Clearly, the two quality of intgra_ctxon dimen-
sions (perceived contribution and affect) did not p_red'wt.any qf the
four nutcome variables. However, LMX predicted intrinsic satisfac-
tion and commitment (though not very strongly, p < .05). Both the
outcomes are high, if LMX is high. Obviously, high leader-member

B o4 Tk R R it

——r
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exchanges predict greater intrinsic satisfaction and commitment of
the subordinates. If LMX is high, the subordinate is naturally involved
in collaboration on unstructured jobs and consequently the com-
mitment too is high. As mentioned earlier (Chapter 4), leadership is
a proximal representation of the organization for the subordinates.
On the whole, the general commitment for the organization, hence,
gets influenced by the nature of immediate leadership interactions.

We noted in Chapter 1 that the subordinates’ intent to leave
could not be predicted consistently by LMX theorization. This study
too failed to find any significant results of this relationship. The
employee withdrawal process (or intent) seems to be following
some other rules. This does not mean that the nature of immediate
leadership does not affect this outcome but independently, proba-
bly, it is not sufficient to explain enough variance.

Study 2 Results -

In Study 2, intent to leave was dropped and the perception of unit
effectiveness was added as a criterion variable. Besides the two
dimensions of quality of interaction (PC and AF), attention (AT)
and latitude (LT) were also taken as predictors (LMX was dropped). .
The results of zero-order correlation and stepwise regression are
reported in Tables 5.7 and 5.16, respectively. - ... ... . .
Extrinsic satisfaction in this study is predicted by perceived con-
tribution, but attention “also adds significantly to the variance.
Perceived contribution and-attention both are the measures of ex- -
changes on actual job situations. Since extrinsic satisfaction con-
cerns the satisfaction with external and actual job conditions, the

~ results seem justified. Similarly, intrinsic satisfaction is predicted

best by affect but perceived contribution adds significantly to it fol-
lowing the same line of argument; intrinsic satisfaction is the -
deeper satisfaction and is likely to have strong affective compo-

-nent. Thus, the prediction of intrinsic satisfaction by affect (mainly)
[is quite understandable. Perceived contribution too adds to this

result positively, which means that for intrinsic satisfaction both
the interaction on the jobs with the leader and affect for the leader
together operate. Commitment is best predicted by attention. This
looks like an exchange situation. The leader gives attention to the
member and the member responds with greater commitment. The
perception of unit effectiveness is predicted best by attention but
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Table 5.15
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Quality of Exchange
(Predictors) and Their Outcome Variables (Study 1)

Predictors .
Criterion PC AF LMX
ES - ’
R .34 36 .37
_ R%change - a2 .01 .00
" Beta : 17 12 .13
Order ' 1 e 2 3.
IS o ,
R } 39 39 38
R?change .. .00 .00 _ .14
Beta . .12 .06 .25
Order . 2 3 1
co- ' '
R .39 .40 .- .38
R? change .01 _ .00 . .15
Beta  ® .2 - .08 .25°
Order =~ 2 - 3 1
- IL N . . X - .
R .18 .20 .20
R? change - .03 .01 .00
" Beta ’ -.15 . =.10 .02
Order. =~ 1 2 3

Note: 3 = 152; b p <.05; PC = Perceived Contribution; AF = Affect; LMX =
Leader-Member Exchanges; ES = Extrinsic Satisfaction; IS = Intrinsic Satis-
faction; CO = Commitment; IL = Intent to Leave.

latitude also adds significantly to this prediction. Essentially, a unit
is perceived to be more effective if the quality of exchange (mea-
sured in terms of attention and latitude) is better from the mem-
bers’ perspective. - -
In essence, thus, the outcomes of extrinsic satisfaction, intrinsic
satisfaction, commitment, and unit effectiveness (perceived) are
all a positive function of the quality of exchange between a leader
and a member. Next, we see the interaction effect of PC and AE

Interaction Effect of Perceived Contribution and Affeét

The interaction effect of PC and AF on the outcome variables (like
influence strategies) was tested in Study 1 only. Thus the interaction
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Table 5.16
Stepwise {{egression Results—Members’ Quality of Exchange
(Predictors) and Their Outcome Variables (Study 2)

Predictors

Criterion ) PC AF AT T
ES .

R .61 * 58 *

R? change .03 * 34 *

Beta 280 * 352 *

Order 2. * 1 .
IS ) :

R 57 53 * *

R? change~ 04. o8 * «

- Beta 282 342 * %

Order 2 1 * *
co :

R * * 66 *

R? change - * * 43 *

Beta * * 662 *
: Order * * 1 .
UE . :

R * . * :

- 74 .

R? change * * 54 - gg

Beta * * 487 . .313

Order * * 1 : 2'

Note: N = 96; a p <.01; b'p <.05; PC = Perceived contribﬁﬁbn; AF = Affect;
AT = Att‘ennon; LT = Latitude; ES = Extrinsic Satisfaction; IS = Intrinsié
§ausfacnon; CO = Commitment; UE = Unit Effectiveness. * Tolerance level

, insufficient for further computations. . : . : -

effects, through hierargihital regression were eyaiuated for ES, IS,

CO, and IL.. ' i

The hierarchical regression results are reported in Table 5.17
and thfa corresponding means are reported in Table 5.18. The
regression results reveal that the interaction is not significant for
any outcome variables. The results are just like that of the influ-
ence strategies. The consistent failure of the interaction hypothesis
to yle-Id any outcome variables (leaders’ influence stratégies mem-
bers’ influence strategies, and their other oiitcome variables’) leads
one to doubt the validity and strength of the interaction hypothe-
sis. Finally, we move on to average vs individual test of quality of
exchange. ’ o ,
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Table 5.17
Hierarchical Regression Results—Members’ Outcomes as a Function of
the Interaction of Their Perceived Contribution and Affect (Study 1)

pC? (258, .11)

ES AF : (.15, .01)
PC x AF (-.03, .00)

PC - (.23, .12)

Is AF (.13, .01)
PC x AF . (=.11, .0D)

PC (.23%, .12)

co AF : : (.14, .01)
PC x AF (-.10, .01)

: PC . : (-.128, .03)

L AF . . (=.10,.01)
* PC x AF : : (.03, .00)

Note: N = 152; ap <.01; bp < .05; For abbreviations, see Table 5.15. Figures in
parantheses are beta coefficients and R? change, respectively. '

-~ Table 5.18
Mean Scores—Members’ Outcome Variables as a Function of the’
Interaction of Their Perceived Contribution and Affect (Study 1)

CPC .+ Low -~ " High -
. AF ’ : o

ES o “Low el 16.01 ‘ 17.38
| High 1617 1850

IS Low - © 1767 .. . 2054
co ) Low 43.45 . 5038
L High .~ =~ : 4533 . - 56.67

L Low . 4.68 ‘ 4.77
High ' 4.89 3.00

Note: Same as Table 5.15.
AveraJéz vs Individual Quali’ty
of Exchange as Predictors

After evmudnno the mdependent and interaction effects of quality
of exchange measures, we now turn to the average vs non-average
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test. The procedure for these outcome vanables is the same as for
influence strategies.

For this purpose, data from Study 2 were taken as it prov1ded for
reasonably big work-groups. The group and individual scores of
the quality of exchange measures (PC, AE AT, and LT) were put as
predictors in a stepwise hierarchical regressmn The regression
results for PC, AE AT, and LT are reported in Tables 5.19, 5.20,
5.21, and 5.22, respectively.

As is evident from the results, the individual scores (of all the four

QEx measures) emerge as much stronger predictors. of different

outcomes. All the four outcome varlables (ES, IS, CO, and UE) are
best predicted by individual scores of all the four predictors (PC,
AFE AT, and LT) (see Tables 5.19, 5.20, 5.21 and 5.22). However, the

Table 5.19
Stepwise Regresswn Results—Members’ Perceived Contrlbutton

(Group and Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Outcome
Varlables (Study 2):

Predictors - . Criterion pCcad) PC(Gr)
- ES - - E -
R - 57 - C 59
R? change .33 . .03
Beta~ A L.
: Order : 1 T2
IS L S ,
R ~ .50
. Richange . . .. 250 0 F L
hoia TR g .
‘Order - 1
Co ] P T
R C .59 S *
_R?change - ".35 *
Beta - R o
. Order ~ T T *
R .59 .62
R2change - . - 34 .03
Beta . .682 . ©.18Y
Order 1 2

~ Note: N = 96; ap < .01;bp <.05; Gr = Group Scores; Id = Individual Scores. For

other abbreviations see Table 5.16. * Tolerance 1evel msufﬁcxent for further
computations.
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Table 5.20
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Affect (Group and Individual
Scores as Predictors) and Their Outcome Variables (Study 2)

Predictors Criterion : -AF(Id) " AF(Gr)
ES
y R 49 *
R2? change 24 *
Beta . 49* *
. ~Order 1 * -
S . R S . R .52- . %
. R?®change = "~ - .27 C*
S BetaviLt T T sl Px
- Order .- 10 o
co S e :
‘ ‘. R BT e X
‘R? c_hange, T g2 T e
" Beta v H B N
Order ; e _‘ s 1 -
): SR Ce2 *
" R?change 38 *
. "Betaw . 622 S
: Order . 1 *

Note N'= 96;ap <.01;bp’< .05; Gr = Group Scores; Id = Individual Scores. For
" other abbrewanons see Table 5.16. * Tolerance level insufficient for furtherr

comp‘utanons

prec'hctlon of exmnsm sansfacnon and unit effecuveness by per-
ceived contribution creates an equivocal (reject) condition (see
Table 5.19), as both the individual and the group scores signifi-
cantly predict these two outcome variables.

Clearly, thete is a strong evidence for individual-level predictions

as against the group for all the quality of exchange measures. The
subordinates’ behavioral and affective outcomes are, hence, a func-
tion of their individual interaction with the leader.

S Cii.. Comments

As has been mentioned in Chapter 1, whereas relatively softer out-
come variables (like satisfaction, commitment, etc.). have been

%
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Table 5.21 ,
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Attention (Group and
Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Outcome Variables

IS

(Study 2)
Predictors Criterion AT(Id) . AT(Gr)
ES
R .58 *°
R? change : 34 *
Beta .58 *
Order - 1 *
R ) 47 *
R? change 22 *
Beta 47 *
- Order T | *
Cco.
R . .66 *
R? change .43 *
Beta T.66* - *
) Order 1 *
UE 3
' R- o .74 *
R? change 54 0 *
ot Beta 74 *
‘Order 1 *

Note: N =96;ap < 01 bp< OS Gr = Group Scores; Id = Individual Scores For
other abbreviations see Table 5.16. * Tolerance level msufﬁcxent for. fuxther
computations.

predicted by VDL conceptuahzatlon ‘harder measures: like em- -
ployee performance and turnover (intent to leave) have not been.

In the present study, too, the only hard outcome variable (IL) could
not be predicted by quality of exchange. However, the relative
strength of average and VDL theorizations, for predicting intent to
leave could not be tested as data in Study 1 were not sufficient to
conduct this analysis. Vecchio et al.’s (1986) explanation for the
failure of QEx to predict IL seems specious. They say, just as Mobley
and his associates (Mobley, 1977; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino,

1979) have identified a series of intermediate processes (affective
and cognitive) between employee perception and turnover, a simi-
lar (though unidentified) process might mediate quality of ex-
change and intent to leave (or turnover). We have already said that
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Table 5.22
Stepwise Regression Results—Members’ Latitude (Group and
Individual Scores as Predictors) and Their Outcome Variables

(Study 2)

Predictors Criterion LT(d) : LT(Gr)

R .55 *

R? change . .30 *

Beta 552 *

Order 17 *

Is

R 42 *

R? change ST *

Beta - a4 *

Order 1 *

co § o
R - 60 *

R2 change . .36 *

Beta -~ : - L.60% *

Order o1 *

) R . .71 *

R2 change . .50 *

Beta - - EVALES *

Order K 1- *

Note: N = 96;ap <.01;bp < .05; Gr = Group Scores; Id = Individual Scores. For

other abbreviations see Table S 16 * Tolerance level msufﬁment for further ‘

e ‘compitdtions. -

QEx when studied in conjunction with other processes might pre-
dict employee turnover. or their intent to leave. Thus, the need is to
identify these intermediate processes and the connections between
them. The results, however, reveal that the other outcome variables
for the members do get influenced by their quality of exchange.

The role and importance of unit differentiation in studying sub-
ordinates’ behavior and feelings cannot be denied. The need now is
to incorporate this fact with other important organizational pro-
cesses to have a complete understanding of employees attitudes,
feelings, and behaviors. :

i

tis: ¢

< Chapter 6 »

Dyadic Interactions:
--Making the Connection

This chapter is an attempt to provide an overall understandmg of

‘quality of interaction.’ It specifically aims at integrating the vari-
ous. analyses performed in the. last three chapters. Findings are
discussed in the global perspective as well as in the Indian | perspec-
tive. While doing so, managerial lmphcanons of the findings are .
dlscussed potential limitations of the two surveys are presented

“-and recommendations for futtire research- are highlighted:

The first part of the c:hapter deals with the integration of results

o Flndmgs are discussed in the first three ‘sections. The preponder-'

ance of hierarchy in the Indian value system leads to unit differen-
tiation. The nature of exchanges—the inputs and the. outputs—in

- the Indian setting too are discussed. The next part deals with the

implications of the present work. In the first section, the implica-
tions for the researchers are discussed. These implications draw
heavily from the discussion in the last part. Essentially the focus is
on exploring and understanding VDL in the Indian context. Itis felt
that though, the process of unit differentiation is universal, the
operating factors might be different for different cultures. In the
next section of this part, the implications for leadership training
are discussed. Essentially, the need to incorporate the fact of unit
differentiation in different training techniques is emphasized.
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Finally, in the last part of the chapter, some potential limitations of
the present studies are presented.

Integration of the Findings

In Chapter 1, it was mentioned that there were three broad aims of
the present work: (i) to develop a comprehensive measure of the
interactions between a leader and a member, (i) to identify rele-
 vant antecedent factors that determine the quality of this inter-

~ action, and (iii) to see the impact (consequences) of the quality of
interaction on the work dynamics (influence tactics) of both lead-
ers and members, and the job.related behaviors and attitudes of the
subordinates. The findings of these three objectives are reported in
Chapters 3, 4, and 5, respectively. We will take up the findings
related to the three aims separately and try to dISCUSS them in the
Indian context. :

Nature of Qﬁality of Interaction

Throughout the manuscript, we have been contending for a dyadic
approach to study leadership. In Chapter 3, a two- dimensional
measure of quality of interaction was developed. We have dis-
cussed the two dlmensxons———percewed contribution and affect—in
that chapter. It was also noted that the work-unit under a leader
- gets differentiated, wherein the differences are reported both by
the leader and the members. In the Indian context, it is worthwhile
to note that broadly the Indian (equated with Hindu) social system
has the concept of hierarchy inherent in it (Roland, 1980) and, in
general, the social system (culture) is structured in terms of supe-
rior-subordinate relationships, so much so, that even peers and
friends are ranked in a hierarchical order (J.B.P Sinha, 1990). This
means that Indians, by and large, have a tendency to grade, divide,
and subdivide. The rule of hierarchy follows everywhere even in a
work-unit under a leader. In Chapter 1, we pointed out that unit
differentiation under a leader is imperative given the transience of
the environment.- This point is not refuted at all from the global
organizational perspective. What we are trying here is to under-
stand and explain the results from the organizational members’
perspactive. Qur analysis would mean that even if the environment
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was static, the Indian manager will differentiate between subordin-
ates, given the social values. The effect of transient environment
gets compounded when such values are dominant. Later we will
see how these prevalent values also act as the determinants of unit
differentiation (hierarchy). Further, it is interesting to note that the
differentiation (hierarchy) is maintained through ‘affective reci-
procity’ (Roland, 1984). The reciprocal nature of affect in a leader—

- member dyad, too, was established in Chapter 4. We do not mean

to say that a leader-member dyad is a microcosm of broad and
global social phenomena, but the influence of the latter on the for-
mer cannot be denied. Kumar and Singh (1976) have given two
dimensions—personal-impersonal, own-others—to understand
the construct system of an Indian manager. Interestingly, affective
reciprocity exists for people who are in the own and personal quad-
rant. The relatlonshlp with these IN-Group members is character-
dzed with reciprocal affection. (J.B.P. Sinha, 1990). On the. other

* hand, relanonshlp with impersonal-others is devoid of this affect.

In Chapters-1 and 3, it was mentioned that perceived contribution
and affect both are high for hlgher quality dyads where the collabo-
ration is more. - . .

_ Hence, the emergence of perceived contribution and affect in the
Indian context is in line with the above mentioned argumernts.
Thus, we see that the Indian milieu provides us with a readymade
pattern of differentiation with perceived contribution and affect ‘as
the key determlnants of this differentiation.

: e ~-Thaugh the-theme-of- hlerarchy in the indxan—value system is -

much recognized, it is surprising to note that the concept of hierar-
chy within a work-group has not been given enough attention. .

It was mentioned in Chapter 1 that unit differentiation occurs
because of differential exchanges between a leader and different
members. In the Indian context, J.B.E Sinha (1990, p. 39) notes
that in the IN-Groups (high quality dyads), ‘the superiors are ex-
pected to have warmth, affection, care, nurturance, etc. for the
subordinates or juniors who must reciprocate by beirg loyal, trust-
worthy, respectful, dependent, etc.” The exchanges are clear. But
these are the exchanges that typify the cultural mien. In actual
work settings, this exchange of affection and deference takes place
through real job problems and through role episodes (see Chapter
1, Figure 1.1). So, this is the nature of unit differentiation in Indian
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organizations. Next, we shift our attention to the antecedents of

o e caste men, persons speaking the same language, belon ing to same
this differentiation. , P P g guage, ging

area or religion or the country may be the ingroups.’

Clearly, selection of subordinates in the IN-Group on these crite-
ria, overlooks the organizational goals totally. Thus, though the
fact of unit differentiation is accepted, it is the antecedent condi-
tions that will predict the relanve effectiveness or ineffectiveness of .
this differentiation.

In Chapter 1, an ideal situation and antecedents of unit differen-
tiation was identified. As mentioned earlier, these antecedent con-
ditions become pathologxcal if the concerns of both the leaders and
the members are not organizational. But irrespective of the ante-
cedents, the process of selecting subordinates into IN- and OUT- -
Groups is the same (through role development). In a pathologi-
cal case, the members are chosen (into IN/OUT- Group) on essen-
tially demographlc characteristics (like caste, religion, region, etc.)
straightaway, and these people have a major share in strategic
decision-making and other vital organizational processes. Obvi-
ously; this will have direct implications for organizational effective-
ness. The neéd, hence, is to identify these variables and relate them
to the effecnveness of orgamzatlon m general and the leaders in
pamcular

~ Antecedents of Quality of Interaction

In the last section, we noticed that it is not only the environmental
contingencies that force a unit differentiation, but also the cultural
values that work towards this differentiation. In Chapter 4, we
identified some antecedents of quality of interaction (exchange).
Essentially, we talked of three interactions—personal orientations
with personal orientations, leadership orientations with leadership
orientations, personal orientations with perceived climate. It was
noted that whereas the first interaction did not yield significant
results, the last two did. Although the two interactions did yield
significant results and we have discussed those results in Chapter
5, the antecedents have to be identified at a deeper grassroct level.
Indian reality needs to be identified at. this stage. No ‘doubt, the
person—environment interactions are important, an ‘understanding
of the Indian psyche and Indian values should be a more fruitful
attempt. In the present work, we have established that the personal
orientations of the two parties (in general) are not really very
important and they should be left alone, The personal orientation
of the leader is important only so far as it sets a particular eriviron-
ment for the subordinates to work in. The subordinates’ choose
themselves in or out of such situations dependmg upon thelr own
. —-. - personal orientations. .. . . -
We failed to 1dent1fy any antecedent condmons that mlght deter—
mine the quality of interaction from the leaders’ perspective. Accord-
ing to our model in Chapter 1, ideally a leader should choose a
competent (efficient and effective) subordinate to collaborate on
unstructured tasks. The leaders will do so if their prime concern is
to get the job done. The selection of people, in such cases, info IN-
and OUT-Groups will follow a rational process wherein the’ compe-
tence of the subordinates is a valued resource. We noted, however,
that the Indian social values too work towards differentiation and
when the aim of the leader is to differentiate for personal benefits
(not organizational), obviously the criteria for choosing subordin- A
ates (into IN- and OUT-Groups) will be different. As J.B.P Sinha
(1990, p. 36) notes, in general, ‘family, relatives, friends, coworkers,

Consequences of Quality"of Interaction’

In Chapter 5, the consequences of the quahty of mteracnon were
-+ diseussed~The results wese discussed:under two - heaﬁs—dsocra}*“’»"'
influence processes and other cutcome variables.

Leadership has been conceptualized as a rec1proca1 influence )
process. In this hght the 1dent1ficanon of actual influence pro-
cesses becomes a must. In line with our - conceptilalization of unit
differentiation, the influence processes need to be studied at the
dyadic level in terms of leaders’ interaction with individual subor-
dinates. The use of influence tactics, both from the leader and the
member perspectives, shows variation within a work-group. ’

The use of personalized exchange by both (leader and member)
to influence each other has special relevance in the Indian context.
Preference for personalized relationship is a dominant value for -
Indians. Hence, the use of personal relationships is a valued out-
come. The use of this tactic, hence, for the IN-Group members by
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the leader and vice versa stands validated. The use of other tactics

in the IN- and OUT-Groups has already been discussed. Thus, lead-

ership and power dynamics need to be studied at the work-group

level with a focus on within-group variations. The power play

within and between work-groups w111 help in understandmg orga-
_ nizational dynamics.

Further, the attitudes, feelings, and behaviors of the members in
an organization are closely linked with their leader, specifically,
with their individual iriteraction with the leader. As J.B.P Sinha
(1990) notes, the group norms and values for the IN-Group mem-

bers are often different for and sometimes opposite to that of the

. OUT-Group members. Clearly, a perception of this difference by the

- members leads to differing €xperiences. Since motivation, satisfac-
tion, commitment, etc. of the employees are a reflection of the
overall organizational effectiveness, it is a must that strong predic-
tive correlates of these variables be identified and explicated.
Mostly, leadership research (in the average framework) has shown
mixed and inconclusive results. Although the ‘research concerning
the VDL approach is ‘limited, unit-differentiation seems to be a
more practical and realistic understanding.

The need, hence, is to study dyadic exchanges in the Indian set-
ting. In the next section, we briefly present an integrated frame-
work based on the last three sections. This may be taken up in the
future research.

VDL in the Indian Setting

In Indian organizations, we .see that it is not only the demands
placed on the organizations (as stated in Chapter 1) that lead to
the differentiation of work-unit under a leader, but also the social
values of the people in organizations work towards this differentia-
tion. Undoubtedly, the industrial activity in India has been rapidly

expanding with the importation of western technology and know-

how. This places extra developmental demands on the organiza-
tion (in line with our argument in Chapter 1), which makes unit
. differéntiation a must. These organizations are made up of people

whe also believe in hierarchical differentiation (of the work units).

But the aims of the two are usually not the same. We have large
technical organizations modeled after western lines but the people
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have Indian values. Thus, the need is to identify the points of simi-
larity and differences between the two. An exhaustive search of
these variables will throw light on the actual functioning of these
organizations. o
Further, we mentioned that there are unique exchanges between
the leader and different members. The nature of exchanges in the
Indian setting is of immense importance in understanding the qual-
ity of interaction in leader-member dyads. J.B.R Sinha (1990)
identifies the nature of exchanges in terms of sneh-shradha (Affec-
tion-Deference). It is interesting to note that though the so-called
IN-Group mémbers enjoy a special elevated status, the status quo -
may be maintained even in high quality dyads. Despite the fact that
leaders and members are interdependent for getting the work
done, the exchange terms for the'two are supposed to.be different.
“Whereas the leader gives warmth, support, care, and nurturance,
the subordinates may respond by being respectful, loyal, and de-
pendent. Future studies can focus on these dimensions of ex-
changes to better understand the nature ‘of dyadlc 1nteract10ns

. Implicafiens ,
Issues for the Researchers

In‘the 1ast part, we tned to evaluate VDL in the Indian context. The
discussion leads to an identification of different antecedent or con-
tingency factors and exchange processes: Further, researchers can
attempt .to combine the average theorizations with dyadic ones.
The general orientations of the leaders (work.or relationship)
reflect their style of working. These styles can define the leaders’
preferred antecedent conditions. Thus, whereas a work-oriented
leader might look for job-related competence in subordinates, a
relationship-oriented: leader will look for interpersonal qualities.
Essentially. if leadership research is to yield some relevant insights,
the level of analysis has to be given due importance.

Further, the VDL model needs to be expanded. As was mentioned
in Chapter 1, VDL has been extended in some contexts. Although
the extensions seem to be theoretically sound, there is little empiri-
cal attempt to validate the extension. Such an extension might
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provide us with linkages in understanding the other ‘hard’ out-
comes of the employees (e.g., intent to leave).

Once the fact of unit differentiation is acknowledged, 1t has some
special 51gn1f1cance for practmoners and managers ’

Implzcatlons for the Managers and Practltloners

It has been recognized that educatlng people in the right way helps
in the development of leadership skills. This fact has implications
for leadership training. The relevance, effectiveness, and impor-
tance of leadership training is well established. We will take up dif-
ferent training téchniques and see how VDL can be incorporated in
them. But before that it has to be deciphered whether unit differen-
tation is desirable in the interest of all the parties (the organiza-

* tiot “and its’ menibers). 'Sinice Teader-member interactions are

related 'to employee satisfaction, commitment, and other behav-
fors, it is desirable that these dyadic interactions be such that they
improve satisfaction, etc. of the subordinates. In brief, programs
designed to improve these dyadic interactions will lead to better
outcomes for members with low quality of interaction. This con-
cept can be incorporated in differerit training procedures both on-
. and off-the-jobs. : : ,

To begin with, the managers (as leaders) have to be made aware
of this fact of unit differentiation through lectures and discussions.
Providing the relevant mformatlon w111 stimulate relevant thinking
in managers. - -

Role playing is yet another technlque of training in which the
fact of unit differentiation.can be incorporated. Through this pro-
cess leaders and managers can be made aware of this fact (role
playing as diagnostic process). Group discussion following the role
playing might help in a proper diagnosis of exchanges. Not only the
role players but the other trainee observers might also gain from

this insight. The concept of dyadic exchanges can be introduced -

through the simulation techniques of in-basket training and games.
Sensitivity training should be an important tool especially in the
Indian setting, because affect dimension-is likely to be very strong.
Sensitivity training can be aimed at greater sensitivity towards sub-

ordinates with low LMX. The trainees’ (leaders’) attitudes, percep-
tions, and behavior can be changed in consonance with our theory
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of dyadic exchanges. Similarly, this concept can be incorporated in
behavior modeling techniques, as well.

There has been very little use of this theory in leadership train-
ing. This is probably because the theory is relatively recent and has
seen little empirical work. The effectiveness of leadership interven-
tion based on the LMX or VDL model is reported by Scandura and

* Graen (1984). They reported that such an intervention improved

the job satisfaction and leadership satisfaction of the subordinates

‘'who had low LMX before intervention. The need, therefore, is to

recognise this vital aspect of leadership and incorporate it in train-
ing programs for better results.

- A Word of _Cautiori

i

- The present work is not devoid of limitations. The first emanates
* from the nature of the work: We are working with a developmental

concept (quality of exchange) and the best way to study it is
through a longitudinal study. This work takes the freeze snap-shot
view at the time of the researcher’s entry into the organization.
However, the stability of these exchanges over time has been

- reported (e.g., Wakabayashi & Graen, 1984; Wakabayashi et al.,

1988). Thus, the results of cross-sectional studies of this kmd can
also provide useful insights.

The second limitation is concerned with the two samples
employed in the two studies. The sample in Study 1 was a much

* larger sample (N = 219) as compared to the sample in Study 2

(N = 122). Thus, all those hypotheses that were tested in Study 2
only (though few) can be validated through larger and heteroge-
neous samples. However, the sample size in Study 2 too is not so
small as the focus is on dyadic interactions, and the preferred anal-
ysis is based on a continuous scale where each and every score is of
importance.

The third limitation deals with the nature of outcome vanables
taken in the present work. The hard outcome variables like perfor-
mance, productivity, turnover, etc. were not incorporated in the
study. Intent to leave came closest to this objective.

Fourth, we have conducted no analysis to study the proposed
relationships in terms of the nature of the organizations studied.
Future studies can explore the nature of dyadic exchange in
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different organizations in terms of ownership (public or private)
and financial status (running in profit or losses), etc. It should be
noted, however, that we employed four diverse organizations in
Study 1 and just one large manufacturing organization in Study 2.
The comparable results were found to be almost identical in both
the studies.

Finally, one limitation of the study is its lack of major focus on
Indian reality. The impact of Indian values and work culture on
unit differentiation has not been explored in the present work. This
is because these values and orientations need to be operationalized
in work settings for them to be incorporated in any study of organ-
izational behavior. Incorporating culture-specific issues in under-
standing dyadic quality of-interaction may yield more realistic
undexstandmg of dyadic exchanges in a particular environment.

< Appendix [ »

Questionnaire for Study 1

Section I;RelationSHip

1. (PAL) In organizations individuals work with different people. Working
with others is a must to achieve the organizational goal(s). In this proceéss,
the individual may interact differently with dlfferent people and with one
at a time. We want you to evaluate your interaction with : in
terms of the following questions. Please read each of the questions care-
fully and judge the degree to which it is true to the interaction between the

" two of you. Select the number of your choice (given below) and put it to

the left of the statement in the space prowded

Very much

- A good deal
Quite a bit
Somewhat
A little
Very little
Not at all

HN WSRO

— (01L) How much is his/her work activity valuable to other members
of your group?

— (02P) How much time does he/she spend on the jobs that are to be
done together by you and him/her?

— (03A) How much affection do you have for each other?
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— (04P)

— (O5L)

— (06P)
" tions to the problems that are to be solved together by yotrand =~

How much responsibility does he/she take for the jobs that are
to be done jointly by you and him/her?
How much help does he/she readily get from other group mem-

_bers in accomplishing the group tasks?

How much is his/her contribution in terms of the v1ab1e solu-

~ him/her?

— (07A)

— (08L)"

— (09P)

— (104)

—(11A).

s (121

— (134)
—(14L)
— (15P)

— (164)°

—(17P)

— a8 |

— (1945

— (20L)
— (21P)
— (224)
— {(23A)

— (24P)

2. (INF) Below are described various ways of obtaininé informétion about -

How much do you interact with each other off the job?

How much is his/her work activity resisted by others?

How much is his/her contribution to the quality of solutions on
the jobs that are to be done together by you and him/her?
How much liking do you have for each other? i

How much effort does he/she put in the jobs that are to be done
together by you and-him/her?

"How efficient. is 'he/she " consideréd on his/her job by other
" members.of your group?

How much do you help each other in personal matters?

' How much is he/she liked by other members of your group?

How much is his/her contribution to the quantity of solutions
on the jobs that are to be done together by you and him/her?
How much advice do you seek from each- other on personal
problems? ‘

How efficient is hrs/her contnbunon on the jObS for which the

two of you work together"

How muich is his/her work actmty supported by other members
of your group?

How much do you dlscuss your personal matters w1th each
other?

How much is his/her work activity valued by other members of
your group?

How useful is his/her effort on the jobs that are to be done
together by you and him/her? -~

How much interest do you take in solving each other’s
problems?

How much importance do you attach to each other’s advice on
personal matters?

How much initiative does he/she take in solving the problems
to be done together by you and him/her?

how you go about changing the mind (or opinion) of - so that
he/she agrees with you. Please describe each statement, on a seven-point
scale (given below) as to how frequently you use each of the following

§,
%7,

Appendix I: Questionnaire for Study 1 <€ 183

items to influence him/her at work. Describe the statements in terms of
what you do, not what you would like to do.

- —(01Q)

— (024)

©— (02D -

— (04W)
— (055)

- (06S)
— (0O7M)
— (08P)
— (09S)
— (10R)

- (11E)
— (12W)
— (13P)
— (14U0)
—(15M)

— (16D
— Q7™

—(180)

— (19D
— (20U)
—(21R)
— {22P)
— (23W)
— (24E)
— (25A)
— (26Q)
— (27D

Never

Almost never .
‘Seldom
Sometimes
Usually
Almost always
Always

N O UT D W

Call a staff meeting to back your request.

Repeatedly remind him/her about what you want.

Praise him/her with superlatives.

Keep a straight face, conceal your emotions. ‘

Tell him/her that you have a lot of expenence with such
matters.

Straightaway ask him/her to do what youwant.

‘Get your way by making him/her feel that it was his/her idea.
Repeatedly ask him/her until he/she gives in.

Show your knowledge of technical issues.

Convince him/her by telling hun/ her the urgency and utxhty of
the issue at hand.

Offer an exchange of favor. .

Clamp up (become silent).

Do personal favors for him/her,

Appeal formally to higher ups to back your request.

Distort or lie about reasons why he/she should do what you
want, o TR e e

Ask him/her to do some task ina bohte way

At times withhold some crucial information from hn'n/her
Find others elsewhere in the orgamzat10n who support your
activities. : .
Make him/her feel important.

Obtain informal support of higher ups.

Sometimes tell him/her the reasons for makmg the request
Help him/her even in personal matters.

Back down quickly.

Rernind him/her of past favors you did for him/her.

Set a time-deadline to do what you ask.

Bring some friends along to back your request.

Even when you know you would not use his/her adv1ce you
consult him/her.
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— (28P) Repeatedly persuade him/her to comply with your arguments
as they are the need of the time.
— (29M) Keep a record of his/her omissions and commissions.
— (30U) Get the support of some higher up to back your request.
— (31R) Tell him/her exactly why you need his/her help. *
— (321) Use the words that make him/her feel good.
— (33P) At times try to persuade him/her that your'way is the best.
~ — (34M) Present your ideas in a disguised way.
— (35C) Get everyone else to agree with you before you make the
. request.
— (36E) Remind him/her how hard you had worked and it would only
be fair for him/her to help you now.
— (37P) Help him/her by going out of your way when he/she is in need
of help. - - .
" — (38R) Tell him/her the reéasons why your plan is the best.
— (39U) Refer.the matter to the hxgher authority if the situation so
. demands. , :
— (40S) Influence him/her with your competence.
— (41R) Argue your points logically,. '\~ .
. —(425) At times show your knowledge of the specxﬁc issue.
— (43W) Do nothing. -
— (44E) Offer some personal sacrifice in exchange (e 8- domg part of
his/her or others’ job, etc.). .
— (45A) Tell him/her exactly what is it that you want.

— (46P) Get your way by convmcmg hun/her that your way is the best

way.
— (47P) Goon askmg perSIStently till he/she does what you want.

3. (IMX) The followmg questions relate to your immediate supervisor.
Please answer them by ticking one of the four alternatives given with each
question. Tick the alternative that describes best your relationship with
your immediate supemsor

(1) How flexible do you believe your supervisor is about evolving change
in your job?
— (4) Supervisor is enthused about change
—(3) Supervisor is lukewarm to change.
— (2) Supervisor sees little need to change.
— (1) Supervisor sees no need to change.

(2) Regardless of how much formal organizational authority your super-
visor has built into Lis/her position, what are the chances that he/she
would be personally inclined to use his/her power to help you solve
problems in your work?

=
k-

s b e

f:
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— (4) He certainly would.
- (3) Probably would.

— (2) Might or might not.
— (1) No.

(3) To what extent can you count on your supervisor to ‘bail you out at
his/her expense, when you really need him/her?
— (4) Certainly would.
— (3) Probably.
— (2) Might or might not.
— (1) No.

(4) How often do you take suggestions regarding your work to your
supervisor? .
— (4) Almost always.
— (3) Usually.
— (2) Seldom.
— (1) Never.

. (5) How would you characterlze your workmg relanonshlp with your.
supervisor? .. .
— (4) Extremely effect1ve
— (3) Better than average.
- — {2) About average.
— (1) Less than average.

Section lI—PAIR

Below are listed 20 statements that descnbe various things people do or
try to do on their jobs. Please rate on a seven-point scale given below, how
frequently each of the statements fits your action, and write the number of
your choice on the small line to the left of the statement. Remember, there
are no right or wrong answers. Please answer all questions frankly. -

Never

Almost never
Seldom
Sometimes
Usually
Almost always
Always

NO U A WN

— (01D - I consider myself a ‘team player’ at work.
— (021) I go my own way at work, regardless of the opinion of others.
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— (03P)
— (04R)
— (05D
— (06P)
- — (07D

— (08D)
— (O9R)

— (104)
— (114)
— (2R
— (13R)
— (14A)

TR

— (16A)
— (17P)
— (184)

— (19P)
— (20R)

I strive to be ‘in command’ when I am working in a group.

I express my disagreements with others openly.

In my work assignments, I try to be my own boss.

I see an active role in the leadership of a group.

I disregard rules and regulations that hamper my personal
freedom. ‘
1 ory my best to work alone on a job.
I find myself talking to those around me about non-business-
related matters.

I try very hard to improve on my past performance at work.

I try to avoid any added responsibilities on my job.

I prefer to do my own work and let others do theirs.

I pay a good deal of attention to the feelings of others at work.
1 do my best work when job assignments are fairly difficult.

3

I avord trymg to mﬂuence those around me to see t}ungs my-

way.

1 try to perform better than my co-workers.

Istrive to gain more control over the events around me at work.
I take moderate risks and stick my neck out to get ahead at
work. -

I find myself organizing and drrectmg the activities of others
When I have a choice, 1 try to work in a group 1nstead of by

‘myself

/

Section —CL

The following set of statements is concerned with your perceptions and
" observations about the organization in which you are presently working.
Please read each of them carefully and judge the extent to which you con-
sider them to be trize to your organization, and write the number of your
choice in the space provided to the left of the statement.

Almost no extent ,
To a very small extent -
To a small extent
To some extent

To a considerable extent
To a great extent

To a very great extent

N A WN -

— (01R)
— (024)
— (03D
— (04P)

— (O5R)

— (06R)

- (074)

— (084)

— (09P)
— (10D
—am
—(12P)
— (13R)

— (144)

— (154)

— (16D

— (17P)

— (18D

— (19R)

— (20P)
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This organization encourages its employees to discuss non-
business-related persenal problems.

In this organization, there is a feeling of pressure to continually
improve individual and group performance.

In this organization, control is assigned so that I have authority
within my work area.

This organization strives to be ‘in command’ while interacting
with other organizations.

This organization prefers group to 1nd1v1dua1 projects and pro-

- vides opportunities for its - employees to interact among

themselves.

This organization pays a good deal of attention to the feelings of
its employees.

This organization stimulates and approves innovation and
expenmentanon .

In thlS organization we set fairly high standards for perfor-
mance.

This organization prefers to be its own boss even where it
needs assistance, or where a joint effort is requrred

In this organization, it is up to us to decide how our Job should
best be done. :
This organization wants us to be ¢ team players rather than in-

- dependent workers.’

Status symbols are especially nnportant for thxs orgamzatlon
and it uses them to gain influence over others.

In this' organization, the interpersonal commumcanons among
executives and managers are free and open.

This organization discourages- takmg up of mcreased responsr
bilities by its members.

In this organization, we are free to set our own performance
goal. »

In this organization, there are opportumnes for mdependent ‘
thoughts and actions on our jobs. - - !
This organization drrects and organizes the activities of its
members.

In this organization, we have a great deal of freedom to decide
how we do our job. , .
There is a high degree of rnterpersonal trust among managers
and executives in this organization.

This organization provides a lot of power and conu'ol to upper-

level management.



188 » Managing Dyadic Interactions in Organizational Leadership

Section IV—Output

1. (SAT). Please indicate how satisfied you are on a seven-point scale
with each of the following aspects of your job. Read each item carefully
and put the number of your choice i in the space provided to the left of the

1tem

Very dissatisfied-
Dissatisfied

Slightly dlssatlsﬁed
Neutral . :
Slightly satisfied
Satisfied

Very satisfied

NG AW

HOW SATISFIED ARE YoU WITH. ..

—(01)
— (02)
— (03)
— (04)
— (05)
— (06)
— (07

The fringe benefits you receive. -

The friendliness of the people you work with:

The amount of freedom you have on your job.

The chances you have to learn new things.

The respect you receive from the people you work with.

The amount of pay you get. '

The chances you have to do somethmg that makes you feel good
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Write the number of your choice in the blank beside each statement, based
on the following scale. :

Strongly disagree
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree

Neither agree nor disagree
Slightly agree :
Moderately agree

Strongly agree

N W=

" — (1) Iam willing to put in a great deal of effbrt beyohd that nonnally

expected in order to help this organization be successful.
— (2) 1 talk about this orgamzatmn to my friends as a great orgamzanon
to work for.
— (3) 1would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep
working for this organization.
— (4) 1find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar.
— (5) I am proud to ‘tell others that I am a part of this organization.
— (6) I could just as well as be working for a different organization as
long as the type of work were similar. :
— (7) This organization really inspires the véry best in me in the way of -
job performance. .
— (8) Often, I find it difficult to agree w1th this organization’s pohmes on .

about yourself as a person.

— {08) The way you are treated by the people you work with.

— (09) The chances (times) you have to take part in making decisions.

— (10) The amount of job security you have.

" — (11} “The amount of personal growth and development you get in
doing your job. .

— (12) The feeling of worthwhlle accomplishment you get in doing your
job. .

—(13) How secure things look for you in the future in this organization.

—{14) The amount of challenge in your job.

— (15) The chances to get to know other people while on the job.

— (16) The chances for advancement on your job. -

2. (COM). Listed below are a series of statements that represent possible
feelings that individuals might have for organizations for which they work.
With respect to your own feeling about the particular organization for
which you are now working, please indicate the degree of your agreement
or disagreement with each statement.

important matters relating to its employees. -

— (9) Ireally care about the fate of this organization.

Section V—Personal Data

(01) Your age years.

(02) Educational Qualifications (Degree, Diploma, etc)

(03) Your job title or designation

(04) For how many years have you been w1th your present orgamza-
tion?

(05) For how many years have you been workmg m your present
position?

(06) How many promonons have you received in your professmnal
career?

(07) Which of the followmg statements most clearly reflects your feelings

about your future with this employer/organization?
1. Definitely will not leave.
2. Probably will not leave.
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3. Uncertain.
4. Probably will leave.
5. Definitely will leave.
{08) Do you expect to leave your job in the near future?

1. Will definitely leave in the near future.

' 2. The chances are quite good that I will leave.
3. The situation is uncertain. :
4. The chances are very slight that I will leave.
5. Definitely will not leave in the near future.

Once again thank you for you;__help! )

< Appendix Il »

Questionnaire for Study 2

‘Section I—PAI

Below are listed 15 statements that describe various things people do or
try to do on their jobs. Please rate on a seven-point scale given below, how
frequently each of the statements fits'your action, and write the number of
your choice on the small line to the left of the statement. Remember: There
are no right or wrong answers. Please answer all questions frankly.

Never .
Almost never
Seldom T
- Sometimes
Usually

Almost always
Always-

NGV S W

— (01D I go my own way at work, regardless of the opinion of others.

— (02P) I strive to be ‘in command’ when I am working in a group.
«—=(03) In my work assignments, I try to be my own boss.

— (04P) Iseek an active role in the leadership of a group.

— (05I) I disregard rules and regulations that hamper my personal

freedom.
— (061) I try my best to work alone on a job.
— (07A) 1try very hard to improve on my past performance at work.
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— (084) Itry to avoid any added responsibilities on my job.

— (09A) I do my best work when job assignments are fairly difficult.
— (10A) Ity to perform better than my co-workers.

— (11A) Istriveto gain more control over the events around me at work.

Section [I—CL

The following set of statements is concerned with your percepnons and
observations about the organization in which you are presently working.
Please read each of them carefully and judge the extent to which you con-

- sider it to be true to your organization, and write the number of your
choice in the space prov1ded to the left of the statement.

f Almost no extent
“To a very small extént -
To a small extent
To some extent i
“To a considerable extent
- To a great extent
To a very great extent

NV W N

— (OlA) In this organization, there isa feelmg of pressure to contmually
_improve individual and group performance

— (02A)  This organization snmulates and approves of innovation and
experimentation,”

— (03A) In this organization, we set fairly hlgh standards for perfor-
mance, ’

— (04P) This organization prefers to be its own boss, even where it
needs assistance, or where a joint effort is required.

— (050} In this organization, it is up to us to dec1de how our job should
best be done.

— (06P) Status symbols are espec1a11y important for this organization
and it uses them to gain influence over others.

— (07D In this organization, we are free to set our own performance

- goals.

— {08I) In this organization, there are opportunities for 1ndependent
thoughts and actions on our jobs.

— (091) In this organization, we have a great deal of freedom: ‘to decide

_ how we do our job.’ ~

- — {10%; This organization provides a lot of power and control to upper-

" level management.. .
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Section [lI—Personal Data

(01) Your age (please write in) years. o

(02) Educational Qualifications (Degree, Diploma,‘ etc.y

(03) Your job title or designation

(04) For how many years have you been w1th your present organiza-

tion?
- (05) For how many years have you been worklng in your present
position?
(06) How many promonons have you ‘received in your professwnal

career"

Section N—Style

" 1. (LS). This scale.is meant to find out the different ways a manager acts,

feels, or prefers. Thus the following statements are about your behavior.

Please read each of them carefully and decide how frequently it is true for

you. Select the number of your choice, as given below, and put it on the .

small line to the left of the statement.

1 -Never
Almost never

- Seldom
Sometimes
Usually
Almost always
Always

NG W

— (01P) I often consult my subordmates
— (02N) 1 take personal interest in the promonon of those subordmates
- who work hard. ,

— (03F) 1keep important information to myself.

— (04P) 1 let my subordinates solve a problem jointly.

— (O5N) 1 encourage my subordinates to assume greater responmblhty
on the job as they become more experienced.

— (06P) Itreat my subordinates as equal‘

— (07P) 1go by the joint decisions of my group.

— (08F) I think that not all employees are capable of being officers.

— (09F) Iam quite confident of being right in making decisions.

— (10N) 1 openly favor those who work hard. :

— (11F) 1keep an eye on what my subordinates do.
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— (12N) I go out of my way to help those subordinates who maintain
high standards of performance.

— (13P) Imake my subordinates feel free even to disagree with me.

— (14N) I feel good when 1 find my subocrdinates eager to learn.

— (15F) I command my subordmates to do what I want.

Section V—(PS)
Listed below are three descnpnons concerning the behavior of a manager.

DescrzpnonA He/she empha51zes obedience and respect for authority;

makes decisions smgle-handedly, is very. confident of his/

- her Jedisions Deu'lg uz;mf and !fff"" a close eye on his/her
subordinate§ =% ¢

Description B: He/she is a task-and efﬁc1ency-onented manager; is a

- -t and encourages those subordinates who work hard. . -

Description C: -‘He/she ‘is ‘people oriented and encourages-team . work.

* .. ... Though he/she is quite concerned with efficiency, he/she
cares.more for the subordmates and helps théem develop
their md1v1dua1 worth. .

Compare each pair of descnpnons accordmg to your preference. Allocate

_three points between the two alternative descriptions in each pair. Base
your point allocation on your judgement of each description’s relative pref-
erence to you. Thus, allocate the point between the first description and.
_ the second description (in each pair) based on the degree of your prefer-
ence in the following fashion. Thus if you prefer A much more than B, then
allocate 3 to A and O to B (as shown in box D). Similarly, if you prefer A
slightly more than B, then assign 2 to A and 1 to B (see box C). And so on.

A o} A 1] - |A 21 A 3
B 3 1B 2] B 11 |B 0
(@ o ® © @

Be sure thatthe numbers a551gned to each palr add up to 3

1) Compare A and B descnptlons

2) Compare AandC deseriptions -

ol O (O] oo .
i

3) Comnare Band C descriptions' S

~-isoirealist and wants to- get-the job dene-anyhows-and likes-- -

R T SR SRR
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Section VI-IR

1 (AT). The following questions relate to your interaction with your

immediate superior. Please read each of them carefully and Judge the

degree to which it is present in your relationship with him/her, according
to the scale given below. Write the number of your ch01ce in the space pro-

, vided to the left of the statement..

Almost none 1
Alittle 2
A fair amount 3
Quitea bit .. - 4
A great deal 5

o How much information does he/she g1ve to you about his/her assess-

ment of your job performance? _
(2) How much attention does he/she give to your feelings and needs?
(3) How much information does he/she give to you about the current and
future state of your unit/division and your position in the unit?
(4) How much support does he/she give to your action and ideas? ~
(5) How much serious consideration does he/ she give to your suggesnons
, andldeas‘? : o
(2) 1), Now rate the next ﬁve quesnons accordmg to the followmg
scale T i e e et e S v s

No chance 1

Probablyno .. .. - 2

“Probably ;_ ______ T S
R 'fCettamly N P BT

- ,(1) In general would he/she let you unplement the changes that you

wanted to make in your job? -

(2) Would he/she tend to let you implement changes in your ]Ob 1f you
had previously spoken to him/her about those changes?

(3) Would he/she tend to let you implement changes in your job even if
you had not previously spoken to him/her about those changes?

(4) Would he/she tend to let you implement changes in your job as long
as they had little impact on how he/she did his/her own job?

(5) Would he/she tend to let you implement changes in your job even if
those changes had a major impact on how he/she did hls/her own
job?
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Section VII—Relationship

1. (PA) In organizations individuals work with different people. Working
with others is a must to achieve the organizational goal(s). In this process,
the individual may interact differently with different people and with one
at a ime. We want you to evaluate your interaction with your immediate
superior in terms of the following questions. Please read each of the ques-
tions carefully and judge the degree to which it is true to the interaction
between the two of you. Select the number of your choice (given below)
and put it to the left of the statement in the space provided.

Very much
A good deal
Quite a bit
Somewhat
Very little
_Not at all

=NWA OO

~ (01P) How much responsibility does he/she take for the jobs rhat are to
be done jointly by you and him/her?
(02A) How much do you interact with each other off the job?
. (03A) How much do you help each other in personal matters?
(04P) ' How much is his/her contribution to the quantity of solutions on
. the jobs that are to be done together by you and him/her?
(05A) How much advice do you seek from each other on personal
. - problems?
(06P) How efficient is his/her contribution on the jobs for which the two
of you work together?
(07A) How much do you discuss your personal matters with each other?
{08P) How useful is his/her effort on the jobs that are to be done together
by you and him/her?
(09A) How much unportance do you attach to each other’s advice on per-
sonal matters?
(10P) How much initiative does he/she take in solving the problems to be
done together by you and him/her?

2. {INF) Below are described various ways of obtaining information
about how you go about changing the mind (or opinion) of your immedi-
ate superior so that he/she agrees with you. Please describe each state-
ment, on a seven-point scale (given below), as to how frequently you use it
to influence him/her at work. Describe the statements in terms of what
you do, not what you would like to do.

Appendix [I: Questionnaire for Study 2 4

Never

Almost never
Seldom

. Sometimes
R - | Usually
Almost always
Always

NNV A W

(01C) Call a staff meeting to back your request.

(021) Praise him/her with superlatives.

(031) Get your-way by making him/her feel that it was hxs/ her idea. -
(04P) Repeatedly ask him/her until he/she gives in.

(O5E) Offer an exchange of favor.

(06E). Do personal favors for him/her.

(07I) Make him/her feel important.

(08C) Obtain informal support of higher ups

(09R) Sometimes tell him/her the reasons for making the request

(10E) Help him/her even in personal matters.

(11E) Remind him/her of past favors you did for him/her.
(12C) Bring some friends along to back your request.
(13D) Even when you know you would not use hls/her advice, you con-

. sult him/her.

. (14P) - Repeatedly persuade hun/her to comply with your arguments as .

they are the need of the time.
(15C) Get the support of some higher up to back your request..
(16R) Tell him/her exactly why you need his/her help. -
(171). . Use the words that make him/her feel good.
(18C) Get everyone else to agree with you before you make the request .
(19E) Remind him/her how hard you had worked and it would only be
* - fair for him/her to help you now.
(20R) Tell him/her the reasons why your plan is the best.
(21C) Refer the matter to a higher authonty if the sn'uauon so demands.
(22R) Argue your points logically.
(23E) Offer some personal sacrifice in exchange (e g., doing part of hlS/
her or others’ job, etc.).
(24P) Go on asking persistently till he/she does what you want.

Section VII—QOutput

1. (SAT) Please indicate how satisfied you afe on a seven-pointscale with
each of the following aspects of your job. Read each item carefully and the
number of your choice in the space provided to the left of the item.
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Very dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Slightly dissatisfied
Neutral

---Slightly satisfied - -
Satisfied

~ Very satisfied -

YOG AW e

HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH -

— (OIF) The respect you recelve from the people you work with.
— (02E) The ambount of job security you have. .
. —(030). The chances for advancernent on your _]Ob

o (Q4I) The feeling of worthwhzle accomphshment you get from domg

“your job.~
— (051). - .The amount of challenge in your _]Ob :
— (06E) The friendliness of the people you work w1th ‘
— (071) The amount of personal growth and development you get in
domg your _]Ob Lo D :

2. (COM) Llsted below are a series of statements that represent possrble
- feelings that individuals might have for organizations for which they work.
With respect to your own feelings about the particular organization for
which you are now working, please indicate the degree of your agreement
or disagreement with each statement. -

Write the number of your ch01ce in the blank besrde each statement
based on the followmg scale.

Strongly disagree-
Moderately disagree
Slightly disagree -
Neither agree nor dlsagree
Slightly agree

Moderately agree
Strongly agree

N OV N e

(1) T am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally
ied in order to help this organization be successful.

aik about this organization to my friends as a great organization to
work for. .

tzj ;
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(3) 1 would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep
working for this organization.

(4) 1 find that my values and the organization’s values are very srmﬂar

(5) 1am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization.

- (6) I could just as well be- working for a.different orgamzatron as long.as..

the type of work was similar.

(7) This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job
performance.

(8) Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s “policies on
important matters relating to its employees.

(9) Ireally care about the fate of this organization.

3. (EF) Every worker produces something in his/her work. It may be a
‘product’ or a ‘service.” We would like you to think carefully of the things
that you produce in your work and of the things produced by those people

who work around you in your division. '

» 1. Thmklng now of the various things produced by the people you know in

your division, how much are they producing? CHECK ONE:
. 1. Their production is very hlgh

2. It is fairly high.

3. It is neither high nor low
" 4. Itis fairly low.

5. Tt is very low.

2. How good would you say is the quality of the products or service pro-
duced by the people you know in your division? CHECK ONE:.
1. Their products or services are of excellent quahty
2. Good quality. _
3. Fairquality. - ’ s :
4. Their quality is not too good.
5. Their quality is poor.

3. Do the people in your division seem to get maximum output from the

resources (money, people, equipment, etc.) they have available? That
is, how efficiently do they do their work? CHECK ONE: '
1. They do not work efficiently at.all.

2. Not too efficient.

3. Fairly efficient.

4. They are very efficient.

5. They are extremely efficient.

4. How good a job is done by the people in your division in anticipating
problems that may come up in the future and preventing them from
occurring or minimizing their effects? CHECK ONE:
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1. They do an excellent job in anticipating problems.
2. They do a very good _]Ob

3. A fair job.

4. Not too good a job.

5. ‘They do a poor job in anticipating problems.

3. They do a fair job.
4. They do a good job.
5. They do an excellent job of handling these situations.

Once again thank you for your help!

5. From time to time newer ways are discovered to organize work, and
newer equipment and techniques are found with which to do the work.
How good a job do the peaple in your division do at keeping up with
these changes that could affect the way they do their work? CHECK
ONE: » ' ~
1. They do a poor job of keeping up-to-date.

. 2. Not too good a job.

< 3. A falr]ob ———

"4, Theydoa good _]ob
5. They do an excellent job of keeping up-to-date. .

6. When changes are made in the routines or equipment, how quickly do
the people in your division accept and adjust to these changes? CHECK
ONE:

1. Most people a’ccept and adjust to them immediately. _

2. They adjust very rapidly, but not unmedlately

3. Fairly rapidly.
4. Rather slowly.
5. Most people accept and adjust to them very slowly. .

’

7. What propornon of the people in your division readily accept and
adjust to these changes? CHECK ONE:
1. Considerably less than half of the people accept and adjust to these
changes readily: '
2. Slightly less than half do..
3. The majority do.
4. Considerably more than half do.
5. Practically everyone accepts and adjusts to those changes readily.

8. From time to time emergencies arise, such as crash programs, sched-
ules moved ahead, or a breakdown in the flow of work. When these
emergencies occur, they cause work overloads for many people. Some
work-groups cope with these emergencies more readily and success-
fully than others. How good a job do the people in your division do at
coping with these situations? CHECK ONE:

1. They do a poor job of handling emergency situations.
2. They do not do very well. '
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An HluStration

< Appendix IIl »
An [llustration of Wéba

Table 2 shows the inferences drawn from thesé mathematical -

indicators and their levels of significance.

cell components. As mentioned earlier, the variable A under con-
(equals 0).

sideration is the leader behavior of three leaders when each one of
them evaluates his or her behavior towards three subordinates

Table 1 srh(-)-WSAa-reduction of data ihfo total, within, énd. between
each. Table 1 also shows the calculation of 1, , Ny,, and Mgy,



Table 1 continued

ZA-AA-A)

Calculations for Variable A

Between eta correlations (,,)
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Within eta correlations (ny,)

=0/

Between with Within Correlations (ny,)

Appendix lil: An lllustration of Waba < 205

Table 2

Inferences from WABA for Variable A

Variable A

eta between (2) .28

eta within (6) .96
E ratio .29
F ratio .25
Inferences

Wholes:

15°E >1.30

30°E2173.

.05 F=>514 o

.01 F>10.92

Parts: : )

1S°E >.77 #
30°E 2 .58 #
.05 F<.05

D1F<.01

Reject:

15 E (all others)

30 E (all others)

.05 F (all others) #
.01 F (all others) # o

~Note:i # shows the.location of data (Jevel); numbers.

in parantheses are the degrees of freedom.
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