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EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FACULTY PERCEPONS
OF CHAIRPERSON-FACULTY MEMBER COMMUNICATION

EXCHANGES AND DEPARTMENT CLIMATE

Jodi Hallsten
148 Pages May 2015

Leadership communication has many consequencese that affect an
organization and its outcomes, and those thattatiecfollowers. In academia, one of
the most important leadership roles is that ofdéeartmental chairperson. Through her
or his communication, the academic chairpersomémites nearly every aspect of
departmental life for faculty, including organizatal climate. In fact, it can be argued
that the chairperson helps both create and sustaidepartment climate for faculty.

One perspective of leadership and communicationgtheat leadership is enacted
in the dyadic communication that occurs betweerighder and the follower. According
to Leader Member Exchange Theory, leaders failgatttheir followers (which it calls
“members”) equally, and this is enacted in theimoaunication. “In-group” members
experience more open and supportive communicaten their leaders and thus have
better personal and professional organizationa¢eapces, while “out-group” members
have less open and supportive communication fram eaders and thus have more

negative personal and professional organizatiox@aémences. One antecedent to in-
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group and out-group communication is similaritymany cases, the more similar
individuals are to one another, the more open tt@mmunication is.

Research in the business sector has determinekt#ukr-member
communication is related to perceptions of orgaronal climate. However, little
research has been done in higher education to staderthe relationship between
chairperson-faculty communication and organizatichmate, nor on the role of
similarity in chairperson-faculty communicationoequently, the current study sought
to understand the relationship between demogragmitarity, perceptions of in-group
and out-group membership, and perceptions of daeaitclimate in chairperson-faculty
relationships in higher education.

Faculty in communication departments from higheroadion institutions across
the United States patrticipated in the current s{undy10). An online, 66-item survey
gathered information about faculty perceptionsheirtin-group or out-group status, their
perceptions of their departmental climate, theaigserson’s ethnicity, biological sex,
and sexual orientation, and their own ethnicitgldgical sex, and sexual orientation to
answer four research questions: What is the nafutee relationship between faculty
perceptions of department chairperson-faculty mernbesmunication exchanges and
the department climate?; Do faculty perceptiontedsignificantly by biological sex?;
Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by etbity?; Do faculty perceptions differ
significantly by sexual orientation?

Statistical analysis of the data revealed a sigaii relationship between faculty
perceptions of department chairperson-faculty merabesmunication exchanges and

the department climate. Faculty perceptions diddiféer significantly by biological sex,
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ethnicity, or sexual orientation. The results 8@ need for further research on the
topic to understand the relationship between siityldeader-member communication,

and department climate.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Background

The study of leadership may be as old as the sitidyan. Modern documents
reveal that researchers have been trying to dafidebetter understand leadership for
several years since Galton’s 1870 publicatiotdeneditary Genius In the last 100
years, many definitions of leadership have beeereff in books, magazines, journals,
and on the Internet. None of these are correctamrrect; each just attends more closely
to a different aspect of the leadership processhis study, leadership is conceptualized
as a goal-oriented process and is defined as ‘@psowhereby an individual influences a
group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (tdouse, 1997, p. 3). In the current
study, the aspect of interest is leadership comaoatioin.

Various theories have been applied in the studii@toncept of leadership and
how leaders communicate with their members. Ogh theory, the Leader Member
Exchange theory (LMX), postulates that leaders aldoehave or communicate similarly
toward each of their followers or “members” (Dareser, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen &
Cashman, 1975; Graen, 1976; Graen, Novak & Sommek&982; Graen & Scandura,
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1991; Graen & Wakabaya$BB4). Graen and Uhl-Bien
(1995) discuss LMX as a relationship-based approatdadership, noting that

differences can be seen in the communicative tciioss between leaders and their
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members, wherein some members receive more suppan, communication, more
respect, and more latitude to negotiate job-relatatters than do others. Lunenburg
(2010) notes that “leaders do differentiate amanigvers and that these differences are
not random” (p. 2).

Members who experience higher quality exchangds théir leader are known as
in-group members, while members who do not expeeédhese high quality exchanges
are out-group members. Benefits of in-group mesthprare numerous and not limited
to positive perceptions of performance regardlésctmal performance, greater
productivity, greater job satisfaction, reducedimer, and greater communication
satisfaction (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982)t-@goup members, on the other
hand, experience none of these positive bené€fitey report decreased job satisfaction,
a sense of unfairness, and have higher levelsobdter (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,
1975; Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982). Unfortunatedy those in the out-group, LMX
theory assumes that once established, group mehpéssan enduring experience. The
manner in which leaders are perceived to commumieéh their members may therefore
influence the organization’s climate (Ford & Se&®06; Kozlowsky & Doherty, 1989)
as well as the organization’s outcomes or prod{#tandura & Graen, 1984).

Research shows that various factors influence rem@enber communication
exchanges. The similarity-exchange hypothesisestgghat when people have similar
characteristics or share similar demographics, #reymore likely to like each other and
their interactions are therefore enhanced (Wayiterl, & Sparrowe, 1994). In leader-
member relationships, similarities often play anol designating in-group or out-group

status. As Kivilighan and Coleman (1999) explédine more similar leaders and
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members are, the higher the exchange quality in tblationships” (p. 36). Murphy and
Ensher (1999) also mention that leaders have highaity exchanges with followers
who they perceive to be more likable and to be nsoralar in personality to the leader.
Leadership communication is therefore an importantept worth investigating as the
research suggests that it influences job satisfaetnd quality and ultimately member
perceptions of organization climate.

Member perceptions of climate, whether accuraieawcurate, represent reality
for the members of the organization (Peterson &8ee 1990). So far, this
phenomenon has been studied extensively in vadgenizations such as health care
(Anderson & West, 1998), the service industry (GyzIL992), and in business (Koene,
Vogelaar, & Soeters, 2002; Lunenburg, 2010; Rentsg@0). However, the relationship
between leadership communication and organizaticdimahte has yet to be explored or
studied extensively in higher education.

Statement of the Problem

Leadership communication has significant consegegna individuals and
organizations. LMX theory is used to explain tffe@ of leadership communication on
the members of the organization. So far, as inelicabove, considerable research has
been conducted on leadership communication areffésts in a variety of settings.
However, the research on this topic has been liniitdigher education. More
specifically, the research on leadership commuiticah higher education needs to be
expanded and better understood from faculty mepéespectives.

Although higher education has experienced tremesndoowth and undergone

major changes in the last decade, the concepgaharational climate remains a
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consistent way to understand the ever-evolvingrorgdional complexities of the
academy. Itis actually quite remarkable that degspe myriad array of formal
documents, procedures, and levels of bureaucrat\characterize any organization,
organizational members arrive at relatively simgarceptions; that is, one of the salient
features of organizational life is the organizasbcliimate (Moran & Volkwein, 1988;
Schneider & Reichers, 1983). This climate, it barargued, may be a result of
leadership communication. Researchers regardigaigeas a significant factor in the
determination of organization climate (KozlowskiC¥®herty, 1989).

In higher education, the most important leaderglogition is the department
chair, as she or he influences nearly every asgetgpartmental life, including those
even beyond departmental boundaries (Czech & Fon2&x10). In fact, research
suggests that the department chair is pivotalemtianagement of modern colleges and
universities (Allen, 2003; Bowman, 2002; Czech &Wward; Hecht, Higgerson, Gmelch,
& Tucker, 1999). ltis therefore fair to concluithat academic chairs may affect the
academic organizational climate for those arouedntiparticularly faculty. Through her
or his communication, the chairperson helps craatesustain the department climate for
faculty. It is therefore important to examine fitgyperceptions of their department
chair's communication and to establish the extentliich faculty perceptions of chair-
faculty member communication exchanges are relatéaeir perception of their
department climate. In addition, it is essentadétermine whether faculty perceptions
of leadership communication and department clirddter by follower demographic
factors such as biological sex, ethnicity, and aépuentation.Research indicates that

faculty experiences are not all similar and oftéfedby group. For example, Roberts
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Callister (2006) discovered in her study of higeéucation faculty that the relationship
between gender, job satisfaction, and the interibaquit was completely mediated by
departmental climate. She therefore concluded dferfaculty members may be more
aware of and place more value on the quality araxtions that take place within
departments” (p. 374)Understanding these differences in perceptiofighégrefore
provide a greater understanding of how facultyschammunication influences the
academy.

Purpose of the Study

Clearly, leadership communication is meaningful amgortant for an
organization’s climate. Leadership communicatippears to have documented
consequences on the members of an organizatioa.cdrnent study focuses on
examining leadership communication in higher edooatettings. Specifically, the study
explores department chair communication as perddiyeaculty and the extent to which
faculty perceptions are related to their percegtiointhe department climate. The study
also involves an exploration of the extent to wHetulty perceptions differ by
biological sex, ethnicity, and sexual orientation.

The data for this study include faculty self-reppwhich were gathered using an
online survey. Participants of this study consfdtaculty who teach communication at
both private and public institutions across thetébhiStates. This group of faculty was
targeted because of its diversity; communicaticaagp to numerous different interest
areas (e.g., public relations, rhetoric, mass comaation, organizational
communication, and more). Because of this, comopafion faculty are situated in many

different departments in the modern academy, inctudommunication, mass
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communication, journalism, speech communicatiosjrimss, English, and more.
Consequently, the results of the study, while restegalizable, may apply to a broad
range of faculty.
Research Questions

Little research has examined the relationship betweader communicative
exchanges and organization climate in higher edutaettings and whether faculty
perceptions differ for different subgroups of fagubkpecifically by biological sex,
ethnicity, and sexual orientation. Given this, tegearch questions addressed in this
study are as follows:

1. What is the nature of the relationship betweenlfaqerceptions of
department chair-faculty member communication ergka and the
department climate?

2. Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by boglical sex?

3. Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by etbity?

4. Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by setwrientation?

Significance of the Study
Higher education is a unique context to studyéesinip because in academia
leadership is generally a shared phenomenon. iSuwgit the case in most private
business. However, this notion of shared leadpfsbi faculty ownership—has been
fundamental to academic institutions over time.ns&guently, the role of the
chairperson as a leader in an academic departs&amnbiguous, unclear in terms of
authority” and, according to one perspective, “dadb be classified as faculty or

administrator” because he or she has responailia both faculty and administration
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(Seagren, 1993, p. 5Chairpersons have the opportunity to exercise ksagdein their
roles, but these opportunities are affected byddpartment, the larger structure of the
institution, and even by the type of institutioior example, in some departments,
faculty take turns in the “chairperson” role asythesume the administrative tasks
associated with the management of departmentatsafehile in other departments the
chairperson is hired not only to manage departrhadtainistrative affairs, but also to
develop a vision and align faculty efforts towandttvision, use the politics of the
institution in the department’s favor, to createeanironment where faculty can
strengthen their professional status, to positivepresent the department to internal and
external constituents, and more (Seagren). Rezgmdif the varied leadership role in
which a chairperson may be situated, he or she isyportant leader within the
institution and like other leaders, exacts impdrtafiuence through his or her behaviors.
It is imperative, then, that higher education tsions be aware of the influence
leader communication has on the members of theeatpads well as its influence on
organizational climate, which also impacts the acayl As past research shows, both
leader-member exchanges and organization climatdieectly related to employee
satisfaction (Muchinsky, 1977) and retention (Veodha Godbel, 1984). As such,
knowledge about the member perceptions of thesebmoepts is very essential. In fact,
Leader Member Exchange theory suggests that menmbansout-group would have a
higher attrition rate than members in an in-grolipat being the case, it is important to
understand how faculty members perceive their lEmgemmunication and the
relationship such perceptions have with perceptadrganization climate in higher

education. These climate perceptions may serlimtbcurricular initiatives and
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research efforts, and, when negative, serve ta famulty members’ ability to achieve
their career goals or mentor or support studeraskiR, 2003). Consequently, it is
clearly important that these relationships be engalon institutions of higher education to
help understand how positive or negative perceptadieader communication may
influence positive and negative perceptions of ates in which faculty work.

Another important area of influence by a departnobiairperson’s leadership is
organizational socialization. In the academy, argational socialization occurs within
the department in which faculty are situated, dreddhair-faculty relationship plays a
major role in this socialization. It even extemdshe “ongoing motivation of long-term
faculty and the acceptance of departmental expeotatoncerning teaching and
scholarly activity” (Czech & Forward, 2010, p. 432)herefore, it is reasonable to
assume that perceptions of higher education leagenber exchanges may have
considerable consequences for the faculty that enaude turnover. Overall, the results
of this study will contribute significantly to thexisting research on leader-member
communication exchanges and organization climate.

In short, leaders in institutions of higher edumathave responsibilities for
shaping the climate of their organizations in pesitvays (Pettit & Ayers, 2010). The
role of the chairperson is crucial, and chairs nheskeaders capable of creating and
communicating a vision and establishing an orgdimzal climate conducive to high
performance; one in which faculty members are ahbchieve and feel appreciated. In
order for the reader to understand leadershipghdrieducation as it is explored in this

study, the following terms, which guide the assuoms of the study, are defined.
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Definition of Terms

Leadership: “A process whereby an individual infloes a group of individuals
to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 1997, p. 3).

Organizational Climate: “A relatively enduring chateristic of an organization
which distinguishes it from other organizationsd éa) embodies members’ collective
perceptions about their organization with respecuch dimensions as autonomy, trust,
cohesiveness, support, recognition, innovationfamdess, (b) is produced by member
interaction; and (c) serves as a basis for intémyehe situation; (d) reflects the
prevalent norms, values and attitudes of the opgaioin’s culture; and (e) acts as a
source of influence for shaping behavior” (McMurra@03, p. 1).

Department Chairperson: the major officer of a d&pent; mid-level manager
within the context of a higher-education institati@ishop, 2003). Specific titles of
respondents may vary and may include but are miteld to: dean, director, and head.

Faculty Member: an instructional faculty membea aniversity who has no
administrative title and who holds a full-time pasn as professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, or adjunct/lecturer (Bish@032.

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to faculty perceptions ofithehair's communication and
their perceptions of department climate. Chaimessperceptions or perceptions held
by other administrative leaders are not includethis study. Moreover, though it can be
safely assumed that communication influences aatsinfluenced by the verbal and
nonverbal responses of all individuals in a cora®os, the role of the faculty person in

shaping communicative exchanges with their chasqrers not included in this study.
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Because of the unique context of higher educatamulty of different rankings
may experience chairperson leadership differetdlyyired faculty may have very
different perceptions of their chairperson’s leatigy than junior faculty seeking tenure.
Although this may play an important role in leadigpgperceptions, it is not explored in
this study.

Since faculty perceptions were gathered with aesyrthe study is limited by
factors that influence survey research (e.g., maponse, a low response rate, self-report
that cannot be verified, the possibility that thevey will not allow subjects to express
their true feelings, etc.). The study may alsd lgeneralizability to all faculty members
across all departments in a university as partidgpanclude only faculty from one
academic area: the field of communication.

Organization of the Study

This study is organized into five chapters. Chiaptetroduces the study and
provides an overview of the key ideas explorethengtudy: leadership communication
and organizational climate. It also provides #esteent of the problem, the significance
of the study, the limitations of the study, and deéinitions of terms used in the study.
Chapter Il includes a review of the literature velet to the study, including research on
leadership, leadership communication, organizatioliraate, how these topics intersect,
and how they have already been examined in theegbat higher education. Chapter Il
describes the research methods used in the stadyharmutcome of the statistical
methods applied to the research data. Chaptersbusises the results of the study, and
Chapter V summarizes the study, identifies thetatrons of the study, and provides

direction for future research.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Leadership can be understood a variety of wayse Way to understand the
phenomenon is to focus on it as it occurs in thetiomship and communication between
leaders and followers. This perspective of leadprs the transactional leadership
paradigm, which asserts that leaders elicit desiggwviors in their followers by offering
them resources in exchange for said behaviors. spieific transactional leadership
theory driving the current research is Leader Manibe&hange theory, which asserts
that leadership occurs in the exchanges betwedereand followers. According to the
Leader Member Exchange theory (LMX), leaders dotreatt their followers or
“members” equally, and this unequal treatment l@adaBsparate organizational
experiences for employees. These experienceseareiped as positive or negative,
depending on the communicative exchanges thatwell® have with their leaders. LMX
has been studied extensively in different sectatis eonsistent findings supporting the
theory, but it has received little attention inflmeg education. This identifies an area of
need in research.

At this point, an inquisitive reader might wondenat causes leaders to initiate
different exchanges with their followers that suqsently lead to dissimilar organiza-
tional experiences for those followers. This papujuestion has been examined in the

scholarship on LMX, and a number of studies hawwrered one particular antecedent to

11
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and characteristic of high quality leader membeahaxges: the concept of similarity.
Research has revealed that leaders have highetygeathanges with those who are
perceived as similar to themselves. This notiosiwilarity is multifaceted, and includes
the specific concepts of behavioral similarity, @graphic similarity, attitudinal and
personality similarity, and more. While other amt@ents to high quality LMX exchanges
have also been studied, the interest specifieddrctrrent is this notion of similarity.

Because of the lack of understanding of LMX gseittains to the academy, the
current study focuses on LMX and similarity in hegleducation, specifically examining
leadership as it occurs between faculty and chegms using a sample of faculty from
communication programs in higher education. Howeveloes not just examine leader
member exchanges between faculty and their chHiedso studies one particular area of
the faculty experience as a result of their leadember relationship with their chairs:
perceptions of organization climate. Researchdeasonstrated a relationship between
perceptions of LMX and perceptions of climate ihestsectors. It is important to better
understand the nature of this relationship in higdteication organizations.

In order to help the reader understand why the co®dxtopics of similarity,
leader member exchanges between chairs and faeuitgher education, and
organizational climate all relate to one anothet a@rit empirical investigation, the
forthcoming pages shall review the relevant sciyléderature on these concepts.

The Concept of Leadership
“Great Man” and Trait Theories of Leadership
The earliest theories of leadership were persoteceth, such as the “great man”

theory, which assumed that leadership is a resutinate personality traits that only
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certain individuals possess. Of course, over tipeeple realized that not all successful
leaders were the same, so leadership became wwkEfedm a trait perspective; one
could identify a leader based on his specific gl including personality, skills,
values, or motives that differentiated them fromithollowers (Yukl, 2002).
Researchers tried to identify specific traits fleatiers possessed, including physical
traits like age, height, weight, and physical apaeee, or psychological traits such as
integrity and self-confidence (Stogdill, 1948). date, however, scholarship in this area
has yet to yield traits that definitively lead &atership success (Yukl).
Behavior Theories of Leadership

Leadership research eventually moved away fromgryo determine the traits
that leaders possess and that followers do noepssRather than understanding
leadership based on personality traits, researdegan to look into behavior theories of
leadership which focus on the kinds of behavioas fuccessful leaders perform. This
area of theorizing expanded the thinking aboutdestdp from traits to include the
actions of leaders towards followers in a varidtgantexts (Northouse, 2007). These
theories largely came out of two well-known studiBise Ohio State Leadership Studies
(Halpin & Winer, 1957) and The University of Miclaig Leadership Studies (Katz &
Kahn, 1952). While similar in that they both intigated leadership styles, these studies
differ in that the Ohio State study argued thatléza could either be high or low on task-
related and relationship-building behaviors, wiiie Michigan study found that a leader
could be strong at only task or relationship-raldiehaviors, but not both. That is, the
Michigan study believed that a leader could engaganployee orientation behaviors but

would then very likely not demonstrate productisieotation behaviors; the Ohio
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scholars did not perceive the two areas of behaw@srquite so mutually exclusive.

Another area of behavior leadership theory camebrdsearch by McGregor
(1966), who examined leadership based on the |saaltitudes about human nature. He
classified these beliefs into two categories. @opwn or “vertical” communication,
close supervision, coercive control, and manageinehe form of threats and
punishments characterize Theory X, otherwise knagvthe classical scientific
management approach. Those who lead with a Théstyle are guided by specific
assumptions about workers; they believe that werkee unintelligent, lazy, and are
motivated only by extrinsic rewards, which in th&se was pay. In contrast to the
Theory X approach, leadership using the Theory pfegch, also known as the Human
Relations perspective, involves communication ihabth vertical and horizontal, and
leaders consult employees when making decisionsaffext them. The assumption that
guides the Theory Y approach is that people areviated intrinsically based on the
upper levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs: thtosglf-esteem and self-actualization.
The theory argues that, given the right conditidting,average employee will seek
responsibility, and that the average person is reatdy self-motivated.
Interactive Theories of Leadership

While behavior theories focus on leader behaviatsyactive theories of
leadership focus on the interactions between leiadies, leader behaviors, and the
leadership situation. This perspective assumeddadership is process; not a person,
not a personality, and not a behavior.

One area of interactive theories examines thetstua which the leadership

occurs. Situational theories propose that diffesetnations call for different kinds of
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leadership, and that effective leaders adapt gtgie to whatever a given situation
necessitates in terms of accommodating employedsn@de most widely recognized
research in this area has been conducted by Fiddlér), who believes that leadership
effectiveness is contingent upon how well a lealstyle fits a leadership situation, or
how favorable a given situation is for a leaders tHeory asserts that if a leader is
generally accepted and respected by followerbgiftask is very structured, and if the
leader has a great deal of authority and powebatéd to her position, the situation
would be considered favorable.

Another situational theory of leadership is patlalgbeory (Evans, 1970). Path-
goal theory explains that leaders motivate thdioveers through their communication
with them as the followers achieve personal andmizational goals. Leaders thus
“provide information and guidance on the paths timesst take to achieve their goals,”
which helps improve the followers’ performance aatisfaction (Barge, 1994, p. 46).
This is challenging; a leader must determine thddeship style that best meets
followers’ motivational needs, including choosinghlaviors, information, and rewards
that they believe will best help followers achi¢heir goals. Leadership is motivating
when “it makes the path to the goal clear and gasavel through coaching and
direction, removing obstacles and road blocks t@rahg the goal, and making the work
itself more personally satisfying” (Northouse, 20£3138).

Transformational and Transactional Leadership

In 1978, Burns introduced the concepts of trans&tional and transactional

leadership in his exploration of political leadepshHe claimed that in transactional

leadership, leaders engage in transactions withfti®wers whereby resources are
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offered to followers in exchange for behavior teader desires. Contrarily,
transformational leadership is based not on theptiance of followers through some
kind of exchange; it instead seeks to develop Wi by fulfilling higher order needs.
Burns explains that “transforming leadership iglattonship of mutual stimulation and
elevation that converts followers into leaders”4p.

Bass (1985) further developed Burns’ transformati@md transactional
leadership concepts when he applied them to orgaoiml management. He largely
disagreed with Burns, though, that the two leadprstyles should be considered
opposite of one another. He believed that the leasters are both transactional and
transformational. Still, the two scholars agrewat there are different levels of
transactional leadership. For example, the kirideaasactions that leaders engage in
can be very obvious, such as rewarding a politiot&é by providing a job, or can be
more subtle, such as exchange of commitment (Kal&nkewis, 1987). Bass noted that
transactional leaders have different transactioagable to them to elicit compliance,
such as leader “knowledge of actions subordinatest take to achieve desired personal
outcomes” (Kuhnert & Lewis, p. 649).

The model of transformational and transactionadéeship can actually be
understood on a leadership continuum. At one stichhsformational leadership;
transactional leadership is in the middle of thetcum, and lassiez faire leadership
anchors the other end. (See Figure 1 below.) déysction is loosely based on a table

by Northouse (2007, p. 180).
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Transformational Leadership Transactional Lassiez-Faire
Leadership Leadership

Management-

Insprirational Intellectual Individualized Contingent by-Exception
Motivaiton Stimulation Consideration Reward Active &
Passive

Lassiez-Faire

Chairsma

Figure 1.Transformational and Transactional Leader<Continuun

Transformational leadership is concerned with depiely followers to thei
fullest extent, which results in improved followggrformance. On the continut
between transformational and transactl leadership are the dimensions
transformational leadership. The first is charismig@adership, which “describes lead
who act as strong role models for followers; foleye identify with these leaders a
want very much to emulate them” (Northo, 2007, p. 181). Next is inspiratior
motivation, which describes leaders “who commumidagh expectations to follower
through symbols and emotional appeals (NorthousE3®). This inspires followers
become committed to the shared vision o organization. Another factor
transformational leadership is intellectual stintioka, which is leadership that motiva
followers to be creative and innovative and try regproaches. The last factor
transformational leadership is individualizconsideration, when leaders act like coac
and listen carefully as they accommodate followerdividual needs as they “gro
through personal challenges” (Northouse, p. 18

Transactional leadership differs from transform@ideadership in thahe focus
of the leader differs for eac While in transformational leadership the leadeksde

develop followers to help them do more than exgbdtansactional leaders do 1
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individualize follower needs; they engage in exgemwith followers to accomplish
their own goals (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).

The first dimension of transactional leadershipastingent reward. Leaders
engage in contingent reward behaviors when theyfctheir expectations of followers
and then promise rewards for meeting those expentat The second dimension of
transactional leadership is management-by-exceptrbith can be active or passive. A
more proactive style leaders engage in is managenyegxception-active where the
leader closely monitors followers and keeps a le@nout for mistakes or rule
violations. At that point the leader takes coiirecaiction by engaging in transactions
with followers for specific follower rewards, suab followers working longer hours in
exchange for extra time away from work. Leadegaging in management by
exception-passive only take action against the¥adr when she or he violates the rules
in such a way that it creates problems. Howell Andlio (1993) explain that the
difference between management by exception-actidgoassive involves the timing of
the leader’s intervention: active leaders proatfimeonitor behavior and anticipate
problems so that violations do not create seriesigsds. Conversely, passive leaders only
step in when a violation has created a real problEmally, the model also considers a
non-leadership dimension, otherwise known as Ladsagre. This is basically the
absence of leadership or leadership behaviors agsigned leader.

As transactional theory has developed, Bass amlidA{1994) and Bass (1998)
have further refined the transactional-transfororatl distinction by arguing that by
combining them, they encompass all leadership bhetsavThey argue that an

augmentation effect stipulates that transformatiteeership adds to the effect of
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transactional leadership. According to the augaten effect, “transformational
leadership styles build on the transactional basmntributing to the extra effort and
performance of followers” (Bass, 1998, p. 5). BB#ss (1999) and Howell and Avolio
(1993) believe that the best leadership style th ansactional and transformational;
that “effective leaders often supplement transaetiteadership with transformational
leadership” (Judge & Piccolo, 2004, p. 756). Teations are “at the base of
transformations” (Avolio, 1999, p. 37), which sugtgethat without the foundation of
transactional leadership, transformational effetdy not be possible (Judge & Piccolo).
Clearly, in the spectrum of leadership theoriemidactional leadership is related
to transformational theory and has been sincestgldpment. It differs from other
leadership theories because, unlike other theatiEs;uses on the social exchanges
between leaders and followers that elicit prefeoettomes for both the leader and the
follower; it does not explain a particular leadfles behavior, trait, or situation as
central to leadership. Transformative and transaat leadership relate to one another in
that “transactions are at the base of transformati@Avolio, 1999, p. 37). Judge and
Piccolo (2004) cite that Bass (1985) believed ttrahsactional leadership results in
followers meeting expectations, upon which thent ehthe bargain is fulfilled and they
are rewarded accordingly” (p. 756). However, tdiwate followers to move beyond
expectations requires transformational leaderddgs¢, 1998). In short, Judge and
Piccolo note that without the foundation of tranigamal leadership, transformational

effects may not be possible.
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Vertical Dyad Linkage Theory

One area of theory that can be classified as tbattsactional and
transformational is Vertical Dyad Linkage TheoryOM). Over time, this theory evolved
into its current form, Leader Member Exchange Tii€bMX). While LMX could also
be classified as transactional or transformatiosrahoth, the current author believes it is
best classified as a transformational leadershaprgh

In short, Vertical Dyad Linkage Theory (VDL) recopes and helps explain
differentiated relationships between leaders antt Hubordinates. Early in its
conceptualization it explored the differentiatethtienships between leaders and
followers in work units in organizations. Sincemh VDL has evolved into LMX, which
explores characteristics of the dyadic relationslaip well as the relationship between
leader-member exchanges and organizational vasiable

Until the early 1970s, much research on leaderspgrated under the assumption
that leaders behave similarly toward each of tfatlowers, or “members.” This was
known as the “average leadership style.” Attentlars focused on how leaders
generally behaved toward their work groups. Agaesh evolved, it began to examine
the role of the follower in the leadership proceBsr example, path-goal theory
examines how leaders motivate followers to achgnads by carefully engaging in
specific behaviors best suited to both followerdseand the needs of the situation. Then,
in the early 1970s, in separate studies, both E(E3&0) and Graham (1973) asked
leaders and followers to describe the leaders’Wiehan studies they conducted. Both
studies yielded virtually no agreement betweerdhder behavior descriptions made by

the leaders and the members. Consequently, Danseaahman and Graen (1973),
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sought to understand this difference in perceptioftseey compared the findings of
research on leadership using the traditional agh@magainst the findings of research
that analyzed the dyadic relationship betweendhddr and follower. The latter, they
discovered, yielded important findings that thely éeuld not have been detected using
the traditional approach. Thus, a new way of examgileadership was born: a vertical
dyad approach, otherwise known as the Vertical Dyaklage perspective.

The Vertical Dyad Linkage perspective, or VDL, Gises on the exchanges
between a leader and member when a leader empglagsrship behaviors, one of the
two categories of behaviors in which Jacobs (1®£&ligves leaders engaged. Jacobs
claimed that leaders enact two disparate roles thélr followers, a supervisory role and
a leadership role. The supervisory role is whblged on the legitimate authority given
to the leader to supervise the member’s behavilrs authority-based relationship is
based on the employment contract, whereby the meisibequired to yield to the
authority of his superior as a condition of his ésgment. However, unlike the
supervisory role, the leadership role involvesuafice outside of the realm of legitimate
authority. In this role, the leader influences thember in interpersonal exchanges not
related to the employment contract. The key déffiee identified between the
supervisory role and the leadership role is inviertical exchange between the leader and
member (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). Thenasaa explained that leadership
exchanges are a powerful source of influence andmalve valuable outcomes that
supervisory exchanges cannot. Included in thesgalp latitude, influence in decision
making, open and honest communication, suppohefriember’s actions, and

confidence in and consideration for the member4g). The member can reciprocate by
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expending time and energy, assuming more respditysibnd becoming more
committed to the unit or organization. Danseré&aaen, and Haga argue that leaders
employ leadership behaviors when they give latitiode member to negotiate his job-
related matters; when leaders give members lasdatto negotiate job-related matters,
they are employing supervisor behaviors.

Dansereau, Graen and Haga'’s 1975 research oorisequence of leadership
behavior and the impact of negotiating latitudetm development of dyadic
relationships also revealed evidence of in-group@ut-group classifications of members
based on the amount of negotiating latitude offéhedn by their leader and, even more,
by the exchanges between them. Specifically,d¢bearchers discovered a distribution of
scores on a negotiating latitude scale revealirgrearly-equal groups: those who
reported having the opportunity to negotiate jollatesl matters with their leader, and
those who reported having less opportunity to nagojob-related matters with their
leader. The researchers labeled those with mayetia¢ion latitude as the “in-group”
and those with less negotiation latitude as the-tgwaup.” In-group members reported
receiving greater leader attention and support thargroup members, while out-group
members reported experiencing the leader as aesofijob problems. Their research
also revealed that leaders were aware of theiemdifitiated behavior toward members.

Dansereau, Graen, and Haga (1975) concluded tdere are faced with
inevitable constraints on their ability to perfotiheir job role; they do not have the time
and energy to do it all. A leader “cannot devbie tequired time and energy to each and
all of his members to ensure their optimum perfaroea..a subset of his members can

often perform the majority of the critical funct®of the unit” (p. 72) through their
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prescribed roles. Still, even these prescribeelsratay not be enough to fulfill a unit’s
functions, which ultimately require the “personahumitment of a few key members to
the success of the unit's mission” (p. 73). A krachust then employ leadership
behaviors to elicit greater commitment on the pathe members. This is done by
offering greater negotiating latitude to those mersla leader feels he can depend upon
and give greater responsibility to, or membersefih-group, who then receive more
support and attention than others who consequeathprise the out-group. Exchanges
between the former are characterized as leademslaijpons, while exchanges between
the latter are characterized as supervisor relation

Research on VDL continued through the 1970s. da$ed on leader behavior as
both the leader and the member described it, asmhsistently revealed differentiated
dyadic relationships within those units. Techricdlwas research by Graen, Novak and
Sommerkamp (1982) that drove the change in referemthe theory from Vertical Dyad
Linkage to Leader Member Exchange (LMX). But thelation from VDL to LMX
research can be best understood by its area of.fdspecifically, it involves research
that examines the antecedents and characteri$tidd X relationships as well as
research that examines the relationship between BNXorganizational variables.
Together, these illustrate the true evolution thi current theory of leader member
exchange.
Leader Member Exchange Relationships

Similarity. The progression of VDL research into the dyadic Lhg§ identified
various antecedents to and characteristics of LBlIAtionships. One antecedent to and

characteristic of LMX relationships is leader-mem&ienilarity; LMX development has
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been found to share a relationship with leaderraachber similarity (Liden, Wayne, &
Stillwell, 1993; Wayne, Liden, & Sparrowe, 1994T.he similarity-exchange hypothesis
suggests that similarity between two individualstfances liking and consequently
affects interactions and behavior” (Wayne, LidenSgarrowe, 1994, p. 699). This is
consistent with general research on perceived aiityi) which has generally assumed
that “a person who is perceived as similar to treduator is more attractive, so that
decisions and evaluations regarding that persobiased positively” (Turban & Jones,
1988, p. 228). This is evident in LMX relationsipecause similarities often play a role
in designating in-group or out-group status. Kghbn and Coleman (1999) explain, “the
more similar leaders and members are, the higleeextbhange quality in their
relationships” (p. 36).

Closely related to the similarity-exchange hypoithésthe two-stage Congruency
Theory of LMX Development, which has also been supgal in empirical studies of
LMX (Dienesch and Liden, 1986). In the first stalgaders and members react to each
other based on their initial impressions of ea¢teds personal and demographic
characteristics. In the second stage, the lead&saes the member’s performance and
ultimately determines the quality of their exchasig&his is especially noteworthy
because the model directly links the leader’sahithpressions of the member with
exchange quality. Taken together with the sintjagixchange hypothesis, this would
suggest that dissimilarity can forestall developtadreffective LMX relationships.

Bauer and Green (1996) explain that similaritymportant to LMX because it
leads to a good quality relationship between leadedrmember. As it relates to the

LMX development process, leaders see “similar sdibates having high potential
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because they are like themselves” and thus comgriioua “growing sense of trust in the
relationship” and because they “make for more statibrpersonal relationships in
general” (p. 1546). They studied personality samiy in terms of an individual’'s
enthusiasm and energy and concluded that “enttiicsiasergetic people should want to
be around other enthusiastic, energetic peopleyi@wdthem more favorably than those
who differ from themselves” (p. 1996). However,ilhhey found that similarity shared
a relationship with LMX development, its relatiofskvas indirect, and was mediated by
a member’s performance. They concluded that patggsimilarity can be a significant
influence on LMX development, but it is part ofaader picture involving performance.

Attitudinal and personality similarity were alsoaeined by Liden, Wayne and
Stillwell (1993), who found that the characteristdayed an important role in LMX
development. Attitudinal similarity was also foutodbe significantly related to the LMX
quality by Phillips and Bedeian (1994). In thetamination of attitudinal similarity and
leader member relationships they found a positoreetation between leaders’
perceptions of attitudinal similarity and followeperceptions of exchange quality.

In addition to sharing attitudinal and personalieaders and members in high-
guality LMX relationships have been found to shaimilar values. Specifically,
research has examined similarity in values witkader-member dyad exchanges and its
relationship to the quality of the exchange. 188,9Steiner sought to determine the
effect of similarity between supervisor and suboati? values on leader member
exchanges. He studied American and French cofiegients in their respective
countries and found that in-group members rated spervisor’'s values as more similar

to their own than did out-group members, and thizinisic values seemed to be
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important in the development of leader-member emghaelationships. While the study
did not test the development of actual supervistaesdinate relationships, the
researchers assert that the focus on the member£ggions of similarity is “a legitimate
part of the supervisor-subordinate relationship”@}p7).

Following Steiner’s (1988) findings, Ashkanasy &i€onnor (1997) also
studied similarity in the area of value congrueimckeader member exchange relation-
ships. These scholars studied leaders and folkiwmehustralian industrial and service
organizations to determine if similarity of valugas a precursor of leader-member
exchange quality. In their initial deductive stuthey learned that leader-member
exchange quality is associated with similarity afues; but their follow-up study did not
support their initial findings. Subsequently, trencluded that values have the potential
to interfere with effective leader-member exchangéembined, these research studies
indicate that leader and member values are an taapgpart of LMX relationships.

Other areas of research identifying similarity aharacteristic of the LMX
relationship include those examining the role ahdgraphic characteristics and LMX
status. For example, Duchon, Green and Taber J¥686d that demographic
characteristics are predictive of in- or out-gratgus. Supporting Graen and Cashman’s
(2975) initial proposition that there may be sysaséimdifferences in the demographic
composition of in and out groups, in their studyra@mbers of Junior Achievement
companies throughout a metropolitan area, in-gragmbers tended to be juniors and
seniors, while out-group members tended to be fneshand sophomores. They
concluded that the demographic of relative statas predictive of leader member

exchanges.
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In addition to relative status as an area of deaggc similarity in high quality
LMX relationships, research by other scholars hasrened the demographic of
biological sex and its relationship to LMX. A sbltonnection between sex similarity
and LMX has been established in some research & 8JReilly, 1989; Wayne, Liden,
& Sparrowe, 1994). Specifically, Duchon, Green @aatler (1986) found that women
leaders tend to form high LMX relationships withmen subordinates, while Kjeldal,
Rindfleish and Sheridan (2005) also found qualiagvidence of sex similarity playing a
role in LMX relationship formation.

However, other research has found no relationstiywden sex similarity and the
formation of LMX relationships. For example, neith.amude, Scudder, Simmons and
Torres (2004) nor Bauer and Green (1996) foundfsaggnce in the LMX-biological sex
relationship in their research. Lamude, Scuddenn®ns and Torres studied 148 newly
hired subordinates in a large financial firm torfeaubordinate characteristics, their
supervisors' influence techniques, subordinateshzonication satisfaction with their
supervisor, and the relationships between thesablas and LMX. In regard to their
examination of same and mixed-sex dyads, theiarebaevealed no significant
relationship between biological sex and LMX. Likemude and his colleagues, Bauer
and Green also studied newly formed dyads. Thessarchers sought to discover the
variables that contribute to trust and leader-merelzehange building over time.
Instead of administering a one-time survey like udmand his colleagues did, these
researchers created relationships with 311 graayabllege students and studied their
LMX development as they accepted new jobs. Inltngitudinal study, surveys were

administered before graduation, and again botm#i234 weeks after job entry.
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Additionally, these researchers sought leader petses, and thus leaders were also
surveyed. Their analysis of sex and quality oflegamember exchange revealed a lack
of support for sex similarity and leader-membertaxge development.

While research specifically associating sex sinytavith LMX seems to be
mixed, research not precisely studying LMX, butrakang similarity, supports what
would seem to be common knowledge: we like beltese¢ who are more similar to us
than more different from us. General researchemegved similarity has generally
assumed this exact idea; that “a person who iseperd as similar to the evaluator is
more attractive, so that decisions and evaluatiegarding that person are biased
positively” (Turban & Jones, 1988, p. 230). Morenwimilarity in general has been
related to liking (Triandis, 1959, 1960), and ligiralso known as “affect,” has also been
found to play a critical role in the formation eflder member exchange relationship
guality (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Given that adiindual’s sex is one of the first and
most salient features of the person that is ndtieeia any face-to-face encounter, it
would seem logical that similar-sex individuals Wwbdevelop a positive relationship
more quickly with one another than non-similar sekviduals. Still, that a dearth of
empirical evidence has yet to support a conclusexesimilarity-LMX development
relationship indicates that more research neetle monducted in this area.

One study by Matkin and Barbuto Jr. (2008) soughinderstand, among other
demography, the demographic characteristic of deotientation similarity and LMX in
institutions of higher education. This seems tah@eonly study examining this
particular topic, and like many researchers befioeen, they found no support for any

demographic similarity predicting higher levelsLéfiX.
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In summary, whereas the VDL approach simply dessrthe differentiated
leader member relationships as they exist in a wark LMX extends the research by
explaining how the relationships develop, more @lpgxamining antecedents to and
characteristics of those relationships, and explgithe consequences of those
relationships on individuals. Leader member exgearare important not just because
they personally affect the members of the dyadalsg because of their effect on
organizations, a key difference that separates 1teveloped LMX scholarship from
early VDL scholarship.

LMX and the Organization

LMX has developed from VDL through its examinatmirthe relationship
between leader member exchanges and organizatianables. Specifically, this body
of research explores how differentiated leader mexmddationships affect or share
relationships with organizational variables. ld@&rto understand how LMX affects the
organization, it is imperative to better understimelexperiences of individuals in both
the in and out-groups, and the subsequent conseggieh high and low quality LMX
relationships on individuals, as the consequeneesetated not only to individuals, but
also to work and work-related relationships

In-group exchanges.High quality, in-group exchanges are positive aravjle
a myriad of benefits to those experiencing therheylhave been associated with greater
attention from the leader (Dansereau, Graen, & H29&5), including special benefits
and opportunities and satisfying and interestingjtpms (Graen, Wakabayashi, Graen, &
Graen, 1990). Supervisors tend to delegate makeciying task assignments to in-

group members (Graen, Orris, & Johnson, 1973; LeE86), provide them with more
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constructive feedback, more training (Feldman, 1986d support them in career
development (Graen et al., 1990; Yukl, 2002). Ehiosthe in-group also participate in
decision-making (Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 198®) given access to financial
resources (Green, Anderson, & Shivers, 1996), aoéive higher performance ratings
(Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Wayne & Fefr#§0). In fact, Duarte,
Goodson, and Kilch (1994) found that even when theyormed poorly, high LMX
members were given favorable ratings regardlesisenf actual performance. Research
indicates that the exchange between leaders andersralso influences employee
turnover (Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982). AdditionalGraen, Novak, and Sommerkamp
(1982) found that workers are more satisfied whirtjobs when they enjoy high quality
in-group exchange with their leaders.

Out-group exchanges.Out-group exchanges are effectively the reverse-of
group relationships; if there are numerous benaditigh-quality LMX for members,
there must therefore also be consequences to laguMX for members. In short,
out-group members simply do not get what in-growgmers get from their supervisors.
Mueller and Lee (2002) characterize low-qualitylexages as “closed communication
systems in which supervisors use formal authoatiptce members to comply with a
prescribed role” (p. 226). Other research revessout-group members are delegated
mundane tasks (Leana), are given less respongifilienesch & Liden, 1986), have less
influence in decision making (Fairhurst & ChandE989), and perceive more pay and
workplace inequities (Vecchio, Griffeth, & Hom, 98 They are perceived as less
dependable than in-group members and they recessdéader support in their jobs

(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). For examplenéstudy, managers in a university
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housing division provided “higher amounts of infation, influence, confidence, and
concern” for their members and higher responsiv@tesembers, which Dansereau,
Graen, and Haga (1975) called “leadership atteh{ien70). Predictably, out-group
members did not receive “leadership attention.’eyralso included less open and honest
communication and less loyalty. Not surprisinglyt-group members also reported
higher levels of turnover (Graen, Liden, & Hoel 829.

In relationships with low quality exchanges, leadese formal authority to force
members to comply with their prescribed role (Daeae, Graen, & Haga; Graen &
Scandura, 1987; Jablin, 1982). Moreover, theygeecmore pay and workplace
inequities (Vecchio, Griffeth, & Hom, 1986).

It would be logical to assume that given the lewdlsoth personal and job-
related support and feedback characteristic ofawyg leader member exchanges, in
addition to what is likely an overall enhanced @{perience as a result of the members’
acceptance of greater job responsibility and adrnglumber of job assignments, LMX
would be positively related to both perceived agal job performance. However,
research on the LMX-performance relationship hanlezjuivocal. While some scholars
conclude that there is a relationship, other resefindings are less clear.

In-group and out-group membership and performance.Early research into
Vertical Dyad Linkage by Dansereau, Graen, and Hxganined a relationship between
leader member exchange quality and perceptionsrédnance. They concluded that
leaders perceived in-group members as more depleniti@m out-group members. LMX
research has revealed consistent findings. Fanpbea Liden and Graen (1980) also

found a relationship between LMX and performanesegid Deluga and Perry (1994),
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Bauer and Green (1996), and Janssen and Van Y(#084). Finally, Dockery and
Steiner (1990), in their laboratory experimented#dder member exchange theory,
concluded that establishing in-group exchanges mgmbers that leaders find to be both
likable and to have high ability would lead to ented member productivity.

All of these studies examined performance fromi¢laeer’s perspective and not
from objective measures of actual performance.s Thimportant to note, as Duarte,
Goodson and Kilch (1994) found that leader perosstdo not always reflect reality.
That is, even when members performed poorly, tband that LMX was found to
predict leaders’ favorable ratings of member penfamce.

Outside of just perceptions of performance, Gralvak and Sommerkamp
(1982) examined LMX and actual productivity. Irithstudy, members situated under
leaders who went through LMX training were foundtosignificantly more productive
than members whose leaders who did not undergo tisliking. In other research on
LMX and actual performance, Scandura and Graerd(1&8died employees with the
same job description in a large government indtaitan the Midwest. Half of the
employees at the installation experienced a “legdprintervention” involving a series of
one-on-one, 20-30 minute conversations betweeanrihenanager and member, while
the other employees did not. Researchers thenumeghemployee productivity,
employee performance, employee attitudes, and gm@@lperceptions of other aspects of
the working relationship with their supervisors.

The researchers discovered that as the qualityeoieaders’ exchange
relationships with the employees improved, hardipativity improved by 19%.

Moreover, organizational outcomes improved as wiellfact, the improvement resulted
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in an annual cost savings of over $5 million fax tompany. Though this amount of
savings alone makes this research uniquely intaggst was also noteworthy because
the members in the leadership intervention groufs mitially poor LMX relationships
were not necessarily poor performers in their wanks; while they had the potential to
consistently perform at higher levels, they sintjaligl not perceive higher performance
as being worth the effort” (p. 434). After the po® LMX leadership intervention,
however, this group responded more positively 1@ apportunities than did their
colleagues. In short, the leadership interventnmst benefited members having initially
poor-quality exchanges. Other studies have yietd@dar findings regarding positive
LMX relationships and increased performance (seeean, Duchon, & Uhl-Bien,
1992; and Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982). Oly¢nare seem to be significant
positive organizational outcomes from positive LvB{ationships.

Despite these findings in support of a relatiopsietween leader member
exchanges and job performance, both on a percdpuedland on an actual level,
research on LMX and performance exists which hasaumd a similar relationship. For
example, Vecchio and Gobdel (1984) studied thectffef LMX on bank tellers. While
the study yielded support for the prediction ofewsor ratings based on in-group and
out-group status, it could only assert a relatignbletween teller accuracy and LMX.
Since there are many more variables in assesdiaglateller’s performance than simply
mathematical accuracy that were not measuredetiearchers ultimately failed to
strongly predict objective performance of membeith Wigher quality leader exchanges.
Similarly, Dunegan, Duchon, and Uhl-Bien discoveadthk between LMX and

performance only when a task was either very highbllenging, routine or not very
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challenging. When the task was perceived as mtagrehallenging, they found no
significant relationship between LMX and performand hey concluded that “under
certain conditions, a leader may be able to comtwlevels of task variety” which would
“thereby create situational contingencies thatd@udt as substitutes for high-quality
leader-member exchange” (p.71). This finding #itatational contingencies may affect
the LMX-performance relationship seems consistetit mresearch by Rosse and Kraut
(1983) who also could not establish the relatigmstmd consequently asserted
“situational influences are sufficiently powerfol override influences arising from the
guality of the leader-member exchange” (p. 68).

Finally, research by Vecchio (1982) yielded natienship between leader-
member exchanges and performance. He believedaihat to predict performance
“suggests that we must be cautious in drawing emnmhs regarding the utility” of the
leader-member exchange approach for performanceuresa(p. 205). He concluded
that the problem was largely methodological, assgthat since the link between LMX
and performance was not established, “the dyagcoagh, as it is typically
operationalized, may be capitalizing on correlatsponse errors” (p. 206). Thus, he
argued, to accurately establish the LMX-performametationship consistent with
previous findings, “it is critical that dyadic reseh employ multiple and independent
assessments of criteria variables” (p. 206). brisiWecchio blamed the unestablished
relationship on measurement problems.

While the relationship between LMX and performantegy be equivocal, a body
of research has found that members situated iadeftés in-group experience greater

satisfaction. That is, a relationship between LB job satisfaction has been
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empirically determined. This research can genglalclassified into two areas: job-
related satisfaction and communication satisfaction

In-group and out-group membership and satisfaction.Early vertical dyad
linkage research by Dansereau, Graen, and Haga)(&ércluded that in-group
members were more satisfied with their jobs thareveeit-group members, which is
logical given the support, loyalty, and other p@sitcharacteristics of in-group leader
member exchanges. Specifically, their study reackiat,

In-group members expressed more positive attittltles those expressed by the

out-group toward the intrinsic outcomes of theirkydheir interpersonal
relations with the supervisor, their superviso€shnical competence, and the

value of their job performance rewards. (pp. 69-70)

Subsequent research has been consistent witheébhdgdindings. For example, the
relationship between LMX and overall job satisfantivas found by Lamude, Scudder,
Simmons and Torres (2004) as a result of LMX tragrintervention with members who
had not previously enjoyed in-group leader memlehanges in research by Graen,
Novak, and Sommerkamp (1982), and also by Scarahd&raen (1984). In a 2007
study of LMX and satisfaction with nursing managésschinger, Purdy, and Almost,
found that:

When managers perceive that they have a positiggaeship with their

immediate supervisor, they are more likely to thak their work environments
empower them to accomplish their work in meaningfal/s, and subsequently,
experience feelings of psychological empowermgnt227)

Finally, research by Vecchio and Godbel (1984) ataek that in-group LMX was
associated with the propensity to quit, which ooeld reasonably relate to job

satisfaction given that Irvine and Evans (1995 nfibthat job satisfaction has been shown

to be one of the strongest predictors of intedéé&we one's job. Moreover, specific
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measurement of satisfaction in Vecchio and Godtslidy was found to be associated
with in-group exchanges.

Graen, Liden, and Hoel (1982) studied turnover igadly as it relates to leader
member exchanges. They concluded, “it is the wnapchange that develops between a
leader and member, not a leader’s overall styleitliilmences a member’s decision to
remain in the organization” (p. 871). LMX was afsand to influence turnover in a
1985 study of registered nurses by Ferris (198®spite these positive findings,
however, Vecchio’s (1982) research on bank tefeated to predict turnover, and later
research by Vecchio, Griffeth, and Hom (1986) a? h®spital employees found that
LMX was also not predictive of employee turnovéqugh it was closely related to
satisfaction. The researchers, however, cautianthieir findings on turnover may be a
result of their failure to obtain data on unit merghip, though they argue that other
studies had similar results without unit membersiata (see Ferris, 1985; Vecchio,
1982).

In addition to job satisfaction and turnover, g¥sé has also yielded evidence
that LMX affects communication satisfaction. Faample, supportiveness, a
characteristic of in-group LMX exchanges, was luhke subordinate satisfaction with
their immediate supervisor’'s communication (Dani8lgiker, & Papa, 1997). Similarly,
Wheeless, Wheeless, and Howard (1984) determiracitiother variable linked to
LMX, receptivity, was related to subordinate satsion with their immediate
supervisor's communication. Lamude, Scudder, Simsnand Torres (2004) found that
member communication satisfaction is positivelated to LMX, a finding they

concluded “is not surprising, given that researsh@ve established a relationship
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between subordinates’ satisfaction with immediatgesvisors communication and
variables linked to LMX” (p. 65).

Research by Mueller and Lee (2002) also examinedelationship between
LMX and communication satisfaction. Given thathguality LMX exchanges are more
open and members are typically afforded “greatevuants of trust, confidence, attention,
inside information, negotiating latitude and inthee” (p. 224) while low-quality LMX
exchange are more closed and do not possess tieeadaramentioned characteristics as
high-quality LMX exchanges, the researchers sotgtetermine if LMX quality
affected member communication satisfaction. Regldtermined a positive relationship;
the higher the quality of LMX, the more subordirsateported higher levels of
communication satisfaction with their leaders ai a&in other organizational contexts.
In short, LMX not only affects member’'s communioatisatisfaction with their leaders,
it also affects communication satisfaction in largeup and organizational contexts. In
this way, it predicts communication satisfactionogs an organization (Mueller & Lee,
2002).

While unfortunate for those who experience lowifuaMX, but fortunate for
those who experience high-quality LMX, Leader MemBechange theory assumes that
once it has been developed, “quality of LMX remaiglatively stable” (Lee, 1999, p.
418). In general, LMX stabilizes relatively quighkdfter a relationship begins—which
some research has found occurs as early as 2 \{ladka, Wayne & Stillwell, 1993)
and other research has found occurs around 2 m{d#msereau, Graen & Haga, 1975).
Lee and Jablin (1995) report that the qualitiesMKX (e.g., high and low) are enduring

relational states. Thus, once a subordinate expegs a pattern of low or high quality
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exchanges with her or his leader, that subordistadelld not expect deviations from that
pattern in future interactions (Lee, 1999). Inrshdelegation to an in-group or out-group
occurs early on, and subordinates are generalmgmeently bound to their group.

LMX has mainly been studied in the context of thisibess world. Outside of
that, little research exists on leader-member exghaheory. In higher education
specifically, very little research has been conéldd¢b date on leader member exchange
theory. Some of the scholarship that exists hasmeed faculty-student relationships as
leaders and members and studied the exchangemiheinde other research has been at
the community college level. Overall, the acadesmgms to be a context into which
research on leader member exchanges needs griatioa.

LMX in Higher Education

Research on LMX in higher education is severelytéoh That which does exist
has been undertaken mostly using very different@nes than those traditionally used
in research on LMX in the business-world. Stitichuse they help inform us of LMX in
various areas of academia, each of the studiegplaiaed here.

LMX has been examined in academia by researchesscahceptualize the
leader-member relationship between professors taigeists. For example, Bowler
(2001) studied LMX in the relationships betweenf@ssors and adult students in a non-
traditional teaching environment. He operatioredizMX quality as it was revealed in
student-written end-of-term teaching evaluatio8pecifically, he questioned if student-
teacher demographic similarity would affect LMX ¢jtyeand, subsequently, instructor
performance ratings. His study failed to yield aigtistically significant relationship

between student-teacher demographic similarityldi quality or teacher performance
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ratings.

Another study that examined the professor-studsgationship focused on
undergraduate students’ perceptions of their maatiqualities with their instructors as
reflected in their motives to communicate with thektyers (2006), utilized the popular
Leader Member Exchange 7 (LMX-7) scale as welhasStudent Communication
Motives scale to measure the relationships, andtbidy revealed that students who
perceived in-group relationships with their instars reported greater motivation to
communicate with their instructors. While these studies have clear differences,
together they indicate that conceptualizing theéeanember relationship in the
professor relationship in higher education is gaesit just clearly needs greater study.
These two studies featured students in very diftelife stages and in entirely different
academic programs. Obviously, further researchliivg a variety of students may
yield entirely different results.

Like Myers (2006), Matkin and Barbuto Jr. (2008 aéxamined leader member
exchange theory in higher education, focusing endgmographic characteristics of the
leader and member. However, Matkin and Barbutealrght to discover if a leader who
demonstrated higher levels of sensitivity and pasiemotions to intercultural
differences, and who was demographically similandoor his follower, would produce
positive exchanges with followers. Research pgdrts included 72 leaders who
supervised at least 2 permanent faculty or stafhbers and 255 followers. Empirical
results revealed that although demographic sinylalid not predict follower ratings of

leader-member exchanges, intercultural differeecsisivity did.
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Other research on LMX in higher education has lmeeducted by Johnson
Hummell (2008), who sought to determine the leddprstyle exhibited by leaders in
distance education by understanding self-reportbef leadership behaviors. She
classified their leadership as possessing eitlaglelemember exchange characteristics or
transformational leadership characteristics. ini@ed-methods study, she surveyed and
then later interviewed 10 online distance educdtaders from select universities
throughout the United States. She reported tleatthjority of the leaders’ self-reported
leadership approaches “reflected the charactesisfitransformational leadership more
than that of leader-member exchange” (p. 99). H@wnehough she came to this
conclusion, her characterization of LMX interacBamere those that are “focused more
from the top-down” and that tend not to focus amitidividual (p. 99). This
characterization of LMX seems exceedingly limitedeg the aforementioned
descriptions of leader-member exchanges througibutand LMX research.

Moreover, Johnson-Hummell provided little evidet@support her claim in her
discussion of this conclusion. Thus, though it rmagmine leader-member exchange
theory in a university setting, this study seemesdntribute little to enhancing scholarly
understanding of LMX in higher education.

Additional research on LMX in higher education bagn conducted at the
community college level. In one study, Smith (20d4ed LMX measures of leader-
member relationships, combined with measures afioglal leadership that examine it as
part of a larger network of relationships in anasmgation, to understand faculty
satisfaction. Cluster analysis of data from 28 tinhe faculty members revealed a

correlation between LMX and job satisfaction. Speally, respondents who reported
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the lowest-quality relationships with their cowarkand leaders also reported having the
lowest job satisfaction, while the reverse was #igse. These findings are consistent
with other empirical research on LMX and job sait$ifon outside of the academy,
though none of the aforementioned studies on thesuwere performed using similar
research methods. Smith’s findings provide addéievidence for what has already
been established: LMX clearly affects job satigtactt In fact, given the dearth of
evidence, and especially with Smith’s distinctiamtibution to the literature, it would
seem to be difficult to dispute this finding.

Other research on LMX in the community collegeisgttomes from Holliday
(2006), who sought to determine if similarity beémea leader and member’s
temperament would positively affect their exchangdsr subjects included line
managers and subordinates from departments atr@asstitution’s three campuses:
human resources, auxiliary services, workforce bigwveent and continuing education,
information technology, central administration, thescutive vice president and the vice
presidents. Survey results indicated “empiricalpsut for a relationship between
personality temperament of supervisors and subatesnand LMX” (p. 108). Holliday’'s
findings on temperament similarity and LMX are Higbonsistent with past non-
academic research on LMX and similarity, and theisstudy offers tremendous heuristic
value. Taken together, these studies by Hollideds@mith, in addition to the other
aforementioned studies in the academy, indicateea for more research on leader-
member exchange theory in higher education.

One reason for the limited number of studies of LM>igher education is that

leadership in higher education is entirely différdran leadership in for-profit
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organizations. This difference is relevant to¢heent research because the relationship
between faculty and their chairpersons is somewaimiguous. It even differs by
institution. While in the business sector a suenor leader may be an individual who
has power over others, in higher education althdbglchairperson may be in a
supervisory role, he or she does not necessanig pawer over faculty per se. In fact,
department chairperson power is generally not fdynspecified; the extent and nature
of their power varies (Haddock Gould, 2000). Hestal. (1999) explain, “One
distinctive characteristic of chairs’ role is itarpdoxical nature. Department chairs are
leaders, yet seldom given the scepter of undispaéabrity” (p. 22). This is a result of
the shared governance that guides most acadenactoegmts. “Recommendations for
tenure, promotion, sabbaticals, budgets, seekindifig, and other administrative duties”
while technically the chairperson’s responsibisitieare collectively decided by members
of the faculty” (Martin, 2009, p. 36).

So faculty likely do not have the same perceptmmgnderstandings of their
chairperson ‘leaders’ in a way similar to the petmns of or understandings of leaders
held by people in the non-academic organizatiormaldv Indeed, academia lives up to
its stereotype as an organization unlike any othée leadership roles, in some ways
faculty roles in the academy are dissimilar torthies held by subordinates in the
business sector. Faculty often have the freedairaatonomy to determine what they
teach and study and how to pursue each. In fasgmae institutions faculty have been
found to have a tremendous amount of autonomy (iigle, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley,
1977). This autonomy includes the relationshipufigchave with their administrators.

Kuo (2005), in her dissertation, discovered thelligcshe studied felt they had limited
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opportunities to interact with each other or witmanistrators, though this was perfectly
acceptable to some of them. It is unlikely tha¢ could find this situation in any
organization outside of the academy. The busisestwr finds few workers so literally
isolated from others; in higher education, facaltg highly autonomous, their work is
often independent of each other, and this has pereived faculty isolation (Dressel,
Johnson, & Marcus, 1971).

Given the different experiences by leaders arldvars in the academy, when
studied, faculty may therefore read and responidvi¥ survey questions differently than
non-academics simply because, as a result of tigei@icontext in which they work,
academics experience a non-traditional leaderghipllowership paradigm. This is
important for the reader to consider as it relttebe research in this study.

In summary, a leader’s relationship with the mermslwéithe organization differs
for members of the in- and out-group. These diffiees have consequences to both
member performance and member satisfaction inr@nazation. Members of a
leader’s in-group receive more information from ksader, get more support from the
leader, and receive more concern from the lea@leey also participate more in decision-
making and have greater negotiating latitude. Hanehese benefits from positive
exchanges with a leader come with some costs. alnyroases, for these benefits,
members must accept greater job responsibilityaahigher number of job assignments.

In contrast to the experiences of those in thgroup, members of a leader’s out-
group receive none of what in-group members rec@nct, their experience could be
summarized as opposite of an in-group member’'sreeqpee. Out-group members have

also less negotiating latitude, experience lessjatity and possess an unclear
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understanding of what a leader expects. Theyedperience greater job problems and
have been found to be assigned to mundane tasésksr with less responsibility. Not
surprisingly, they also perceive more pay and wiakg inequities.

These perceptions of the organization as a resuit or out-group status have
been found to affect job satisfaction. Membera tdader’s in-group experience greater
job and communication satisfaction than membegslefder’s out-group. Specifically,
in-group members have been found to express maigyeoattitudes and a reduced
propensity to quit their jobs. Moreover, in-gramgmbers are also more satisfied with
their leader's communication.

In addition to group status affecting job and caimiation satisfaction,
perception of in-group or out-group status has b&sn found to affect the leaders’
perceptions of a member’s performance. In somescasas been found to affect their
actual job performance; members of the in-groupeldemonstrated greater productivity
on objective measures of output. However, addilieariables have been found to have
a moderating effect on the LMX-performance relatiop. Moderators include, but are
not limited to, the degree to which individualsibeé an organization cares about them,
otherwise known as “perceived organizational suppdrhat is, members with positive
exchanges with their leaders were more productiveniheir leaders had more
perceived organizational support.

In summary, by now the reader should understarndsthizordinate location in a
leaders’ in-group or out-group affects numerousafentioned areas of their work
experiences, including communication satisfactioa averall job satisfaction. It even

extends to peers’ perceptions of their workgrou#hile each area of organizational life
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affected by LMX is important, both job and commuation satisfaction have been
related to perceptions of organizational climdi#oreover, leadership and leadership
communication is directly related to organizatiodahate (Kozlowski & Doherty,
1989). To understand how climate and leader-memdr@munication are related, one
first must clearly understand the concept of orgatmnal climate.
Understanding the Climate Construct

Common assumptions about climate seem to permeateédrature to date. They

have been best identified as follows:

Phenomenologically, climate is external to thevidlial, yet cognitively, climate
is internal to the extent that it is affected bgiwidual perceptions.

Climate is reality-based and thus is capable aidgehared in the sense that
observers or participants may agree upon the airoan organization or group,
although this consensus may be constrained byithV differences in
perceptions.

The climate of an organization potentially impatts behavior of the people in
the system. (Woodman & King, 1978, summarizing TiegiLl968, pp. 818-819)

While scholars may agree very generally on whataie is, there are multiple paradigms
that represent different ideas on how to approdefine, and operationalize it.

In early research on climate, Tagiuri and Litwi®§8) explained it from multiple
perspectives. They discussed climate as both &iMgeinvolving employee
interpretation of organizational experiences, anadlgective, or involving organizational
conditions. This was consistent with work by Litvéind Stringer (1968), who also
presented climate as involving both individual teats and organizational conditions.
The subjective and objective climate paradigms &adly led to three main approaches

that began to guide research and understandirfgeafdncept. The first approach,
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known as the structural approach, perceives climatgatterns of behavior or formal
activity in an organization that can be observeddly and objectively (e.g., Payne &
Pugh, 1976; Schneider & Reichers, 1983). In tlterse approach, the perceptual
approach, climate is perceived as involving cogaiind psychological perspectives of
how organizational members both perceive orgammratireality and feel about it (e.g.,
Joyce & Slocum, 1982; Litwin & Stringer, 1968; Selder & Reichers, 1983).
According to this approach, “organizational factsush as structure, leadership,
managerial practices, and the decision processa®alities” (Sims Jr. & Lafollette,
1975), but these realities of the organization tanderstood only as they are perceived
by members of the organization, allowing climatd¢oviewed as a filter through which
objective phenomena must pass” (Litwin & Stringer43). This approach remains
exceedingly popular among climate researchers.

A third approach revealed in the literature isititeractive approach, which
seems to build on the other two approaches. Thgsoapgh contends that organization
climate is the result of shared interaction betwiadividuals who respond to their
organizational situation (e.g., Joyce & Slocum,Z;9oran & Volkwein, 1992;
Schneider & Reichers, 1983). Communication isrdreécontribution to climate in this
approach (O’Driscoll & Evans, 1988). Not surprgdn this approach is especially
popular among those studying organizational comuoaiian.

In the 1980s, organizational climate research beégdocus on the origins of
climate in organizations (Denison, 1996). For epkenone perspective is that
organizations are locations of generally homogempasps of employees with

similarities in areas such as “values, goals, neatifudes, perceptions, or some
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combination of these” which leads to individualeeahing similar meaning to
organizational events (Schneider & Reichers, 19833). As a result, “distinctive
organizational climates will arise that differetéi@mne organization from the other” (p.
33). Considered the social constructionist apgrdaclimate and operating in the
interaction paradigm, this perspective finds thiabate arises from the communicative
interactions between people, because individualsgond to, define, and interpret
elements of the situation in particular ways” (B).3Schneider and Reichers assert that
“these characteristic modes of interpretation agfthdion form distinct subgroup
climates within organizations” (p. 33). So whilganizational climate originates from
both “consistencies in organizational structure sindlarities among organizational
members,” work group climates in the same orgammrgahay therefore vary “as a
function of intense interaction patterns withingpe as compared to across groups” (p.
33).
Defining Climate

A review of organizational climate literature relseethat, despite their differences,
most definitions offered by researchers are vamation a similar theme. For example,
Reichers and Schneider (1990) define climate asstieed perceptions of
organizational policies, practices, and procedure#) formal and informal” (p. 605, as
cited in Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003).ldnel, Van Auken, and Lewis (1978),
modifying a definition provided by Gibson, Ivancelvj and Donnelly (1973), define
organizational climate as “a set of propertieshefwork environment, perceived directly
or indirectly by employees who work in this envineent . . . assumed to be a major force

in influencing behavior on the job” (p. 3). FinglMcMurray (2003) combines
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definitions from the work of four groups of resdsrs (DeCotiis & Kays, 1980;
Forehand & Gilmer, 1964; Karasick, 1976; and Mog&aviolkwein, 1992) and explains it
as:
A relatively enduring characteristic of an orgati@a which distinguishes it from
other organizations: and (a) embodies members2cible perceptions about their
organization with respect to such dimensions asreumy, trust, cohesiveness,
support, recognition, innovation and fairness,iglroduced by member
interaction; and (c) serves as a basis for intémyehe situation; (d) reflects the
prevalent norms, values and attitudes of the opgaioin’s culture; and (e) acts as
a source of influence for shaping behavior. (p. 1)
Because it is both thorough and communication-feduthe McMurray definition has
been modified and used as the definition for orz@tonal climate in the current
research. Specifically, the modification of thefidition for purposes of the current
research lies in its scope. The current reseaekssto understand climate as it is held at
the subcultural or work group level. That is, asBwg the social constructionist
paradigm and informed by scholarship on climatkigher education (see Moran &
Volkwein, 1988), the current author believes thgiamizational climate is mostly clearly
understood at the level of the work group, whichaaceptualized as “the permanent or
semi-permanent team to which individuals are assigmhom they identify with, and
whom they interact with regularly in order to perfowork-related tasks” (Anderson &
West, 1998, p. 236). This is because, as MorarVatidvein (1988) explain from their
findings on climate in higher education, “climaggaars to be a construct that may
operate to a greater degree at the intraorganizdtievel than at the organizational

level” (p. 377; see also Anderson & West). Thardebn that guides the current

research is therefore as follows:
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Organizational climate is a relatively enduring reteristic of work groups

within an organization which distinguishes it béithm other work groups and

other organizations: and (a) embodies work groumbegs’ collective
perceptions about their organization with respeduch dimensions as
autonomy, trust, cohesiveness, support, recognitimovation and fairness, (b) is
produced by member interaction; and (c) servestasis for interpreting the
situation; (d) reflects the prevalent norms, valaed attitudes of the work
group’s culture; and (e) acts as a source of inftefor shaping behavior.

In the process of perceiving and interpreting oizgtional characteristics,
organizational members create the climate (Fieldb®Ison, 1982). The climate then
influences motivation, productivity, satisfactidrehaviors and attitudes (Litwin &
Stringer, 1968). Clearly, climate is significantdvery organization because people
behave in ways that fit the perception of their kvdimate (Schneider & Reichers,
1983).

The Relationship Between Climate and Leadership

Early research into organizational climate ideetifleadership as an important
variable in affecting employee perceptions of clienaln fact, some of the first research
on climate manipulated leadership behavior to datez its effects on climate
perceptions (Lewin, Lippitt, and White, 1939). Finesearch was replicated by Litwin
and Stringer (1968) in what became seminal researarganizational climate. In their
study, the researchers created three simulatediaegeons in which the leader utilized a
different leadership style. They discovered thatdlimate of each organization differed
over time with different leadership styles. Somsesrchers (see: Albrecht, 1979; House

& Rizzo, 1972) believe that many organizationaingte dimensions measure the same

constructs as well-known leadership factors.
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The framework for climate that recognizes it & work group level suggests that
interaction between a leader and member at that iefluences organizational climate
perceptions more than overall organizational-letelctures do. This is likely because
“features, events, and processes occurring at hlghels are likely to be mediated by
local leadership behaviors, given that an individuanmediate supervisor is the most
salient, tangible representative of managemenbrstipolicies, and procedures”
(Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989, p. 547). A variety idsearch has found a relationship
between leader-member communication and climatee @ the first studies on the two
constructs was undertaken by Kozlowski and Doherhg sought to understand the link
between climate and leadership. They were exagim@gotiating latitude, which is the
key idea in the Vertical-dyad Linkage perspectivat tvas later re-conceptualized as in-
group experiences. They hypothesized that notwolyld negotiating latitude be
positively related to climate perceptions, but tihaise enjoying high negotiating latitude
would show greater consensus on climate percepéiodshat those perceptions would
be in greater agreement with their supervisorghate perceptions. Studying supervisors
and subordinates in a Fortune 500 manufacturingrozgtion, they discovered positive,
significant relationships supporting each of thgipotheses. They concluded that
climate and leadership are indeed integrated withganizations.

Since then, many researchers have studied le@pensth organizational climate,
and several of those studies have specifically exadnLMX and climate. However, in a
large number of cases, the research was on LMXaapekcific work group climate. That
is, given that climate exists at the work-groupelewany different work group climates

can exist in a single organization. So insteastwdlying a climate to determine what it
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is, these studies have labeled and then examineXi amdl particular climates, such as
climates for safety (Hoffman, Morgeson, & Gerra3032), LMX and climates for
innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994), LMX and climatfies procedural justice (Naumann &
Bennett, 2000), and more. Because those studm®thelp the reader understand a
need for the current research, a discussion of tkerat included in this document.
Unfortunately, research on LMX specifically and angzational climate in general is
limited.

The small amount of research that exists on LMX eimate paints a picture of
an interrelated phenomenon; LMX is positively rethto organizational climate. For
example, Tordera, Gonzales-Roma and Peiro (20@8)dfa relationship between leader-
member exchanges and climate in their study of Spaublic health service employees.
Similarly, Ford and Sears (2006) surveyed a tdt&89@ individuals employed across
four different companies who worked in teams anbreed to the same manager, and
they, too, discovered a relationship between leatEanber exchange communication
and organizational climate. Specifically, the dalh®determined that leader-member
communication predicts perceptions of climate. BestNaumann and Bennett put it best
when they summarized their research by explairagleaders are “climate engineers.”

In summary, leadership affects employee perceptbomate. In fact, although
the research on LMX and climate is limited, in thsearch that exists, the exchanges
between leaders and members have been found th aféenber perceptions of climate.
Unfortunately, an understanding of the LMX-climagationship in the way that it is
understood by the research synthesized throughieutonis sections of this document

generally seems to be limited to the business world

www.manaraa.com



52

Organizational Climate in Higher Education

A myriad of research has been conducted on climategher education. Some
of it has been studied in a way similar to thoselists on climate outside of the academy,
most of it has not. Interestingly, a review of titlerature on academic climate yields a
variety of studies that claim to, but in fact dd,rexamine climate in any way consistent
with the dearth of research on it outside of acadenfihese often involve the most
popular tool to assess climate in academic ingiitgt the Personal Assessment of the
College Environment (PACE), created by Baker andudo (1997). The PACE seeks to
assess an institution’s internal environment asgyeed by its faculty, and its results are
compared roughly against Likert's (1967) Systerd klanagement styles: coercive,
competitive, consultative or collaborative. Theits&n Likert-type PACE survey asks
respondents to indicate their level of satisfacbbwhat Baker and Hoover believe are
six domains of the college environment: formaluefice, communication, collaboration,
organizational structure, work design/technology student focus. While on the
surface this may seem similar to organizationahate research outside of the academy,
a closer examination of the PACE reveals thatmase evaluative than descriptive.
Moreover, close examination of the PACE would asceal that it actually measures job
satisfaction and not climate.

One body of literature has examined leadershipchndhte in academia utilizing
an instrument relatively similar to instruments coamly used outside of academia. It
began with research in 1972, when Borrevik Jr. Bbt@understand organizational
climate in higher education based on previous rebday Halpin and Croft (1963), who

had created a valid climate measurement for eleamgsthools. Borrevik Jr. wanted to
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determine if their Organizational Climate DescoptiQuestionnaire, or OCDQ, could
also be used to measure climate in the academg.644item 5-point Likert-type
guestionnaire was distributed to a random samp¥ @cademic departments in a
number of colleges and universities in the Northvésgted States. Factor analysis
revealed six domains of organizational climateighbr education similar to those
discovered by Halpin and Croft. These domainsuthetl consideration, intimacy,
disengagement, production emphasis, student inn@né and detachment.

The only real difference Borrevik Jr. found betneclimate in higher education
and elementary schools was that higher educatmritfemembers did not perceive the
climate in which they existed to be as clearly wedi as did faculty in elementary
schools. That is, his study revealed that académidty members perceive the
environment more from their own viewpoint than frtme viewpoint of their colleagues
or department chair. Ultimately, Borrevik Jr. chuated that Halpin and Croft's measure
was indeed valid for higher education, and he raththe instrument the OCDQ-HE
(Higher Education).

Lewis (1991) conducted a factor analysis on the QEHE-Patrtial that yielded
maintenance of the four original domains foundighbkr education: consideration,
intimacy, disengagement, and production emph&sie used a 42-item form of the
OCDQ-HE in her study that contained four subtedti@ssing the climate domains of
consideration, intimacy, disengagement, and preglue@mphasis.

The consideration domain is characterized by tippauive behaviors of the
chair toward faculty. While Borrevik Jr. explaitiat it is the chairperson’s interest in

trying “to do something a little extra for themhnman terms” (p. 23), Lewis succinctly
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summarizes it as the chairperson’s supportive hehav

The intimacy domain is characterized by socialti@teships among faculty.
Borrevik Jr. explains that it “describes a sociaekds satisfaction which is not necessarily
associated with task accomplishment” (p. 22). Bbé&hconsideration and intimacy
dimensions are considered open climates. In ojp@ates, “cooperation and respect
exist within the faculty” as well as between theulty and chairperson (Milhoan, 2007,
p. 22; see also: Borrevik Jr., 1972; Hoy & MiskE996).

The disengagement domain is related to disengagjeavior among faculty. This
behavior is described as “going through the motiamgheir daily tasks and is associated
with a closed climate (Borrevik Jr., p. 22; se@atoy & Miskel; Milhoan; Mosser,
2000).

The production emphasis domain is characterizetthdyghairperson’s close
supervision of faculty, and the chair is not sewsito faculty feedback. In fact, the
chairperson places the welfare of the departmemteathe welfare of individual faculty
members (Borrevik Jr.; Hoy & Miskel). Both the eligagement and production
emphasis are considered closed climates. In cldgedtes, cooperation and respect do
not exist within the faculty or between the facudtyd the chairperson (Hoy & Miskel).
These are organizations where administrators aceped as inflexible, controlling, and
resistant to innovation (Hoy & Miskel; Mosser).

Given its validity, a great deal of other researtihzing the OCDQ-HE has
examined climate in higher education—much of italationship to leadership. For
example, Waldenberger (1975) discovered that an ojimate positively correlated with

leader consideration in departments of physicatation, while an increase in leader
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authority negatively correlated with climate” (aked in Mosser). In nursing
departments in the academy, Edwards (1984) used@i2Q-HE Patrtial to discover a
significant relationship between a dean’s leadershile and nursing faculty perceptions
of climate. Similarly, both Gormley and KennerB0(0) and Zakari (2012) discovered a
positive relationship between organizational commeiit and the climate dimensions of
consideration, production, and intimacy with acagemursing faculty. Moreover,
Mosser (2000) found a relationship between thegreed leadership style of nursing
chairpersons and the organizational climate in tgrdeluate nursing programs.

Milhoan (2007) examined academic climate and ittienship to faculty
perceptions of their chair's emotional competenasag the OCDQ-HE Partial. His
study revealed a correlation between the two, budlbo discovered that faculty
perceived organizational climate to be more positnth female chairpersons and less
positive with male chairpersons. Also using th&mmment, Thomas (2007) found a
similar relationship between the emotional intelhge of Chief Development Officers in
higher education and the climate perceptions af thevelopment teams.
Organizational Climate for Subgroups: Racial Minority Faculty

A large body of research has examined the clin@teaicial minorities in the
academy. This has been such an immense topitevést, in fact, that it has been
identified as a specific climate in and of itseen with its own set of measures. What
is commonly known as the “campus racial climate/bines the experiences of both
students and faculty as contributing to an orgdmna perceived stance on diversity
(Hurtado, 1992). Though a highly popular and wdogely studied phenomenon, itis a

very different phenomenon than organizational clexfar racial minorities as it has been
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studied and explained in the previous sectionigfdbcument. In fact, the latter has
received very little attention in the literaturBespite this, because of its connection to
the current study, it is important to understanpaatBment organizational climate as
experienced by racial minorities and not the canrpa®l climate.

Hagedorn and Laden (2002) argue the organizatexyrience of white
individuals does not represent the entire poputati®ome research indicates that
minority faculty experience “chillier climates” thavhite faculty. For example, in their
2009 annual survey of tenure-track faculty, thel&mrative on Academic Careers in
Higher Education (COACHE) found significant gap$ween the satisfaction of minority
racial and ethnic groups and that of white faculith some aspects of climate. For
instance, they reported that all minority facultpgps except Hispanics were less likely
than whites to feel that they had satisfactory geasinteraction with tenured colleagues
and 'a good fit with their departments, which the reskars considered led to
perceptions of climate (Trower, 2009). It did appear, however, that these faculty
were asked to focus on departmental or campus t@irsa it can be assumed that these
findings include departmental climate, but areexatlusive thereof. In a different study,
Hagedorn and Laden found that minority female comitgicollege faculty reported only
slightly more negative perceptions of their climétan their white counterparts, which
the researchers attributed to the low numbersroffe minority faculty participating in
the study (11%). Again, however, these findingsidbseem to be exclusive to
departmental climate. Similarly, Townsend (200&raeined the climate for women and
minority faculty in community colleges and conclddbat both groups experience a

negative climate because of negative discoursetddmin because they do not fit the
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norms of white middle and upper-class males. Ta&gather, these studies indicate a
great need to better understand departmental diasmperceived by minority faculty.
Organizational Climate for Subgroups: Sexual Minorty Faculty

A growing body of research has begun to examiraaeminority experiences in
the academy. While the vast majority of the redeéocuses on student experiences, a
very small body of research has addressed theteifoasexual minority faculty in
academia. To date, this research indicates teatrdpanizational climate in institutions
of higher education is more negative than posfiivesexual minority faculty, and that
the consequences are significant.

In general, academia tends not to be friendly kxmuakeminority faculty.
Following their examination of universities acrdlss nation, Evans and Rankin (1998)
concluded that, “the university suffers from itsroheterosexism. Talented LGBT
students, faculty and staff feel “forced” to ledkie university” (p. 176). Dolan (1998)
agrees. She argues that “gay, Lesbian, Bisexuahsfendered and Queer faculty
members continue to endure institutional sociatfiras that often cause them to be
misrecognized, misnamed, or misheard” (p. 45).s Thonsistent with national campus
climate research conducted by the Policy Institditdhe National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force in their 2003 report “Campus Climate for Gagsbian, Bisexual and Transgender
People: A National Perspective.” This study regdahat, in general, all GLBT campus
members, including faculty, “find that they musti&isignificant parts of their identity
from peers and others,” and that “those who daha# their sexual orientation or gender
identity have a range of experiences includingrdisioation, verbal or physical

harassment, and subtle or outright silencing af exual identities” (p. 2).
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In another study of Lesbian, gay, and Bisexual atlae faculty members
nationwide, Sears (2002) found that 30% of facwlityp reported working in public
institutions identified their campus climate astbilerant” or “hostile.” Contrarily,
however, faculty who reported working in privatedeépendent institutions identified
their work environments as “gay affirming” or “toéent.” More recently, Bilimoria and
Stewart (2009) sought to understand the climatg#yt Lesbian, Bisexual, and
Transgendered (GLBT) individuals in science andregging disciplines. After
conducting in-depth interviews with faculty membirscience and engineering who
identified as GLBT, they learned that GLBT facubgrceive an overall negative climate
in science and engineering disciplines. This issexient with research by Noack (2004),
who discovered a climate at Texas A&M Universitgtttvas more intolerant of gay,
Lesbian, and Transgendered persons than it wa@all minority individuals.

Climate inquiry for GLBT faculty in particular isnportant because of the
consequences of a negative organizational climatcademic faculty. Bilimoria and
Stewart revealed that the negative climate for Gli&ulty in the sciences left their
respondents feeling “fearful” and, as a resulty timentionally avoided non-work related
conversations with their coworkers, they expendgceat deal of effort trying to
interpret their co-workers’ cues as a consequeht®eo sexual orientation or as a
consequence other factors, and that they felttisdlas the only gay people in their
departments. This notion of isolation contributiogiegative climate perceptions is
actually common among sexual minority employeesidatof the academy; issues of
anxiety, isolation, and threat-issues have beeaquéetly discussed in the literature (e.g.,

Boatwright, Gilbert, Forrest, & Ketzenberger, 1998pteau, 1996; Driscoll, Kelley, &
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Fassinger, 1996). However, they are not uncommahnea academy, including in
psychology specifically (see: Liddle, Kunkel, Kick,Hauenstein, 1998) in student
affairs (see: Croteau & Lark, 1995) and just ingah(see: Sears, 2002). For example,
the 104 open-ended surveys Sears analyzed from Gagilty across the nation
revealed faculty feeling “more than a little misenstood, angry, isolated, scrutinized,
exhausted, vulnerable, lonely, self-conscious,@mssiand frustrated “ (p. 25). Similarly,
faculty interviewed by Billimoria and Stewart (2Q0ommented on their own relative
isolation with few or no other gay people in their departrserfome indicated that it
would be nice to have more community withire university” (p. 92). Fear and isolation
are just some of the consequences of faculty ntynsexual orientation. Faculty
experience career consequences as well.

In their study, Billimoria and Stewart’s (2009) pesidents indicated experiencing
consequences of their sexual orientation, whichcadid their careers. These include
having been turned down for jobs because of tleaiuality and not being offered
mentoring relationships because of their sexuaintgition. Evans and Rankin (1998)
argue that a negative climate for GBLT persons ‘ardy inhibits the acknowledgement
and expression, of LGBT perspectives, it also #dfearricular initiatives and research
efforts” (p. 177). Unfortunately, because most gag Lesbian employees do not fully
disclose their sexual orientation at work, “thegmital for discrimination may actually be
quite higher” than what is already known (Ragin€&nwell, 2001, p. 1246).

Summary
In conclusion, the study of leadership seems tasheld as the study of man.

Research has come far from the days of the bélefieadership abilities were something
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great men were born with. Still, scholars to thay seek to understand leadership to the
best of their abilities because of its strong ieflae in all areas of life. While it can be
understood a variety of ways, one particular wayrtderstand it as it relates to the
current research is as a transaction between |leadefollower. This general leadership
perspective proposes that leaders engage in ttamsawith followers, offering

followers rewards for compliance with leader redqsiedJnlike other perspectives of
leadership, this area of leadership theory doegxytain a particular leader style,
behavior, trait, or situation as central to lealdgrs Instead, it focuses on the social
exchanges between leaders and followers that pheferred outcomes for both parties.
Some scholars argue that these transactions ar@lgche basis of leadership that
develops followers to their fullest extent. Thatthey believe that if leaders seek to
develop followers by fulfilling their higher ordeeeds, otherwise known as
transformational leadership, they should build updrase of transactions; without the
foundation of transactional leadership, transforomat effects are not possible. In fact,
Bass (1999) and Howell and Avolio (1993) believat tine best leadership style is both
transactional and transformational.

One particular area of leadership theory combitinegtransactional and
transformational approach has been examined claselganizations. The Vertical-
Dyad Linkage Approach examined relationships intthesactions that occur between
leader and follower. It eventually evolved intp@pular area of theorizing known as
Leader Member Exchange theory (LMX). This thesguames that leaders do not
behave similarly toward each of their followers‘'members.” The differences can be

seen in leader-member “exchanges” or communicataresactions, where some
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individuals receive more support, more communicgtioore respect, and more latitude
to negotiate job-related matters than other indiald, who receive none of these.
Members who experience higher quality exchangds thiir leader and receive these
benefits are known as in-group members, while ¥odis who experience lower-quality
exchanges and do not receive these benefits begsotygroup members.

Over time, scholars have attempted to establishathech contributes to higher-
guality leader-member exchanges as well as theegoiemces of member experiences in
a leader’s in-group and out-group. One antecealiemigh-quality leader member
exchange is similarity, and in many cases it hanldeund to share a positive
relationship with high-quality leader member exaes Benefits of in-group
membership are numerous and not limited to posgereeptions of performance
regardless of actual performance, greater prodtictiyreater job satisfaction, reduced
turnover, and greater communication satisfactiOnt-group members experience none
of these positive benefits, and instead reportedesad job satisfaction, a sense of
unfairness, and higher levels of turnover. Unfoatiely for those in the out-group, LMX
theory assumes that once established, group mehpbésan enduring experience.

LMX leads to both job and communication satisfattiand job satisfaction and
communication satisfaction are directly relatednganization climate. Moreover,
leadership communication is directly related toamigation climate. Thus, it seems
logical that LMX and climate should be investigatedether.

Organizational climate involves members’ collectperceptions about their
experiences in an organization. These perceptimngroduced by interactions between

members and between members and leaders. Thegtréfé norms and values of the
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organization and ultimately influence behavior.adlers influence climate through their
exchanges with their followers. So, although aenévnay occur at an elevated
organizational level, it is likely to be interprdtby leadership behaviors at a local level
because an employee’s immediate supervisor “isnibgt salient, tangible representative
of management actions, policies and procedureszl@¢eski & Doherty, 1989, p. 547).
Organizational climate is also directly relateddb satisfaction.

LMX and climate have been studied at length inlthginess sector throughout
the world. However, significantly less research bhaen conducted on these phenomena
as they are experienced in academia. LMX resaarabademia is limited, which yields
a tremendous gap in the research on LMX that Mistieegs to be explored. Addition-
ally, not just because of the limited scholarlydfimgs on the topic, faculty climate
perceptions should be better understood becausatelican serve to limit curricular
initiatives and research efforts, and when it igatwe can serve to limit faculty
members’ ability to achieve their career goals entar or support students (Rankin,
2003). In general, higher education is supposeddate an environment characterized
by equal access for faculty regardless of theitucal differences, and “where individuals
are not just tolerated but valued” (Rankin, 2003)p In fact, many colleges and uni-
versities boast strategic plans that advocateingeatelcoming and inclusive climates
that are grounded in respect, nurtured by dialognd,evidenced by a pattern of civil
interaction” (p. 3). Climate can limit curriculanitiatives and research efforts, and when
it Is negative can serve to limit faculty membaeaBility to achieve their career goals or
mentor or support students. So it is clearly imgtrfor institutions of higher education

to know how members, specifically faculty, percetiwve higher education climate.
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In fact, LMX theory seems to predict that fagwho perceive leader-member
interactions as positive will likely have more gos perceptions of their climate. Such
a group of faculty will likely belong to the in-gup. On the contrary, the out-group
members are more likely to have more negative pées of leader-member exchanges
as well as a negative perception of their orgaiunat climate. It is therefore possible
that higher educational leaders actually creat@sans in their communicative
transactions with followers that affect their memperceptions of the institution.
Similarity in characteristics or demographics play®le in leader member exchange
relationships. Specifically, demographic simikatias been found to predict LMX
quality.

So, given the significance of the consequencesvX kelationships overall, and
the lack of research on them in academia in geni@lcurrent research sought to focus
on better understanding this phenomenon from tbepoint of faculty. The relationship
between faculty perceptions of chair-faculty memtmnmunication exchanges and their
perceptions of climate were explored. Also undedy was chair-faculty similarity and
how that influences perceptions of the exchangdschmate. The literature on academic
climate fails to provide empirically based undenmsliags of the relationship between
faculty perceptions of climate and perceptionseatlership communication as it relates
to faculty-chair relationships. These understagsliare valuable as they can be used to
help better understand and improve academic enwieois in general. This is especially
important to the academy given that departmentstmve been described as ‘leaders
who create the climate for a department” (Moss@002 p. 34; see also Lucas, 1994).

Both faculty and chairpersons have much to befrefih when a positive climate exists.
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METHODOLOGY

This study involved an investigation of the relasbip between faculty
perceptions of academic chairperson-faculty comoatiuin exchanges and the
department climate. The study also explored thergxo which these perceptions differ
by faculty demographics, namely biological sexnetity, and sexual orientation. This
chapter describes the methodological design, theegunstrumentation, participants of
the study, the procedures for data collection,taedanalytical methods for data analysis
that were applied in this study.

Methodological Design

Perceived climate involves the cognitive images ithdividuals have of how an
organization functions. Whether the perceptiomsamcurate or inaccurate, they
represent reality from the perspective of the pgodints (Peterson & Spencer, 1990).
Consequently, according to Peterson and Spen@sr stiape the norms that guide
behavior and expectations and “arouse motivatiansing emergent behavior, which
results in various consequences for the organizatich as satisfaction, productivity or
performance, and retention or turnover” (Sims & akéite, 1975, p. 20). Most research
on perceived climate thus focuses on how parti¢gpaiew various institutional patterns
and behaviors using a survey.

Historically, climate researchers study organizalanembers’ perceptions of

their observable experiences that are close teutface of organizational life and
64
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categorize them into researcher-defined dimengioasison, 1996; James & Jones,
1974). Subsequently, most research on organiataimate has been conducted using
instruments that directly assess description aduldotly assess patterns of relationships
among these descriptions (Rentsch, 1990). Thesdseare then compared and
contrasted, providing understandings of the phemamas it is experienced across and
among groups. Itis commonly believed that thessngtative measures of
organizational climate are more reliable and valbiie than are subjective measures of
organizational climate (Jablin, 1980).

Given this extant methodological paradigm and atssequent research practices,
the current research involves the use of a quamgtaurvey approach. Creswell (2009)
describes survey research as a numeric descripftiatiitudes of a population through
the examination of a sample of that populationrv&uresearch assumes that
“examining the relationships between and amongbées is central to answering
guestions and hypotheses” (Creswell, p. 145). &urgsearch is advantageous because,
as Creswell explains, it offers “rapid turnaroundiata collection,” and allows a
researcher to “identify attributes of a large papioh from a small group of individuals”
(p. 146).

Survey Instrumentation

In order to assess faculty perceptions of chaitgeanember communication
exchanges and perceptions of department climateggiguestions from two existing
guestionnaires, the LMX-7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1996y the Organizational Climate

Description Questionnaire for Academic DepartmehiSolleges and Universities
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(OCDQ-HE Partial), originally developed by Borrevk (1972) and updated by Lewis
(1991), were used.

The first part of the survey was comprised of tBetdms from OCDQ-HE Partial
(Lewis, 1991). This scale measured individualstpptions of climate on six
dimensions: consideration, intimacy, disengagenaard,production emphasis,
involvement, and detachment.

In the original scale, research participants wsked to respond to 50 items on a
5-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 (alinosver occurs) to 5 (almost always
occurs). Lewis revised the survey. This revisesion, used in the current study, was
developed from a factor analysis of the data gathasing Borrevik Jr.’s survey. The
factor analysis yielded the four original domaiosnsideration, intimacy,
disengagement, and production emphasis. Howewenumber of items was reduced to
a total of 42. In the 42-question OCDQ-HE-Pairtigtrument, the consideration
(positive climate) dimension, characterized by pptions of supportive behaviors of the
chair toward faculty, consists of 12 questions;ithienacy (positive climate) dimension,
characterized by perceptions of social relatiorshimong faculty, consists of 9
guestions; the disengagement (negative climategision, characterized by perceptions
of disengaged behavior among faculty, consistslajuestions; and the production
emphasis (negative climate) dimension, characttzeperceptions of the chairperson’s
close supervision of faculty, and revealed whenlfsigerceived the chairperson to place
the welfare of the department above the welfaiadif’/idual faculty members, consists
of 10 questions. Cronbach’s alphas for the fouDQEHE subset climate domains have

been revealed as being 0.93 for consideration, fo:8#timacy, 0.68 for disengagement,
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and 0.71 for production emphasis (Lewis, 1991)idaiihg sufficient reliability on the
subscales as per Green and Salkind’s (2011) reconhtiens. Factor analysis, using
varimax rotation, established construct validity.short, the results of both Borrevik
Jr.’s (1972) and Lewis’ (1991) research studiesawstrate that the OCDQ-HE is a valid
instrument to assess the organizational climaseaflemic departments.

In order to determine perceptions of chair-facathlynmunication, the second part
of the instrument in this study included questibos the widely used LMX-7 (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). This 7-item measure asks paréictp to respond to items such as
“How well does your leader understand your job pgots and needs?” and “How would
you characterize your working relationship with yteader?” Responses are in the form
of a Likert-type 1-5 scale, where 1 representsgatiee response such as “rarely,” “not a
bit” or “not at all” and 5 represents a positivepense such as “fully,” “very high” or
“strongly agree.” Because one question in the LKiXistrument could be perceived as a
double-barreled question, the researcher revisatbitwo questions. In addition,
because the construct validity of the LMX-7 hasrbgeestioned (Vecchio & Godbel,
1984), respondents were asked to respond to aiglti@al items from Kozlowski and
Doherty’s (1986) examination of in-group and outgy status. Acknowledging
criticisms of the construct validity of the LMX (Bnesch & Liden, 1986; Vecchio &
Godbel), Kozlowski and Doherty created “a more ciraeasure of in-group and out-
group measurement” which consisted of 13 items“thgped content relevant to
whether the respondent was a member of an in-gvoap out-group” (p. 548). These
items used a 7-point response format where 1 way ‘‘much so” and 7 was “not at all”

to describe subordinate relations with their suigerv Principal-factors and reliability
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analyses yielded an 8-item scale with an interoabistency reliability of .84. Again this
is acceptable as per Green and Salkind (2011).c®hrelation between the LMX scale
and these additional items was found to be .73.(0%), based on Kozlowski and
Doherty’s research. Kozlowski and Doherty argust these results reveal that “both
scales were tapping the same construct” (p. 5#8grefore, these eight items were
added to the additional scale items measuringajgiand out-group status. However,
the language of these items was modified to refteztwvord “chairperson” instead of all
other references to a “supervisor” in this stuMoreover, the scales were revised to
reflect a 5-point Likert scale to be consistentwatl other scale items.

Finally, faculty member demographic information vealected. This
information included five questions about: (a) bgital sex, (b) ethnicity, and (c) sexual
orientation. Another question allowed faculty memsoto identify the type of institution
at which they are employed based on the Carnegiadation’s classifications of higher
education institutions: community college, Resedratstitution, Research 2 institution,
and so on. An additional three items sought infitam about chairperson biological
sex, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. Givengaasitivity of participant information,
this study assured participant anonymity; faculiynes were not required.

Overall, the survey used in this study includedtaltof 66 items measuring
faculty and chairperson demographics and percepbbdepartment climate and chair-
faculty member communication exchanges. The sungyument was created using

Select Survey, an online program designed for sucweation, deployment, and analysis.
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Participants of the Study

Participants for this study were sampled from itteotarly field of
communication. Faculty were recruited through@T-net listserv. CRT-net is the
official listserv of the National Communication A&sation, a leading international
association of educators and students associatadigher education institutions. Itis
the largest national organization dedicated to acwvi& communication scholarship and
education and boasts nearly 5,000 members.

Power analysis was conducted using power tableagrgenerated by Cohen
(1988) to determine the approximate number of gigents to select for the study.
Cohen’s tables provide the approximate numbers#aech participants needed for 80%
power for the statistical procedure at a levelighgicance of 0.05 and at a researcher
assumed effect size (either small, medium, or dar§er the purpose of this study,
correlation, ANOVA, and MANOVA were applied. Based Cohen’s (1988) power
analysis tables, the approximate sample size ndedmchieve a power of 80% assuming
a small effect size, a significance level of .0%d aising a one-tailed test in this study is
approximately 617.

Procedures for Data Collection

After receiving approval from the Institutional Rew Board (IRB) to conduct
the proposed research, the researcher initiallgected a pilot study with a subsample of
the population. This allowed the researcher “tale@ate interconnections among
guestions, the questionnaire, and implementationgutures” (Dillman, Smyth, &
Christian, 2009, p. 228) to make sure instrumehtiiy and reliability were not

compromised by combining the 7 items from LMX-7,itns from OCDQ-HE, and 8
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items from Kozlowski and Doherty’s (1986) survetoimne questionnaire for the
purpose of this study.

Pilot test results revealed survey reliability asadidity, at which point a listserv-
based recruitment email was sent to all CRT-N&tdiy members inviting faculty
participation in the study. The email provided tlect link to the survey and informed
the reader the survey would only be open for 2 wéxore being closed for data
inspection and analysis.

When participants clicked on the hyperlink foundhe email, they were directed
to the Select Survey website. The opening pageduated the survey, explained the
nature of the research, and provided the reseasatmrtact information. In fulfillment
of IRB requirements, it also explained the voluptaature of the study and informed the
participants that they could discontinue partidipagat any time with no penalty to them.
They were also made aware that they would not Itaneiny way from taking the
survey and that it would take them approximatelyributes to complete the 66-item
survey. The webpage allowed participants to carteeparticipate in the survey by
clicking on a button that took them to the actua/ey. The final page thanked
participants for their participation.

Analytical Methods of Data Analysis

The survey results gathered from the study weported into Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS). SPSS was used toagerierquencies and descriptive
statistics such as means and standard deviatiansgdrstand the data more clearly.
After conducting descriptive analyses on the dadajtional analyses were conducted to

help answer the research questions posed in thg.stu
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For the purposes of answering research questiorMdhat is the nature of the
relationship between faculty perceptions of depaninthair-faculty member
communication exchanges and the department climedefzlation analysis was
conducted. According to Field (2009), correlaticer@alysis is applied in a case where a
researcher seeks to understand the relationshiyebstvariables. For research questions
two to four: Do faculty perceptions differ signiiatly by biological sex, ethnicity, and
sexual orientation?, analysis of variance (ANOVAY anultiple analysis of variance
(MANOVA) were applied. Field (2009) explains thRNIOVA is traditionally used in
research situations when more than two conditiorgga@ups are compared for average
scores on a dependent variable while at the saneeavoiding a family-wise error, while
MANOVA is used to understand the effect of multigdependent variables.

Summary

Organizational climate can be perceptual in natdieat is, individuals perceive
it as a set of measurable properties of an orgaoird environment. In research, this
perspective is known as the ‘perceptual approaati’iavolves having participants
indicate the extent to which various attributesrabterize their work situations. Given
that the ‘perceptual approach’ has remained theimmbnmh paradigm in organizational
climate research, and because Leader Member Exeliaagarch is almost universally
guantitative in nature, the current study emplogedntitative research methods to better
understand these phenomena. Data for the studygeghered from faculty in the field
of communication using an electronic survey. Tixey was comprised of 66-items
that were developed by combining 7 items from LMX&faen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), 42

items from Lewis’s (1991) OCDQ-HE, 8 items from K@aski and Doherty’s (1986)
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survey on in- and out-group membership, 6 demogedms on faculty biological sex,
ethnicity, sexual orientation, and institution tygoed 3 demographic items on chairperson
biological sex, ethnicity, and sexual orientatiddnalytical techniques applied to the data
gathered by way of the electronic survey includescdiptive analysis, correlation,

independent t-test, ANOVA and MANOVA.

www.manharaa.com




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine the palahip between faculty
perception of faculty-chair communication, depamtaéclimate, and faculty
demographics. Data were collected using an oslimeey. The survey was constructed
using three different surveys; namely, the Orgdional Climate Description
Questionnaire for Academic Departments of Colleyes Universities (OCDQ-HE
Partial) (Borrevik Jr., 1972), the Leader-Membeckange-7 (LMX-7) (Graen & Uhl-
Bien, 1995), and Kozlowski and Doherty (1989) syrv&he survey also included items
that assessed faculty and chairperson demographables of biological sex, ethnicity,
and sexual orientation.

The 42-item OCDQ-HE Partial was used to collecaddtout faculty members’
perceptions of organizational climate. The LMXnA¢luded seven items used to
determine perceptions of faculty-chair leaderslommunication. Because one question
in the instrument could be perceived as a doubteelesl question, the researcher revised
it into two questions, and then added eight add#tiatems from Kozlowski and
Doherty’s (1989) instrument designed to more diyatieasure in-group and out-group
status, yielding 16 total items to collect datawtfaculty members’ perceptions of
chairperson-faculty leadership communication. Feditional instrument items sought
faculty demographic information about their biokajisex, ethnicity, and sexual

orientation, rank and the type of institution atieththey were employed. An additional
73
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three items sought information about chairpersoiogical sex, ethnicity, and sexual
orientation (see Table A-1 in Appendix A). Religiianalysis was conducted on each

of the subscales of the modified survey (see Taple

Table 1

Reliability Analysis Outcomes for the SubscalgbefStudy Survey

Scale/Subscale Number of tems  Cronbach Alpha

OCDQ-HE Partial

Consideration 12 0.94
Intimacy 9 0.88
Disengagement 11 0.73
Production Emphasis 10 0.77
Subtotal 42 0.85
LMX-7 8 0.93
Koslowski & Doherty 8 0.80

Data gathered from the use of the online instrumame transferred into the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)dta analysis. SPSS was used to
produce frequency tables, means, percentagesdfeagelation, ANOVA and
MANOVA in order to answer the four research quastiposed in the study. An alpha
level of .05 was used to determine statisticalifigance. The forthcoming section
reveals the results of the reliability analysisvedl as the findings from the study. It
begins with the reliability analysis, a descriptprefile of survey participants, and a
description of participants’ response to the suliteys. These results are followed by a

description of the results of the statistical aral/by research question.
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Reliability Analysis

Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the LMX, Kodkwand Doherty items, and
the Organizational Climate Description Questiongxirgher Education (Partial) items
using the Statistical Package for the Social Ses{€PSS). (See reliability coefficients
Table 1.) The LMX scale yielded a reliability cbeient of 0.93, revealing strong
reliability as suggested by Creswell (2009). Thteth Kozlowski and Doherty (1986)
scale revealed a strong reliability of 0.80. Simyiathe OCDQ-HE Partial overall
revealed strong reliability with a coefficient 854. Analyses of each of the dimensions
or subscales of climate in the OCDQ-HE also rewkateong reliability (consideration:
0.94; intimacy: 0.88; disengagement: 0.73; producémphasis: 0.78). All Cronbach
alphas met the standard requirements of 0.70 aowkads suggested by Creswell.

Descriptive Profile of the Sample

The sample in this study was drawn from commurocetaculty at institutions
across the United States. Again, the faculty weeenbers of the CRT-net listserv, the
largest national/international association for camroations educators in higher educa-
tion. Of the 412 faculty who responded to the syr\140 (34%) identified as male, 245

(60%) identified as female, and 27 (7%) did notidg a biological sex (see Table 2).

Table 2

Faculty Distribution by Biological Sex

Biological Sex Frequency Percent

Male 140 34.0
Female 245 59.5
Missing 27 6.5
Total 412 100.0
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The majority of faculty it = 288 or 70%) classified themselves as tenured ar

tenure-line position, 65 (16%) reported that theyenfull time faculty in a non-tenure-

line position, and 25 (6%) were part-time facuhyai non-tenure-line position. Thirteen

(3%) participants classified themselves as Adnmaiste/Professional (AP) or held

another position, and 24 (6%) did not classifyitipaisition (see Table 3).

Table 3

Faculty Distribution by Rank

Rank Frequency Percent
Part-time NTT w/PhD 5 1.2
Part-time NTT No PhD 20 4.9
Full-time NTT w/PhD 23 5.6
Full-time NTT no PhD 42 10.2
TT Pre-Tenure w/PhD 117 28.4
TT Pre-Tenure No PhD 10 2.4
TT Tenured w/PhD 151 36.7
TT Tenured No PhD 10 2.4
FT AP w/PhD 2
FT AP No PhD 15
Another Position 3 v
Missing 24 5.8
Total 412 100.0

When asked about their institution, 40 (10%) facudiported they worked at an

associate granting community college or speciak$anstitution, 53 (12.9%) reported

they worked at a baccalaureate college, 153 (3@p9rted they worked at a Master’s

granting institution, 61 (15%) reported they worlac doctorate-granting university

classified as RIl, 81 (20%) reported they worked dbctorate-granting university
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classified as RI, and 24 (6%) did not identify tiyge of institution at which they were

employed (see Table 4).

Table 4

Faculty Distribution by Institution Type

Institution Type Frequency Percent
Special Focus Institution 1 2
Associate or Community College 39 9.5
Baccalaureate College 53 12.9
Master’s College or University 153 37.1
Doctorate Granting University — R2 61 14.8
Doctorate Granting University — R1 81 19.7
Missing 24 5.8
Total 412 100.0

Of the participants, 337 (82%) identified as stn&i@0 (7%) identified as
Lesbian, gay or Bisexual, 4 (1%) identified as sather sexual orientation, and 25 (6%)

chose not to identify their sexual orientation ($able 5).

Table 5

Faculty Distribution by Sexual Orientation

Sexual Orientation Frequency Percent
Straight 337 81.8
Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual 30 7.3
Some Other Sexual Orientation 4 1.0
Prefer Not To Answer 16 3.9
Missing 25 6.1
Total 412 100.0
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Finally, participant ethnicity was as follows: @42 participants were black, 347
(84%) were white, 6 (2%) were Asian, 9 (2%) wersgdinic, 7 (2%) were bi/multi-
ethnic, and 5 (1%) reported being “some other” iethy) 31 (8%) participants chose not

to identify their ethnicity (see Table 6).

Table 6

Faculty Distribution by Ethnicity

Ethnicity Frequency Percent
Asian 6 15
Hispanic — Latino 9 2.2
Black 7 1.7
White 347 84.4
Bi/Multi-Ethnicity 7 1.7
Some Other Ethnicity 4 1.0
Missing 31 7.5
Total 411 100.0

Participants also reported on demographic inforomaéibout their department
chairperson. Specifically, 1 (0.2%) reported thair chairperson was intersex, 241
(58.5%) indicated their chairperson was male, B437%) said their chairperson was
female, and 27 (6.6%) participants chose not totitletheir chairperson’s biological sex

(see Table 7).
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Table 7

Chairperson Distribution by Biological Sex

Chair Biological Sex Frequency Percent

Male 241 58.5
Female 243 34.7
Intersex 1 2
Missing 27 6.6
Total 412 100.0

As it relates to sexual orientation, 350 (85%) ddteat their chairperson was
straight, 17 (4.1%) reported that their chairpensas Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual, 1 (.2%)
person indicated that their chairperson was “sothercexual orientation,” 17 (4.1%)
preferred not to answer, and 27 participants chos¢o identify their chairperson’s

sexual orientation (see Table 8).

Table 8

Chairperson Distribution by Sexual Orientation

Chair Sexual Orientation Frequency Percent
Straight 350 85.0
Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual 17 4.1
Some Other Sexual Orientation 1 2
Prefer Not To Answer 17 4.1
Missing 27 6.6
Total 412 100.0

Chairpersons’ ethnicities were reported as folloévél.5%) Asian, 11 (2.7),
Hispanic-Latino, 8 (1.9%) Black, 2 (.5%) Pacifitaisder, 1 (.2%), American

Indian/Alaskan, 342 (83.2%) White, and 6 (1.5%)evEome other ethnicity,” and 31
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(7.5%) participants chose not to identify theirigh@rson’s ethnicity (see Table 9).

Table 9

Chairperson Distribution by Ethnicity

Chair Ethnicity Frequency Percent
Asian 6 15
Hispanic — Latino 11 2.7
Black 8 1.9
White 342 83.2
Bi/Multi-Ethnicity 4 1.0
Some Other Ethnicity 6 1.5
Missing 31 7.5
Total 411 100.0

The following section explains the results of eaphcific research question.
Research Question One

What is the nature of the relationship betweenltgqerceptions of department
chair-faculty member communication exchanges amshaonication climate?

First, faculty responses to the survey items wgesrgned using descriptive
statistics such as means, standard deviationgencentages. Response options on the
first 16 items on the survey ranged from 1 to Shvii referring to a more negative
response (e.g., “not a bit” or “strongly disagreafid 5 referring to a more positive
response (e.g., “A great deal” or “strongly agreeSjmilarly, response options on the
remaining 42 items on the survey ranged from 1if) vreferring to a more negative
response and 5 referring to a more positive respons

On the OCDQ-HE Partial, the mean responses wermiard by subscales and

then for the overall scale (see Table 10). Theontgjof faculty rated the individual
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items of this section of the survey as neutral (&&ge A-1 in Appendix A).

Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations on OCD-HE Partial

Subscale M SD
Consideration 3.18 412
Intimacy 2.95 376
Disengagement 3.14 483
Production Emphasis 3.17 591
Total 3.14 .820

The items with the highest mean asked facultyafrtbhair was “friendly and
approachable”N] = 4.01,SD=1.10) and if the chairperson listened to theiltgqM =
3.91,SD=1.10), while the lowest asked if faculty moralas high M = 3.12,SD=
1.13). This suggests that while individuals magl s though their chairperson listens to
them, they feel less strongly that morale in tkdepartments is high.

For items measuring consideration (supportive bieinsby the chairperson
indicating an open climate), the average score3nH with a standard deviation of .41.
Scores for men and women were generally the saitiesialimension (see Table A-2 in
Appendix A). In fact, men only scored slightly hay than women on two particular
consideration dimension items: one sought to unatedsif faculty start projects without
direction (Men:M = 2.86,SD= .96; WomenM = 2.82,SD = .99) and the other sought to
understand if respondents felt that older facuttiytml department policy (Mem =
2.80,SD=1.07; WomenM = 2.78,SD= 1.26). This reveals that women find

chairperson behavior slightly more supportive thean do. Scores differed by ethnicity,
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however; when the ethnicity variable was transfarimeo “white” and “non-white,”
individuals who identified as other than white hader mean scores in this dimension
than did individuals who identified as white (sesble A-4 in Appendix A). The item

with the largest white/non-white difference askadulty if their chairperson “has tact

and humor.” Mean score for white respondents wa3 @D = 1.11) while mean score

for non-white respondents was 3.8D(= 1.30). This reveals that white respondents find
chairperson behavior slightly more supportive than-white respondents do. Scores
based on sexual orientation were generally verylainm this dimension (see Table A-3

in Appendix A).

On the average, faculty rated the intimacy itemsiéasure of the social
relationships among faculty, which represent amagenate) as slightly more negative
than positive M = 2.95,SD = .38). An examination of faculty responses an th
individual items on the intimacy subscale shows tha mean score was highest on the
item asking if faculty felt their department waefrdly M = 3.63,SD = 1.16) but lowest
on the item asking if in their department faculot tpgether for events like “bowling or
dancing” M = 2.47,SD= 1.18). This suggests that even though they moagngage in
social activities outside of work with their cowerls, faculty still find their coworkers to
be ‘friendly’ in nature (see Table A-1 in Appendi). In this dimension, the mean
scores were different from each other by ethnidityt, when the ethnicity variable was
transformed into “white” and “non-white,” some larglifferences appeared. In fact,
individuals who identified as anything but whiteddawer mean scores in every area of
intimacy than did individuals who identified as wéh(see Table A-4 in Appendix A).

Since the intimacy dimension refers to an openatanthis reveals that non-white
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faculty find the climate less-open than do whiteulsy.

For the items measuring disengagement (relatimisengaged behaviors among
faculty and representing a closed climate), themuddaculty responses was 3.1]=.
49) (see Table 10). This time, faculty respongéepas reveal lower means overall than
in the other dimensions. The lowest means weredaun items that asked if the “the
department yields to pressure of a few studentsavbmot representative of student
opinion” (M = 2.10,SD = .96) and if “faculty members talk about leavthg college or
university” M = 2.10,SD=.94). The highest means were found on questimatsasked
if “the important people in this department expeattters to show respect for thenv &
3.01,SD=1.18) and if “individual faculty members are alyg trying to win an
argument” M = 2.96,SD= 1.18). This reveals consistency with the otharensions in
that faculty do not perceive their departmentsaeeha closed climate (see Table A-1 in
Appendix A). Also, like the other dimensions, mgam individual items were quite
similar when broken down by biological sex (seel@ab2 in Appendix A) and by
sexual orientation (See Table 3 in the appendi#gwever, unlike the other two
aforementioned dimensions, when the ethnicity Weiavas transformed into “white”
and “non-white,” individuals who identified as narhite had higher mean scores in the
disengagement dimension, revealing greater feebhgssengagement in most but not all
areas of disengagement than did individuals whotifled as white (see Table 4 in the
appendix). The only two particular items suggestion-white individuals felt less
disengagement than their white counterparts wéaeufty members approach their
problems scientifically and objectively” (non-whitd = 2.73,SD= 1.04; whiteM =

2.84,SD=.95) and “faculty members in this departmentms@nerisms that are
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annoying” (non-whiteM = 2.73,SD = 1.04; whiteM = 2.74,SD= 1.05). Overall, this
may suggest that non-white individuals feel a shigbreater sense of disengagement
than white individuals, and that non-white indivadsifeel more strongly that a closed
climate exists in their departments. This findiag,well as the others like it, may be a
result of an overall pattern of perceptions helchbg-white faculty, which, in the case of
climate, tend to “vary as a function of race” (Mayh Gruwald, & Dey, 2006, p. 84). In
fact, as it relates to department climate, espgaabund issues related to diversity,
people from historically marginalized groups oftatopt more critical views than others
(Hurtado, Dey, & Trevino, 1994).

In the case of faculty response for production esshitems, the mean rating
was 3.17; the second highest mean score amonguheimensions§D =. 59) (see
Table 10). Production emphasis serves as a meakdnairperson feedback and
supervision of faculty, which represents a clodedate. Faculty responses on the
individual items showed that they felt strongesitdtihe item that asked if “the
chairperson sells outsiders on the importance 0bhkis department = 3.87,SD=
1.12), and they felt the least strong about tha tieat asked if “The faculty uses
parliamentary procedures in meetingsl' £ 2.52,SD= 1.29) (see Table A-1 in
Appendix A). While the question regarding parliartaey procedures has been found
reliable, implying larger meaning about climatenfrd alone seems dangerous; the mean
score simply reflects how department meetings ameaged. Overall, however, the
mean scores in this area, though stronger thamspttedlects that faculty in some
departments find the climate more closed than opeth,suggests that their chairpersons

more closely supervise them than others do.
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When broken down by biological sex, mean scorderéifi more greatly in the
production emphasis dimension than in consideratrmhdisengagement dimensions. In
general, men scored higher in this dimension thdrvdmen on individual items. Those
items with the greatest differences included, “Fgamembers seem to thrive on
difficulty—the tougher things get, the harder thveyrk” (Men: M = 2.89,SD = .94;
Women:M = 2.59,SD = 1.02) and “The chairperson puts the departmeveiare above
the welfare of any faculty member in it” (MeMt = 3.41,SD= 1.01; WomenM = 3.11,
SD=1.09) (see Table A-2 in Appendix A). This midpat explained by research on
gender communication, which would suggest that axermore comfortable with
difficulty and conflict than women are because,l&/lgrowing up, they are socialized
through conflict and difference (Tannen, 1991).erBfore, it may be the case that men
perceive situations as difficult more than womerbdoause, when communicating, they
focus on difference and difficulty (Tannen). Ityraso be the case that when they do
not ‘win’ in conflict situations with the chairpers, they perceive said individual to put
the department welfare ahead of them.

Unlike the other three dimensions, when the ethni@riable was transformed
into “white” and “non-white,” individuals who ideifitd as other than white did not
consistently have higher mean scores in the diggmgant dimension. In fact, non-white
individuals responded with higher mean scores thdnvhite individuals on nearly
half—4 of the 10 items (see Table A-4 in Appendix A

In the case of faculty responses for 16 LM{ris, the mean rating was 3.3
= .83). Faculty provided slightly more positivespenses on knowing where they stood

with their chairperson than on other items (M =133 = 1.10). The item with the
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lowest mean asked “regardless of the amount ofdbemthority your chairperson has,
what are the chances that he or she would “bailogdtiat his or her expense®i(=

3.06,SD=1.18) (see Table 11).

Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations on LMX Items

Item M SD
Do you know where you stand with your chairperson? 3.91 1.10
Do you usually know how satisfied your chairpergowith what you do?  3.80 1.17
How well does your chairperson understand youpyablems and 3.53 1.26
needs?

How well does your chairperson recognize your pidéh 3.68 1.15
Regardless of how much formal authority your chetispn has built into  3.85 1.15

his or her position, what are the chances that gbairperson would use
his or her power to help you solve problems in ywark?

Again, regardless of the amount of formal authoydyr chairperson has, 3.06 1.18
what are the chances that he or she would “bailogdtiat his or her

expense?

I have enough confidence in my chairperson thatuldsdefend and 3.55 1.20
justify his or her decision if he or she were nagent to do so

How would you characterize your working relationshiith your 3.72 1.06
chairperson?

Does your chairperson give you the scoop on wigglisg on in the 3.43 1.26
company?

Is your chairperson willing to listen to you? 3.87 1.19
Do you confide personal information to your chaigoas? 2.56 1.20
Are you OUT (merely a hired hand) in your relatiloipswith your 1.90 1.19
chairperson?

Does your chairperson ask you for input or advice? 2.97 1.18
Are you IN (a trusted assistant) in your relatiapskith your 2.90 1.33

chairperson?

Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” on whgténg on in your 2.90 1.21
work group?

Does your chairperson confide personal informatioyou? 2.25 1.12
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These questions are different from the OCD-HE BRlartiot only in their content
but also in their focus. The LMX scale is focusedthe leader and identifies an actual
leadership behavior, while the OCDQ-HE (Partiatualty focuses on the respondent.
The LMX scale responses may be explained by theliat many administrators are not
chosen because they are necessarily good leadélsgdause they rise through the ranks
and emerge as leaders (Hickson & Stacks, 1992¢refdre, it is possible that this
particular leadership behavior, which has beentified as transformational in nature, is
not engaged in by all chairpersons for reasons awkrand not within the scope of this
research.

Overall, LMX mean scores were identical for streignd Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual
individuals M = 3.26) (see Table A-3 in Appendix A), but diffetevhen broken down
by biological sex (MenM = 3.31,SD=.79; WomenM = 3.22,SD= .83) (see Tables A-
2 and A-5 in Appendix A). The item with the gresitdifference in scores between men
and women asked if faculty felt their chairpersanderstood their problems and needs
(Men:M = 3.74,SD= 1.20; WomenM = 3.46,SD = 1.28). This difference, however, is
not reflected in the item that clearly asks if fiagdeel they are “out” with their
chairperson (MenM = 1.83,SD= 1.20; WomenM = 1.89,SD=1.16) (see Table A-5in
Appendix A). Given these findings, this may revealre about the difference in
biological sex between the participants and thedirpersons than about an in-group/out-
group related issue. After all, only 34% of papants identified as male, while 60%
identified as female, and 59% of participants reggmhaving a male chairperson, while
35% reported having a female chairperson. Thidigaphat the majority of female

participants had a male chairperson.
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When broken down by ethnicity, LMX mean scoresadtremendously across
races, which is highly unreliable from which to splate meaning because individually,
each of the non-white categories represented 2@ssrof the total number of
participants in the study (see Tables A-6 and A-Appendix A). However, like in the
climate dimensions, when the ethnicity variable wassformed into “white” and “non-
white,” individuals who identified as other than itehyielded lower mean scores overall
in LMX than did white individuals (whitd¥l = 3.28,SD = .80; non-whiteM = 3.03,SD

=.96) (see Table 12).

Table 12

LMX Means and Standard Deviations for Ethnicity

Ethnicity M SD

White 3.28 .80
Non-White 3.03 .96

These differences, though truly minimal, reflet¢tavwe have known for a very
long time: when it comes to leadership in genenalture matters (Ayman & Korabik,
2010). And research indicates that leadershipgptians are influenced by a
subordinate’s race (Festekjian, Tram, Murray, SH&ynh, 2013). To extract the most
meaning from these numbers, it is important tog@kaem in perspective: few racial
identity differences exist among faculty and leatigr in higher education. So this
sample generally reflects academia as a wholed1d 2he National Center for
Educational Statistics reported that 79% of facaths white, 6% are black, 4% are
Hispanic/Latino, 9% are Asian/Pacific Islander, 486 are Native American/Alaskan

native (Institute of Education Sciences, US Depanihof Education). As an industry,
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then, academia clearly does not reflect the dityeinsithe US population: according to
the US Census Bureau, in 2013, only 63% are whig Census Bureau). Unfortunately,
even that number is misleading, as, for examplabAkmericans are encouraged by the
census to identify as “white,” and post 9/11, is&de to say that the Arab-American
“white” experience cannot be compared to the Euanop®&merican “white” experience.
In short, there are considerably fewer white peapkde US population than are
reflected in academic faculty and administratocsid@mia is an exceedingly white field.
Taken together, then, these mean score differesicgdy reflect an industry with
extremely low representations of non-white indivatiu

In order to answer research question 1, RQ 1 (Wghae nature of the
relationship between faculty perceptions of depanithair-faculty member
communication exchanges and communication climagePearson correlation analysis
was conducted. Faculty composite or mean scoréiseobMX-7 items were correlated
first against faculty perceptions of the organizadil climate as measured first by the four
subscales of OCD-HE Partial and then by the overatiber of items on the OCD-HE
Partial. The findings revealed significant and eradiely positive relationship between
faculty perception of their communication exchangéh their chair and each of the four
dimensions of climate: consideration, r (388) = 16& .001; intimacy, r (388) = .36, p <
.001; disengagement, r (388) = .59, p. <.001; pcbdn emphasis, r (388) = .63, p <.001

and between LMX and climate as a whole: r (3886-p <.001. (See Table 13.)
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Table 13

Correlations Between LMX and OCD-HE Partial Iltems

Scale/Subscale LMX
Consideration .60 **
Intimacy 37**

Disengagement .60**
Production Emphasis .63**
OCD-HE Partial Total 67**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (aHed).

The findings from the analysis revetis relationship was strongest between
LMX production emphasis and weakest for LMX andnracy. This implies that leader
communication is more notably related to perceptioinclimate and faculty feelings of
just going through the motions to complete thdir fasks (production emphasis), and less
notably related to perceptions of social relatigpsibetween the chairperson and faculty
(intimacy). Of course, the results also suggest@g and moderate relationship
between LMX and the overall OCDQ-HE Partial iteingttmeasure climate. The results
suggest that as perceptions of communication \Wesr thair is more positive, faculty
perceptions of the organizational climate are npagtive as well.

Research Question Two

Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by bogical sex?

As reported in the faculty profile or demographsestion, of the faculty who
responded to the survey, 34% (140) were male afd(@@5) were female, while 6.5%
(27) chose not to reveal their biological sex. Udiothe scores were similar overall, the

mean scores for male versus female on the subgseatesled the following: the mean
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score on the subscale of consideration for men3nis SD = .40) as compared to a

mean score of 3.1%0D = .42) for women. In the same vein, the meanestmrmen on

the intimacy subscale was 2.%8XY= .38) for men compared to a mean of 29b €

.37) for women. The results reveal that on theaye men rated these climate subscale

items slightly lower than women.

Contrarily, male faculty rated all other areas lohate (disengagement and

production emphasis) as well as LMX more higher parad to female faculty

(Disengagement: Mem = 3.18,SD= .47; WomenM = 3.11,SD = .49; Production

Emphasis: MenM = 3.21,SD=.59; WomenM = 3.15,SD = .59); and LMX: MenM =

3.32,SD=.79; WomenM = 3.22,SD= .83). These findings suggest very slight

differences in perceptions of men and women whearites to LMX and climate; In

fact, perceptions are quite similar, as noted ibld4d4.

Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations for Biological SeMXLand Climate

Subscale/Dimension Biological Sex M SD N
Consideration Male 3.18 41 140
Female 3.19 423 245
Total 3.18 41 385
Intimacy Male 2.93 .38 140
Female 2.96 37 245
Total 2.95 .382 385
Disengagement Male 3.18 A7 140
Female 3.11 49 245
Total 3.14 48 385
Production Emphasis Male 3.21 .59 140
Female 3.15 .59 245
Total 3.17 .59 385
LMX Male 3.32 .79 140
Female 3.23 .80 245
Total 3.26 .82 385

www.manaraa.com



92

Further analysis was conducted by applying a ongeMANOVA to the faculty
data to examine whether faculty biological sexitlistatistical significant differences in
perceptions regarding the chair-faculty exchangelsosiganizational climate. Results
from the one-way MANOVA vyielded no significant dflence between men and women:
Wilks’ A = .98,F (5, 379) = 1.63, p = .15, partial &a021. As may be inferred by the
results of the MANOVA, none of the univariate arsidyyielded significant effects:

LMX, F (1, 383) = 2.35, p =.125, partial &:a003; consideration, F (1, 383) = 0.23, p
=.878, partial efa .000; intimacy, F (1, 383) = .1.05, p = .746 tjghet£= .002;
disengagement, F (1, 383) = .023, p = .878, pagtét .005; production emphasis, F (1,

383) =.002, p = .96, partial éta.003. (See Table 15.)

Table 15

Univariate Results for Faculty by Biological Sex

Scale/subscales F p Partial Eta
Consideration .02 .88 .00
Intimacy A1 75 .00
Disengagement .39 .53 .01
Production Emphasis .00 .96 .00
LMX-7 2.36 13 .00

Research Question Three
Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by etbity?
As previously noted, the majority of the faculthevwresponded to the survey were
white (84%), with nearly equal numbers of blackiafs Hispanic, bi-ethnic and other
ethnicity individuals (2% each), while 8% chose twidentify their ethnicity.

Descriptive analysis by faculty ethnicity is pretsehin Table 16.
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Descriptive Statistics About Faculty Ethnicity, LM&d Climate
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Subscale/Dimension  Your Ethnicity M SD N
Consideration Asian 3.39 1.05 6
Hispanic-Latino 3.25 27 9
Black 2.96 43 7
White 3.19 .39 347
Bi/Multi Ethnicity 3.07 .65 7
Some Other Ethnicity 3.00 91 4
Intimacy Asian 3.50 .86 6
Hispanic-Latino 3.04 24 9
Black 2.82 .20 7
White 2.95 .38 347
Bi/Multi Ethnicity 2.89 .35 7
Some Other Ethnicity 2.66 .30 4
Disengagement Asian 3.42 1.01 6
Hispanic-Latino 3.22 .28 9
Black 2.74 .52 7
White 3.15 A7 347
Bi/Multi Ethnicity 3.22 74 7
Some Other Ethnicity 2.91 77 4
Production Emphasis  Asian 3.30 .99 6
Hispanic-Latino 3.12 45 9
Black 2.81 .63 7
White 3.19 .58 347
Bi/Multi Ethnicity 3.03 .89 7
Some Other Ethnicity 2.85 1.10 4
LMX Asian 2.55 .58 6
Hispanic-Latino 3.47 91 9
Black 2.49 .68 7
White 3.28 .80 347
Bi/Multi Ethnicity 3.19 1.0 7
Some Other Ethnicity 3.52 1.33 4

Asian respondents had higher mean scores onalatdi dimensions than

individuals from all other races. However, theyl ltlae lowest mean score of all races on

LMX (M=2.55). The second highest mean scores in LMX wegperted by Hispanic

respondents; they also reported the second highest scores in all climate dimensions
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except production emphasis, where their scores wasesimilar to mean scores reported
by white individuals (Hispanid/=3.12; White:M= 3.19). This suggests that Asian and
Hispanic/Latino individuals perceive their departinelimate as more open than
individuals from all other ethnicities.

Across all dimensions of climate and LMX, individsiavho identified as black
had the lowest mean scores of all other individu&@ss/en that 342 participants indicated
their chairperson was white and only 8 participamdécated their chairperson was black,
it is safe to predict that most, if not all, of thiack participants were reporting on
relationships with white chairpersons. It has asly been established that leadership
perceptions are influenced by a subordinate’s (gestekjian, Tram, Murray, Sy, &
Huynh, 2013), and therefore it may be easy to ifiten these results that black faculty
have poorer leader-member relations with theirrgeasons than their non-black
counterparts. However, it is important to notedterence here is still not statistically
significant and, moreover, only represents the B&pees of seven individuals.

To answer RQ3 (Do faculty perceptions differ sigrantly by ethnicity?), a one-
way MANOVA was conducted. The results revealedaistcally significant model,
Wilks’ A = .88,F (25, 1376) = 1.89, p <.05, partial &a025. Of the five univariate
effects, however, only one univariate effect, irgtay, was significant: F (5, 374) = 3.22,
p = .007, partial efs .041. No other univariate effects were significatMX was
significant, F (5, 374) = .630, p <.05, partial’etaD32; consideration, F (5, 374) = 1.03,
p = .40, partial efs .14; disengagement, F (5, 374) = 1.63, p = .paitjal etd= .21;

production emphasis, F (5, 374) = .921, p = .4@Ti@ etd= .12. (See Table 17.)
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Table 17
MANOVA Results for Ethnicity

Scale/subscales F P Partial Eta
Consideration 1.03 .398 .014
Intimacy 3.22 .007* .041
Disengagement 1.63 151 .021
Production Emphasis 921 467 .012
LMX-7 .630 .032 .025

Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correctionaadethat perceptions of
participants with Asian ethnicity differed regargithe intimacy dimension of climate.
Otherwise, perceptions of LMX and all four dimemsmf climate were not different
based on ethnicity for the other groups of ethyiaitd on the other subscales of climate.
When compared with the other groups, the Asiangyaaints were significantly different
in their perceptions from all others (see Table IR)is suggests that those of Asian
background perceive relationships with their chetispns and their coworkers differently
than those of white, black, Hispanic, and othenietties.

Research Question Four

Do faculty perceptions differ significantly by sefwrientation?

As previously reported, the majority of participaui®2%) identified as straight,
while only 7% (n = 30) identified as Lesbian, gayBisexual, and 1% (n = 4) identified
as some other sexual orientation, and 6% (n =R&3e& not to identify their sexual
orientation. The mean score for LMX was 3.3®¢E .82), and for the climate
dimensions was: consideratidd € 3.18,SD = .42); intimacy i = 2.94,SD = .38);

disengagemenM = 2.94,SD= .38); and production emphash € 3.18,SD=.59). The
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mean scores of all individuals for LMX as well &g four dimensions of climate were all
very similar. In fact, when the data was broken ddy sexual orientation, in no area
were any scores considerably higher or lower thharescores, as noted in Table 18.
Participants generally chose “3,” which on thenmstent was “neither agree nor
disagree.” This represents a fairly noncommittesveer by participants of all sexual
orientations, indicating that perceptions of LMXdaslimate do not differ by sexual

orientation.

Table 18
Mean Scores for Faculty of Sexual Orientation, @lienand LMX

Subscale/Dimension Sexual Orientation Mean SD N
LMX Straight 3.26 .82 337
Lesbhian/Gay/Bisexual 3.26 75 30
Some Other Sexual 3.31 1.02 4
Orientation
Prefer Not To Answer 2.93 .86 16
Consideration Straight 3.18 42 337
Leshian/Gay/Bisexual 3.21 .36 30
Some Other Sexual 3.29 A7 4
Orientation
Prefer Not To Answer 3.23 .56 16
Intimacy Straight 2.95 .38 337
Leshian/Gay/Bisexual 3.04 .33 30
Some Other Sexual 2.94 42 4
Orientation
Prefer Not To Answer 2.99 .58 16
Disengagement Straight 2.95 .38 337
Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual 3.01 .33 30
So_me O_ther Sexual 294 42 4
Orientation
Prefer Not To Answer 2.99 .58 16
Production Emphasis Straight 3.18 .59 337
Leshian/Gay/Bisexual 3.15 .55 30
Sqme O.ther Sexual 3.40 57 4
Orientation
Prefer Not To Answer 3.02 .78 16
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To answer RQ4 (Do faculty perceptions differ sigrahtly by sexual
orientation?), a one-way MANOVA was applied to filgualata. The results failed to
reveal a statistically significant model, Wilks= .0968 F (15, 1046.654) = .968, p
=.643, partial efa .011. As expected, none of the univariate effeetre significant:
LMX, F (3, 383) = .856, p=.464, partial &a.007; consideration, F (3, 383) = .20, p =
.896, partial eta .002; intimacy, F (3, 383) = .607, p = .611, j@retd= .005;
disengagement, F (3, 383) = .169, p = .917, paetét .001; production emphasis, F (3,

383) = .592, p = .620, partial é&.005 (see Table 19).

Table 19

MANOVA Results for Sexual Orientation

Scale/subscales F P Partial Eta
Consideration .200 .896 .002
Intimacy .607 611 .005
Disengagement 169 917 .001
Production Emphasis 592 917 .001
LMX .856 464 .007

In summary, the goal of this study was to exantieerelationship between
faculty perception of faculty-chair communicatia@epartment climate, and faculty
demographics. A nationwide survey of college anidersity faculty yielded 412
responses; most participants were female (60%&igsitr (82%), and white (84%).
Statistical findings for research question 1 (Whkdhe nature of the relationship between
faculty perceptions of department chair-faculty lbemcommunication exchanges and

communication climate?) revealed a significant amadierately positive relationship
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between faculty perceptions of their communicaggohanges with their chairperson and
each of the four dimensions of climate: considergtintimacy, disengagement, and
production emphasis, and between LMX and climat& &hole. The results suggest that
as perceptions of communication with their chamisre positive, faculty perceptions of
the organizational climate are more positive ad.wel

Statistical findings for research question 2 (Daoutty perceptions differ signifi-
cantly by biological sex?) revealed no significdifterence between men’s and women'’s
perceptions of LMX and climate. Statistical findgpr research question 3 (Do faculty
perceptions differ significantly by ethnicity?) emaled a slightly significant difference
only between Asian faculty perceptions of LMX ahé tlimate variable of intimacy.
Finally, statistical findings for research questfyrasking “do faculty perceptions differ
significantly by sexual orientation?” revealed mgn#icant difference between straight
and non-straight faculty perceptions of LMX andrdte. The forthcoming chapter shall

discuss these findings and provide recommendat@nsactice and future research.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,

IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This investigation sought to examine leadershiproomcation between
department chairs and faculty members in the acader how faculty perceptions of
that communication are related to perceptions @if thrganizational climate. In addition,
the study aimed to examine faculty perceptiongitierences based on faculty
demographics, specifically biological sex, ethryicénd sexual orientation. A discussion
follows as they relate findings to each of the agsle questions guiding the analyses of
the data. After a presentation of a summary ofitigéngs, discussion, conclusions,
implications, and recommendations for practice famgre research are provided.

Summary and Discussion of Findings

Research question one sought to understand theeradtthe relationship between
faculty perceptions of department chair-faculty liemcommunication exchanges, or
LMX, and the department climate. Survey resulteated faculty-chair communication
exchanges were significantly correlated with edctn® four dimensions of climate:
consideration, intimacy, disengagement, and précluemphasis. The strongest
relationships were between LMX and the climate disi@ns of consideration,
disengagement, and production emphasis (60). These results suggest that faculty

perceptions of department chair-faculty communaragxchanges account for about

99
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36% of the variance in their perceptions regardimggindividual dimensions of climate

of consideration, intimacy, and production emphasiswever, though significant, the
weakest relationship was between LMX and the cknaitnension of intimacyr (= .37).
Altogether, this suggests that perceptions of lesidp communication are positively
correlated with faculty perceptions of departmenliahate, indicating that faculty
perceptions of department chair-faculty communacagxchanges account for only about
14% of the variance in their perceptions regardinmg dimension of climate. While these
findings do not imply a causal relationship betwssader communication and climate, it
implies that leader communication may play someartgnt role in all areas of the
departmental climate.

Many other studies have empirically demonstratesirelationship between
leader-member communication and climate. For exankwzlowsky and Doherty
(1989) found that VDL (LMX in its early conceptionjas positively and significantly
related to climate in a manufacturing organizatiémtheir study, the multiple correlation
for LMX was .70, R2 = .49, F(8, 138) = 16.46, p38 I, whereas the multiple correlation
for their in-group and out-group measurement (IBswb6, R2 = .31, F(8, 138) =7.91, p
<.001. Ford and Sears (2006) also found a significantkitpe@ relationship between
LMX and climate in four different manufacturing cpanies located in the US and
Europe. Similarly, in the academy, Mosser (20069 ound strong correlations with
leadership affecting climate, though Mosser exadhieadership style, which involves
behavior as well as communication.

Departmental climate has a great effect on facultgffects faculty curricular

initiatives and research efforts, which ultimataffects faculty members’ ability to
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achieve their career goals or mentor or suppodestts (Rankin, 2003). It also affects
faculty job satisfaction (Rankin). Consequently\segems imperative for chairpersons to
understand the importance of communication betwleemselves and their faculty as a
part of their complicated leadership role. Theliings in this study reveal a need for
more research on the topic. It would thereforeolo®k chairpersons to understand the
contexts, topics, and even particular nuanceseaf tommunication with faculty that
contribute most to departmental climate.

Research question two sought to understand iftiaperceptions of LMX and
climate differ significantly by biological sex. Rdts indicated the demographic
characteristic of sex was not significantly relategherceptions of faculty-chair
relationships or climate. Specifically, the resutvealed that while men’s and women'’s
responses to the survey items were slightly diffees noted from the descriptive
analysis results, further inferential statisticahlysis showed that they did not
significantly differ on their perceptions of commcation with their chairpersons.
Additionally, the results suggest that mixed biabad) sex combinations did not
significantly differ in the perceptions of LMX relanships or climate. Mean scores for
men’s and women'’s perceptions of LMX were very &amfM = 3.3 andM = 3.2,
respectively), and mean scores for each of thembmas of climate in many cases were
nearly identical for men and women. More fematifty than male faculty participated
in the current study (63%), while more participamierall reported having male
chairpersons (63%). It can safely be assumed, thahmost participants in this study
do not share their chairperson’s biological sexodether, this suggests that biological

sex differences may go unnoticed as they relapetoeptions of both LMX and climate.
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This finding is consistent with findings from othressearch examining biological sex and
LMX, such as Bauer and Green (1996), who did nat biological sex to predict LMX

in a study of young adults in their first jobs pgshaduation. Similarly, Lamude et al.
(2004) did not find that middle managers in finahanstitutions (paired with same-sex
subordinates) had higher levels of LMX than thasmixed-sex dyads.

Research in the academy is mixed in its findiofgs relationship between
biological sex and climate. Similar to the currstudy, Milhoan (2007) also found no
statistically significant relationship between fhgumembers’ gender and their
perceptions of organizational climate as createddpartment chairpersons. Milhoan’s
study was across all departments in the West Maditate Community College System,
which included 10 institutions. Moreover, MatkindaBarbuto Jr. (2008) also found no
relationship between biological sex and LMX in thetudy of faculty and chairpersons in
higher education. These studies, however, ar@ak sontrast to research by Settles,
Cortina, Malley, and Stewart (2006) who found thvatnen academics perceive a more
hostile climate than men do in general, though itriportant to note that they did not
examine climate as it relates to leadership comoation. Additionally, they focused
specifically on faculty in the natural sciencesjahitends to be a more male-dominated
discipline than communication (U.S. Department dbi&tion, 2004). Finally, Settles et
al. examined campus climate instead of departnignate. Still, national data indicate
that women academics generally have negative p@oospf campus climate (Moten,
Bouey, Buckley, Espinoza, Intemann, Pittman, & $elder, 2011). This is likely
because of the persistent gap in compensation éorand women in the academy and

limited family-friendly policies in academia (Mot&t al.). For example, a report issued
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by UCLA found that, compared to male faculty at ith&itution, female faculty felt less
influential, rated their work environment as lesiagial, viewed the evaluation process
as less fair, felt less informed about academi@aadement and resource negotiation, and
rated the distribution of resources as less edeitg@kender Equity Committee on

National Climate, 2003). National studies likestbne, however, focus on all disciplines
and do not examine climate at the department lemethe relationship between
leadership communication and climate.

Research question three sought to understanduftjeperceptions of LMX and
climate differ significantly by ethnicity. Resulb$ survey analysis revealed a significant
relationship on only one dimension, intimacy, whilere were significant differences
across ethnicity on the intimacy dimension of cliep@he data did not reveal the same
trend for the other dimensions of climate. Regaydntimacy, a closer exploration of the
results reveals that perceptions expressed bytbneearoup, Asians, is responsible for
this finding. Other ethnic groups did not demostgtdifferences in LMX or climate
perceptions as a result of their ethnicity. Orssom for this finding may be the way
Asians as a cultural group typically perceive leadip and their leaders. Research
shows that among Asians, a wide social distancaratgs leaders from followers, and
consequently leaders do not involve followers inisien-making (Blunt and Jones,
1997). In fact, there is little expectation fovatvement. As Blunt and Jones explain,
“the power and authority of the leader are acceptedght and proper” (p. 13).
Therefore, it makes sense that more than the etheicities, Asian participants in this
study found their chairpersons to demonstrate extyn This may be because standard

leadership behaviors would be more noticeable bgetwho have low expectations for
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these behaviors in leaders compared to others ah® tome to expect these kinds of
leadership behaviors in their socialization.

Still, though the findings denote significance wiitlose identified as Asian, only
6 out of 412 patrticipants, or 1.8%, identified asah. It remains to be seen if there were
a larger number of Asian respondents if the resutisld be the same. Ultimately, it
would be a poor choice to generalize these findiagdl faculty in the academy, or all
Asian faculty in the field, let alone to generalipea given academic field based on the
number of Asians who responded to the survey. , Tihigefore, reveals an area needing
further investigation.

Generally speaking, the results related to theianite of ethnicity on LMX and
climate were likely the result of a relatively hogemous, non-diverse population of
participants. About 91% of respondents identiisdCaucasian, and 83% of participants
reported having a Caucasian chair. This reveatsyalow number of participants in a
mixed-ethnicity faculty-chair relationship. Thsgonsistent with academia in general,
79% of faculty at U.S. post-secondary institutiatentify as Caucasian (Tab, Forrest
Cataldi, Fahimi, Bradburn, & Zimbler, 2005). Matkand Barbuto Jr. (2008), who also
examined faculty perceptions of LMX in higher eduma, similarly found no
relationship between demographic similarity ancceptions of LMX.

It might be of interest to note a study by McNedglyd Russ (2000), who found
that supervisors and their subordinates who wemgodeaphically dissimilar to one
another had less frequent communication. Thisesigghat perceptions of LMX might
be more affected by communication between a lead@ifollower than their

demographic similarity or dissimilarity. If this ike case, it would explain the larger part
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of these findings, which seem to indicate that dgraphic dissimilarity between faculty
and chairpersons does not affect faculty perceptidi MX. Clearly, there could be a
different variable affecting perceptions of LMX thdemographic similarity. For
example, Kim and Organ (1982) and Turban and J@rg&8) found that perceived
similarity is more significantly related to LMX thas demographic similarity. Or
another explanation may be that there is only sommne can do to communicate
beyond the lack of representation in academia.t iBh&here is only so much leadership
communication may be able to do because all thplpeethe majority of those in
academia—who can speak to this are white. Thoegkarch on leadership in
demographically diverse populations would sugdestet should be differences in
perceptions of leadership based on ethnicity, tleegenerally little difference here
because academia simply is not overcoming idediftgrences. Unguestionably, more
research needs to be done to understand bettantbeedents to in-group leader-member
communication both in and out of the academy.

Research question four sought to understand theeince of faculty sexual
orientation on their perceptions of leader commainon and department climate. Survey
results reveal no significant relationship betw&seulty sexual orientation and
perceptions of LMX and departmental climate. Ag#is finding is likely because of
the small number of participants who identifiedrtiselves as Lesbian, gay, Bisexual,
Transgendered, or “other.” The majority, 87% aftiggpants, identified themselves as
straight, and similarly, 90% identified their ch@@rson as straight (refer to Table 8).
This again reveals a low number of participantsiired-sexual orientation faculty-chair

relationships.
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Matkin and Barbuto Jr, (2008), in their study a€dlty-chair LMX relationships,
also found no relationship between sexual orieoiadind LMX. However, this is not
consistent with findings from a qualitative study®illmoria and Stewart (2009), who
found a negative climate for sexual minority faguit the sciences. This is
understandable, though, given that climate is egpeed at the departmental level; every
department is different and every discipline idediént, and moreover, the qualitative
nature of the Billmoria and Stewart study may exptheir different results.

All other things being equal, it is worth notirfgetnational political and social
climate, which is becoming more accepting of sexwialorities overall. In the past 10
years, 19 states have legalized gay marriage; elsg®e in attitudes that has occurred
quite rapidly. Also, thdt Gets Better Project, a movement to inspire hope for LGBT
young people facing harassment, began in 2009,¢heBillimoria and Stewart
published their article. This movement has sireieed tremendous support and
popularity worldwide. It features over 50,00@ets Betterideos created not just by
average people, but also by large corporationsBeger Healthcare, universities and
university presidents, like Emory University PresitlJim Wagner and UCLA, and
movie stars and recording artists like Anne Hathaarad Ke$ha. These videos have
received more than 50 million views (itgetsbettey)o Furthermore]imemagazine
recently featured its first Transgendered individarathe cover, actress Laverne Cox,
specifically because of her very public Transgeadaexual identity. Consequently, this
general social movement could be reflected in theselts; it is far more socially

acceptable to be LGBT now than it has been in #st. p

www.manaraa.com



107

Conclusions

Overall, the research presented here yields thgugivoking findings that clearly
demonstrate a need for further exploration. Tdrhdbe similarity-exchange hypothesis
suggests that similarity between two individualbanrces liking and affects interactions
(Wayne, Liden, & Sparrowe, 1994), and general mebean perceived similarity asserts
that we like people who we perceive as similargo Moreover, we know that when
leaders and members are similar, they have higlaitg exchanges in their
relationships (Kivilighan & Coleman, 1999). Takegether, this would naturally lead
one to assume that when subordinates and leadedearographically similar,
subordinates will experience in-group exchangeswéver, the current research does not
support this—and actually, neither does a gredtafezther aforementioned research.
So to understand this, perhaps we need to recaradegat what we consider as “similar.”
Perhaps "similarity" is a continuum rather thaimxad point at which one is deemed
"similar" or "dissimilar" and therefore relegateda leader’s in-group or out-group. In
other words, it could be that leaders determinerttembers are "similar enough,” even if
they are not exactly like their leaders. If ttaghe case, then similarity should be
measured on a scale rather than as a fixed vataléally get to the notion of how it
affects perceptions of leadership communicationcindate.

As it relates to culture, it could easily be argtieat the higher education setting
is a unique organizational environment where deaqyc diversity is celebrated and
encouraged. Whole departments exist in collegdsiaiversities, like Women’s and
Gender Studies, which recognize the fluidity of dgmand are devoted to exploring

research, theory, and experiences related to @&\serd oppressed groups. Course
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content in other departments is devoted to iddaseceto diversity, with classes such as
“Philosophy in Native American Literature” (Bemidjitate University), “The Black
Mind Today” (St. Cloud State University)l’atino/a Literature and Theory” (University
of North Dakota), and “Diversity Concerns in PragrRlanning” (University of lllinois).
In many cases, diversity is openly and heavilyulsed in the academy; its value
recognized and its expression encouraged. Furtirerrim many cases, college and
university search committee members are requirgéticipate in diversity training
before they begin hiring faculty. In this way, mduals employed in higher education
may experience increased awareness that has ansgbmaes but real effect on
communication and relationships within the orgatara

And the field of communication is ubiquitous in eflthese areas, so it is not
uncommon for faculty in the field of communicatitmaddress these notions in their
teaching and scholarship. This is evident in comication course titles such as
“Rhetoric of Race, Class and Gender” taught atdis State University, and in a basic
Rhetoric class at the University of lowa that irg#a a course unit on communicating
[ethnic]. So not only might the faculty particigarn this study be more open to the
notion of (or more sensitive to ideas related tegbity than are other faculty, it could
be the case that a large number of colleges angrsities in general across the United
States share this paradigm. Of course notablgyéros have been reflected in the
literature, but there are exceptions everywhetél, e results of this research may be
representing a shift in ideas about diversity thalowly happening across the academy.

Ultimately, the topics explored in this research personal; touchy. Truly, the

investigation sought to get at people’s motivationscomplex topics like perceptions of
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ethnicity, perceptions of sex, which are more flo@ than in the past, and on
perceptions of sexual orientation, which is an afestrong social opinion in our society.
While fixed scales are reliable in many casesjritesection of these complex subjects
requires in-depth analysis of what individuals tweking, feeling, and perceiving. This
information may arguably best gathered throughaptld interviews and not through
fixed-item surveys. This recognizes one of mamythtions in this study.

Limitations of the Study

The following limitations of this study have be@tognized.

1. The response rate was low, yielding low statisgimaler. Given that, the
results for the limited minority populations stutlli@re statistically unreliable.

2. This study only sought members of the communicatisnipline in academia
as participants. While the results may explaiuligechair communication and climate
perceptions of communication in that field, theg aot generalizable to the academy as a
whole nor to the business sector.

3. The instrument used to measure climate was the G8BQwhich, though
valid for measuring climate in post-secondary tagibns, has not been used to measure
climate outside of the academy. Use of a diffenestrument would likely have yielded
different results.

4. While a dearth of research supports the claimldzaters create climate,
Getzels and Guba (1957) argue that climate is etifumof compatibility between the
needs of the individual and the goals of the ormtion. If this is the case, climate is not
or may not be a result of chair communication ktvalich demonstrates a need for an

entirely new line of research if one seeks to bettelerstand the role of biological sex,
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sexual orientation, and ethnicity in perceptionslohate and faculty-chair
communication.

5. There is a sticky relationship between how acadeswards individual
pursuits, like tenure and promotion, and the notibsome kind of departmental
collective interests, like teamwork and collabarati This sticky relationship might
ultimately have more to do with departmental clienttan faculty-chairperson
communication (Milhoan, 2000).

6. This study takes into consideration only the pertipes of faculty,
irrespective of the perspectives of the chairgertains to be seen if chairpersons would
verify the same findings. That is, there is simpbyway to verify whether a chair truly
finds a given faculty member to be more in an iougror out-group without asking him
or her personally.

7. This study considers faculty assumptions of chasge sexual orientation.
Without verification, these assumptions are gehetadreliable.

Implications of the Study and Recommendations for Ractice

The findings in this study reveal that biologisak and sexual orientation do not
seem to influence perceptions of faculty-chair camiation or departmental climate,
though ethnicity does seem to influence perceptidhsader-member communication
among Asian faculty. However, the findings do supp plethora of previous research
asserting a general relationship between leadecsimpnunication and climate. This
suggests valuable implications.

First, we are clearly at a point in our nation'stbry where more attention has

been directed at demographic differences betweepl@such as their ethnicity,
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biological sex, and sexual orientation and theeefapbre awareness has been raised
regarding issues of diversity. While this is rmsay that these areas are no longer sites
of oppression nor important to study, it does intpigt ongoing national policy changes,
which most recently include the Fair Pay Act of 20the Hate Crimes Prevention Act of
2009, and the Department of Defense 2013 SexuautsBrevention Strategy designed
to institute sweeping changes to the military’samigational culture, have accompanied a
national paradigm change. It has, as these resalitd suggest, changed the workplace
in such a way that individuals of different racgsxual orientations, and biological sex
may have more positive perceptions of workplaceroamcation than perhaps they did
years ago. In short, it may be argued that we lbaug to not just accept diversity, but
to embrace it so fully that it has become a natpaal of organizational life,
organizational communication, and organizationkdti@nships such that we notice it less
now than we ever have before. This does not infwever, that there are no longer
issues. For instance, it is important to note thatlevel of awareness has yet to be
reflected in the demographic distributions of faguh the academy. There clearly exists
a need for continued discussion on this sensitiekimportant topic.

Specifically in academia, the same claim canlsélmade. Policies like “safe
place” or “safe zone,” adopted from the women'’s sraent and now applied to LGBT
individuals, are now common in higher educatioritagons. For women and all
members of minority groups, these provide “a carliaense to speak and act freely,”
something that was not possible in the past (Ken®2@y1). This has unquestionably
changed the way people think, act, and speak, @ade&d to keep moving in this

direction.
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Also, if it is truly the case, as other researduld suggest, that some academic
faculty perceive a negative climate in higher ediocathe results of this research would
imply that we need to look past faculty-chair conmication to try to determine its cause.
Leader communication is important in perceptionsliohate, but perhaps attention
should also be given to other forms of communicgtsuch as peer communication,
which may also play a role. Given the importanterganizational climate in faculty
members’ lives, this research reveals a great feeddture examination of the faculty
experience in higher education. This is just cin@many recommendations for future
research on this important topic.

Finally, it would behoove academia to look to LNrdining. After all, LMX
training by leaders led to more productive emplgyieeGraen, Novak and
Summerkamp’s (1982) study. Moreover, after leadens trained to engage in certain
leadership communication behaviors with their fakos, hard productivity in one
organization improved by 19% resulting in in an@aircost savings of over $5 million
for the company (Scandura & Graen, 1984). Theseoougs were a result of more
positive leader-member interactions, and resultadore positive member attitudes,
significant increases in member perceptions ofdeadpport, and member satisfaction.
This suggests that leader training can successfulbyove follower experiences in an
organization. Therefore leader training with dépant chairpersons may improve
faculty perceptions of LMX and result in positiveganizational and personal outcomes

similar to those by Scandura and Graen (1984).
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Recommendations for Future Research

The findings in this study lead the author to pffee following recommendations
for further research:

1. That the study be replicated with a larger popatato provide greater
statistical power and subsequent validity.

2. That the study be replicated with participants fralirdisciplines to provide
more generalizability across the academy.

3. That the study be replicated using mixed methddss would allow the
researcher to validate the quantitative findingsulgh qualitative exploration, and also
use the qualitative data to explore the quantiedfindings. This would add breadth to
the research by allowing the researcher to helprertbat the findings are grounded in
the participant’s experiences.

4. That the study be replicated using qualitative onesne interview
methodologies. This may yield richer responseab®&e a researcher can develop a
relationship with a participant and help that parsgplore their feelings and, in this case,
reveal complex information related to their sexdahtity or other demographic
characteristics and relationships with others tlaainot be revealed in a closed

guestionnaire.
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Table A-1

Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty Respofwsesll Survey items

Scale Item M SD
Do you know where you stand with your chairperson? 3.93 | 1.09
Do you usually know how satisfied your chairpersowith what 3.80 | 1.17
you do?
How well does your chairperson understand yourpjablems and | 3.55 | 1.26
needs?
How well does your chairperson recognize your pidéh 3.70 | 1.13

Regardless of how much formal authority your cheiispn has built | 3.88 | 1.13
into his or her position, what are the chancesybat chairperson
would use his or her power to help you solve pnaislén your work?
Again, regardless of the amount of formal authoyityr chairperson| 3.07 | 1.17
has, what are the chances that he or she woulblythaiout” at his
or her expense?

| have enough confidence in my chairperson thatula/defend and| 3.56 | 1.20
LMX justify his or her decision if he or she were naggnt to do so.
How would you characterize your working relatioqshiith your 3.74 | 1.05
chairperson?
Does your chairperson give you the “scoop” on whgting on in 3.45 | 1.25
the company?
Is your chairperson willing to listen to you? 3.901.17
Do you confide personal information to your chargoa? 2.58| 1.20
Are you OUT (merely a hired hand) in your relatioipswith your 1.87 | 1.18
chairperson?

Does your chairperson ask you for input or advice? 298 | 1.19
Are you IN (a trusted assistant) in your relatiapskith your 293 | 1.33
chairperson?
Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” on whgténg on in 289 | 1.21
your work group?
Does your chairperson confide personal informatioyou? 2.26| 1.13
OCDQ The chairperson has faculty members share in maléggsions. 3.72| 1.16
(Consideration The chairperson displays tact and humor. 380 1113
Dimension) The chairperson engages in friendly jokes and comsnguring 3.90 | 1.0
department meetings.
The chairperson is friendly and approachable. 4|01.10
The chairperson finds time to listen to faculty nhems. 391| 1.11
The chairperson accepts change in departmentaypmliprocedure.| 3.65 1.11
The morale of the faculty members is high. 3.12 212
The department works as a committee of the whole. 233 1.22
The chairperson changes his approach to meet mheatisns. 3.24| 1.06
The chairperson coaches and counsels faculty member 3.40 | 1.19
The chairperson delegates the responsibility fpadenental 3.68 | 1.04
functions amongithe faculty.
The chairperson treats all faculty members as squal 3.16 | 1.32
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There is a great deal of borrowing and sharing antbe faculty. 3.18| 1.07
Faculty members enjoy getting together for bowlidancing, card | 2.47 | 1.17
games, etc!
Close friendships are found among the departmenitia 3.34 | 1.12
Everyone enjoys their associations with their aiiges in this 295 | 1.15
OCDQ-HE department.
(Intimacy There are periodic informal social gatherings. 3.22.15
Dimension) There are opportunities within the department &mufty members td 3.01 | 1.13
get together in extra-curricular activities.
New jokes and gags get around the department imrg.h 251 | 1.05
Faculty members talk to each other about theirqreislives. 3.48| .98
The department is thought of as being very friendly 3.63 | 1.15

Faculty start projects without trying to decidealvance how they | 2.84 | .980
will develop or where they may end.

Faculty members express concern about the “deadvinakis 2.89 | 1.15
department.
Scheduled appointments by faculty members are eyt k 279 | 1.22
Faculty members talk about leaving the collegeniversity. 210 | .94
Tensions between faculty factions interfere witpatémental 275 | 1.25
activities.

OCDQ-HE The department yields to pressure of a few studehtsare not 2.02 | .96

(Disengagement repre_sentanve of studgnt opinion.

Dimension) The important people in this department expectrstteeshow 3.01 | 1.18
respect for them
Older faculty members control the development gfadlamental 2.79 | 1.19
policy.
Individual faculty members are always trying to \&im argument. 296 1.18
Faculty members approach their problems scientlificand 2.83 | .95
objectively.
Faculty members in this department use mannerisaisate 2.74 | 1.05
annoying.

The chairperson puts the department’s welfare abimvevelfare of | 3.22 | 1.07
any faculty member in it]
Faculty members recognize that there is a rightvenahg way of 3.26 | .890
going about department activities.

The chairperson has everything going accordinghedulel 3.15 | 1.03
OCD-HE Partial TEe cEa!rperson _enf(_:our_ages t_he ur?_e of certalzmm;ﬁtr)ocedures 3.44  .98(
(Production The c airperson is irst in gettmg t ings started. _ 3.13 | 1.07
E . The chairperson sells outsiders on the importafitéso 3.87 | 1.12

mphasis

Dimension) department,

Faculty members seem to thrive on difficulty — thegher things 2.70 | 1.00

get, the harder they work

Faculty members ask permission before deviating frommon 295 | .933

policies or practices.

The chairperson maintains definite standards dbpmance. 3.31| 1.08

The faculty uses parliamentary procedures in mgstin 252 | 1.29
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Table A-2

Means and SD for OCDQ Dimensions and LMX Basedioloddcal Sex

LMX Consideration Intimacy DisengagementF;ErOdUCt'(?n
mphasis
Mean 3.32 2.93 2.92 3.18 3.21
Male N 140 140 140 140 140
SD .79 40 .38 A7 59
Mean 3.22 3.19 2.96 3.11 3.15
Female N 245 245 245 245 245
SD .83 A2 37 49 .59
Table A-3

Means and SD for OCDQ Dimensions and LMX Basedeang® Orientation

LMX Consideration Intimacy Disengagement Product|c_)n
Emphasis
Mean  3.26 3.18 2.95 3.14 3.18
Straight N 337 337 337 337 337
SD .82 .38 .38 48 59
Lesbian/ Mean  3.26 3.21 3.04 3.15 3.14
Gay/ N 30 30 30 30 30
Bisexual SD 75 .36 .33 48 .55
Some Mean  3.31 3.29 2.94 3.20 3.40
Other N 4 4 4 4 4
Sexual SD 1.02 17 41 50 57
Orientation
Mean  2.99 3.11 2.85 2.93 2.89
Prefer Not 15 15 15 15 15
To Answer g, 86 31 24 49 59
Mean  3.25 3.18 2.95 3.13 3.17
Total N 386 386 386 386 386
SD .82 411 .38 48 .59
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Table A-4

Means/SD for LMX and OCDQ-HE Partial Dimensionsvislgite/Non-white

LMX Consideration Intimacy Disengagementproc'uc“(?n
Emphasis
White Mean 3.27 3.19 2.95 3.14 3.18
SD .80 .39 .38 A7 .58
Non- Mean 3.02 3.09 2.94 3.04 2.97
White SD .96 .54 .34 .61 .69
Table A-5
Individual LMX Items—Means and SD by Biological Sex
ltem Male Female

M SD M SD

How would you characterize your working relationshiith your
chairperson ?

Does your chairperson give you the “scoop” on wgting on in 356 114 340 1.29
the company?

Is your chairperson willing to listen to you? 40 .18 385 1.19
Do you confide personal information to your chaigoas? 254 120 260 1.21
Are.you OUT (merely a hired hand) in your relatioipswith your 183 118 189 116
chairperson?

Does your chairperson ask you for input or advice? 30 131 298 1.29
Are.you IN (a trusted assistant) in your relatidpshkith your 294 116 293 134
chairperson?

Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” on whgtiéng on in
your work group?

379 112 371 101

299 117 283 1.23

Does your chairperson confide personal informatioyou? 224 119 228 111
Do you know where you stand with your chairperson? 401 111 3.89 1.07
)%)uyggousually know how satisfied your chairpersowith what 398 105 370 1.22
rI;|(<a)(\a/\(/j;voell does your chairperson understand youpjalems and 374 120 346 1.28

How well does your chairperson recognize your pidéh 381 114 364 1.15
Regardless of how much formal authority your chetispn has
built into his or her position, what are the chantdet your chair-
person would use his or her power to help you spheblems in
your work?

Again, regardless of the amount of formal authoydwyr
chairperson has, what are the chances that heavahid “bail 3.06 113 3.08 1.19
you out” at his or her expense?

I have enough confidence in my chairperson thatulds defend 365 1.17 351 1.22

394 110 385 1.14
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and justify his or her decision if he or she weoé present to do so.

Table A-6

Individual LMX Items—Means and SD by American Inthdéaskan Native, Asian,
Hispanic/Latino and Black

American
Indian/
Item Alaskan Hispanic /
Native Asian Latino Black

M SD M SD M SD M SD

How_woul_d you characterl_ze your working 20 30 71 378 83 286 122
relationship with your chairperson ?
Does your chairperson give you the

“scoop” on what'’s going on in the 1.0 . 2.20 .84 356 1.24 229 1.50
company?
;SO your chairperson wiling tolistento 4 5 545 134 400 123 314 1.46

Do you confide personal information to
your chairperson?

Are you OUT (merely a hired hand) in
your relationship with your chairperson?
Does your chairperson ask you for input or
advice?

Are you IN (a trusted assistanf) inyour 4 o 559 139 356 159 129 .49
relationship with your chairperson?

Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” 10
on what'’s going on in your work group? '
Does your chairperson confide personal

4.0 . 2.0 1.00 3.00 141 143 .54

320 179 178 130 343 181

1.0 . 200 100 378 120 1.86 .69

2.20 .84 333 141 120 49

, : 1.0 . 180 110 2.67 1.0 143 54
information to you?

Do you know where you stand withyour 4 g3 566 57 347 91 248 .68
chairperson?

Do you usually know how satisfied your 5 oo 347 75 325 27 290 .42
chairperson is with what you do?

How well does your chairperson 3.95 . 3.20 0 3.04 24 282 20

understand your job problems and needs?™"
How well dqes your chairperson recognize, .- . 311 83 3.92 o8 274 52
your potential?
Regardless of how much formal authority
your chairperson has built into his or her
position, what are the chances that your 2.10 . 2.96 .60 3.18 .45 2.81 .63
chairperson would use his or her power to
help you solve problems in your work?
Again, regardless of the amount of formal
authority your chairperson has, what are
the chances that he or she would “bail you
out” at his or her expense?
| have enough confidence in my
chairperson that | would defend and justify

. o 1.0
his or her decision if he or she were not
present to do so.

4.0 1.0 4.11 .78 3.71 .90

3.6 1.14 411 .78 3.29 14
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Table A-7

Individual LMX Items—Means and SD by American Inthéaskan Native, Asian,
Hispanic/Latino and Black

Bi/Multi Some Other

White Racial Ethnicity
ltem M SD M SD M SD
How would you characterize your working 377 104 386 135 350 1.73

relationship with your chairperson ?

Does’ your chalrperson give you the “scoop” on 350 121 314 122 40 20
what’s going on in the company?

Is your chairperson willing to listen to you? 3.94.14 414 147 425 15
Do you confide personal information to your 259 117 214 147 35 1.92
chairperson?

Are you OUT (merely a hired hand) in your 182 112 114 38 20 116
relationship with your chairperson? ' ' ’ ' ' '
Does your chairperson ask you for input or advice3.00 1.80 329 1.11 3.0 1.83
A_re you IN (a_trusted assistant) in your relatidgpsh 295 130 329 111 325 171
with your chairperson?

Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” on what’§ 92
going on in your work group? '
Does your chairperson confide personal informatioil 27 114 1.86 38 325 15
10 you? : : . : : .
Do you know where you stand with your
chairperson?

Do you usually know how satisfied your 3.06 65 298 91 318 41
chairperson is with what you do? ' ' ' ' ' '
How well does your chairperson understand your 290 35 266 30 2095 38
job problems and needs? ' ’ ' ' ' '
How well does your chairperson recognize your
potential?

Regardless of how much formal authority your
chairperson has built into his or her position, tvha
are the chances that your chairperson would use h&.5 .89 285 110 3.17 .59
or her power to help you solve problems in your

work?

Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority

your chairperson has, what are the chances that hd.25 1.41 45 .58 393 108
or she would “bail you out” at his or her expense?

I have enough confidence in my chairperson that |

would defend and justify his or her decision ifdre 3.5 125 425 96 3.81 1.17
she were not present to do so.

117 3.0 141 35 173

319 10 352 133 326 .82

285 74 291 77 314 48
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Dear Faculty Member,

| am a doctoral student under the direction ofldia Kyei-Blankson in the College of
Education at lllinois State University. | am cooting a research study exploring
faculty-chair communication and faculty perceptiohsheir academic departmental
climate. Information gathered in this study widl bsed to determine how faculty
perceive their departmental climate as it is relatetheir communication with their
department chair.

| am requesting your participation in this reseawmchich will involve you responding to
an anonymous online survey consisting of aboutu@tions. This should take you
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.

Your participation in this study is entirely volany and optional. You will receive no
compensation for participating in this research ywou may discontinue participation at
any time without penalty or loss of any benefitsvtach you may otherwise be entitled.
If you would like to be a participant in this resdastudy, please click on the hyperlink
below to be taken to the survey website.

Thank you very much for your time and consideratiothis study. Your views and
opinions will be very helpful in better understamglfaculty-chair communication and
perceptions of departmental climate.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you hayejuestions. Thank you for your
time.

Sincerely,

Jodi Hallsten
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Survey Instrument

Instructions: The first part of this questionnaire contains items that ask you to
describe your relationship with your department charperson (also known as
“department head”). For each of the items, indicatehe degree to which you think
the item is true for you by choosing one of the r@enses that appear below the item.

1. Do you know where you stand with your chairperson ... [and] do you usually
know how satisfied your chairperson is with what you do?

Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Fairly Often Very Often
1 2 3 4 5
2. How well does your chairperson understand your job problems and needs?
Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5
3. How well does your chairperson recognize your potential?
Not at All A Little Moderately Mostly Fully
1 2 3 4 5

4. Regardless of how much formal authority your chairperson has built into his or
her position, what are the chances that your chairperson would use his or her power
to help you solve problems in your work?

None Small Moderate High Very High
1 2 3 4 5

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your chairperson has, what
are the chances that he or she would “bail you out” at his or her expense?

None Small Moderate High Very High
1 2 3 4 5

6. I have enough confidence in my chairperson that I would defend and justify his or
her decision if he or she were not present to do so.

Strongly

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

1 2 3 4 5
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7. How would you characterize your working relationship with your chairperson ?

Extremely Worse than Average Better than Extremely
Ineffective Average & Average Effective
1 2 3 4 5

8. Does your chairperson give you the “scoop” on what’s going on in the company
Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Fairly Often Very Often

1 2 3 4 5

9. Is your chairperson willing to listen to you?
Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal

1 2 3 4 5

10. Do you confide personal information to your chairperson?

Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5

11. Are you OUT (merely a hired hand) in your relationship with your chairperson?

Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5

12. Does your chairperson ask you for input or advice?

Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5
13. Are you IN (a trusted assistant) in your relationship with your chairperson?
Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5

14. Do you give your chairperson the “scoop” on what’s going on in your work
group?

Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5
15. Does your chairperson confide personal information to you?
Not a Bit A Little A Fair Amount Quite a Bit A Great Deal
1 2 3 4 5

www.manaraa.com



142

In the second part of this questionnaire, please indicate the degree to which
the following statements reflect your experience in your academic
department.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

16

The chairperson has
faculty members
share in making

decisions.

17

The chairperson
displays tact and
humor.

18

The chairperson
engages in friendly
jokes and comments
during department
meetings.

19

The chairperson is
friendly and
approachable.

20

The chairperson
finds time to listen
to faculty members.

21

The chairperson
accepts change in
departmental policy
or procedure.

22

The morale of the
faculty members is
high.

23

The department
works as a
committee of the
whole.

24

The chairperson
changes his
approach to meet
new situations.

www.manaraa.com



143

25

The chairperson
coaches and
counsels faculty
members.

26

The chairperson
delegates the
responsibility for
departmental
functions among
Bthe faculty.

27

The chairperson
treats all faculty
members as equals.

28

There is a great deal
of borrowing and
sharing among the
faculty.

29

Faculty members
enjoy getting
together for

bowling, dancing,

card games, etc.ll

30

Close friendships
are found among the
department faculty.

31

Everyone enjoys
their associations
with their
colleagues in this
department.

32

There are periodic
informal social
gatherings.

33

There are
opportunities within
the department for
faculty members to
get together in
extra-curricular
activities.
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34

New jokes and gags
get around the
departmentin a
hurry.

35

Faculty members
talk to each other
about their personal
lives.

36

The department is
thought of as being
very friendly.

37

Faculty start
projects without
trying to decide in
advance how they
will develop or
where they may
end.

38

Faculty members
express concern
about the
“deadwood” in this
department.

39

Scheduled
appointments by
faculty members are
not kept.

40

Faculty members
talk about leaving
the college or
university.

41

Tensions between
faculty factions
interfere with
departmental
activities.

42

The department
yields to pressure of
a few students who
are not
representative of
student opinion.
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43

The important
people in this
department expect
others to show
respect for them.

44

Older faculty
members control
the development of
departmental policy.

45

Individual faculty
members are always
trying to win an
argument.

46

Faculty members
approach their
problems
scientifically and
objectively.

47

Faculty members in

this department use

mannerisms, which
are annoying.

48

The chairperson
puts the
department’s
welfare above the
welfare of any
faculty member in
it.[

49

Faculty members
recognize that there
is a right and wrong

way of going about
department
activities.

50

The chairperson has
everything going
according to
schedule.®

51

The chairperson
encourages the use
of certain uniform
procedures.?
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52

The chairperson is
firstin getting
things started.®

53

The chairperson

sells outsiders on
the importance of
his department.@

54

Faculty members
seem to thrive on
difficulty - the
tougher things get,
the harder they
work

55

Faculty members
ask permission
before deviating
from common

policies or practices.

56

The chairperson
maintains definite
standards of
performance.

57

The faculty uses
parliamentary
procedures in

meetings.

In the last part of this questionnaire, please answer the following
demographic questions:

58. What is your position in the department?

Part Time Non Tenure Track Faculty or Adjunct /Lecturer w/PhD

Part Time Non Tenure Track Faculty or Adjunct / Lecturer — no PhD

Full Time Non Tenure Track Faculty or Adjunct / Lecturer w/PhD

Full Time Non Tenure Track Faculty or Adjunct / Lecturer — no PhD

Tenure Line - Pre-Tenure Faculty w/PhD
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Tenure Line - Pre-Tenure Faculty - no PhD

Tenure Line - Have Tenure Faculty w/PhD

Tenure Line - Have Tenure Faculty - no PhD

Part Time Administrative Professional (AP) w/PhD
Part Time Administrative Professional (AP)- no PhD
Full Time Administrative Professional (AP) - w/PhD
Full Time Administrative Professional (AP) - no PhD

Other:

59. What type of institution do you work at?
Doctorate-granting University — RI
Doctorate-granting University — RII
Master’s College or University
Baccalaureate College
Associate or Community College
Special Focus Institution
Tribal College

60. What is your sex?

Male Female Transgender

61. What s your chairperson’s sex?

Male Female Transgender

62. What is your sexual orientation?

Gay, Lesbian  Prefer not to

Straight .
8 or Bisexual answer
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Other

Other

63. What is your chairperson’s sexual orientation (to the best of your knowledge)?

Gay, Lesbian  Prefer not to

Straight or Bisexual answer
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64. What is your ethnicity?

American
. . . Black or
Indian or . Hispanic or .
Asian , African
Alaska Latino .
. American
Native

65. What is your chairperson’s ethnicity?

American
. . . Black or
Indian or . Hispanic or .
Asian . African
Alaska Latino .
. American
Native

Native
Hawaiian
or Other
Pacific Is

Native
Hawaiian
or Other
Pacific Is
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White Other

White Other
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