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Abstract


Prior research had found that ecological dissonance generated in social power systems had significant relationship with job satisfaction, especially with extrinsic job satisfaction.  One of the purposes of this study was to explore the patterns of use of upward influence tactics and communication media among 139 academic department heads.  The second purpose was to compare the use of upward influence tactics and communication media of high versus low extrinsically satisfied academic department heads under either high or low ecological dissonance.  First, results showed that the overall department heads' use of upward influence tactics and communication media were similar with prior studies.  Second, results indicated that, in low ecological dissonance groups, high extrinsic satisfied department heads used more often ingratiation and less assertive strategies than low extrinsic satisfied ones.  There was no other significant difference in use of communication media among the planned groups.

1.
Introduction


In order to achieve organizational effectiveness,  understanding human behavior in an educational setting is necessary for academic leaders (Owens, 1987).  In past 20 years, the concept of organizational climate emerged as central to the analysis of organizational behavior and organizational effectiveness, both in business and in educational settings (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989; Owens, 1987).  However, in today's world, there is great international competition, and there are demands for efficiency and productivity in business, industry, and human service organizations.  Thus, the clarification of the formation of the organizational climate is important.  It is also necessary to know more about specific behaviors that affect or are affected by organizational climate.  Those specific behaviors include use of influence strategies and means of communication within an organization.  Therefore, the present investigation examined the use of influence tactics and methods of communication under different organizational climates and different levels of "job satisfaction."


Analyzing organizational climate in terms of an interaction-influence system is important in the study of organizational behavior (Lewin, 1951; Owens, 1987).  Miller, Topping, and Wells-Parker (1989) developed Ecological Dissonance Theory (EDT) by merging the concepts of an interaction-influence system, Barker's (1968) ecological theory, and Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance theory.  EDT focuses on the effects of the motivational dynamics that result from having ecological systems in conflict.  Although cognitive dissonance (see Festinger, 1957) and ecological dissonance are both concerned with the motivational dynamics that evolve from conflict, cognitive dissonance and ecological dissonance are different: "Cognitive dissonance exists when personal subsystems conflict.  Ecological dissonance exists when two or more environmental systems conflict or when one or more personal subsystems conflict with one or more environmental systems (Miller et al., 1989, p. 164)."


Miller et al. (1989) indicated that most measures of organizational climate could serve as measures of ecological dissonance.  For example, the instruments already used to measure bases of social power (such as that by Bachman [1968]) are appropriate to assess the degree of ecological dissonance between the use of power in an organizational control system and individual preferences for certain types of social power.  The measures of ecological dissonance developed from the legislate equal-employment system, the social power system, or the decision-making system, were good predictors of worker morale (Hooper, 1988; Ismail, 1992; Lin, 1991).


One very important element of organizational climate involves the use of bases of social power in organizational control systems (Halpin & Croft, 1963; McCelland & Burnham, 1976).  In the past 30 years, most of the empirical or quantitative research on social power stems from French and Raven's (1959) early work (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989; Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985; Yukl & Falbe, 1991).  The five kinds of social power are coercive, reward, legitimate, referent, and expert.  These social powers have been widely observed and applied in studies of organizational control systems (Frost & Stahelski, 1988; Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985).  The traditional and most accepted approach for measuring social power is the attribution method, which involves asking employees why they will perform tasks suggested or wanted by their superiors (Bachman, 1968; Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1989; Yukl & Falbe, 1991).


Lin (1991) adopted Miller et al.'s (1989) suggestion and defined "ecological dissonance in power systems (ED)" as the conflict between the attributed hierarchical power systems and personally preferred leadership power styles.  ED has been found to be negatively related to the job satisfaction of faculty members in higher education, especially with extrinsic job satisfaction.  Lin's study could not infer a causal pattern between ED and morale due to the use of an ex post facto design.  However, further causal-comparative approaches for collecting more information about the relationship between ED and behavioral variables in organizations are needed, as well as experimental designs in future research.


In the area of organizational behavior, the use of influence tactics has received less attention than attributed social power in the past years (Ansari & Kapoor, 1987; Barry & Bateman, 1992; Case, Dosier, Murkison, & Keys, 1988).  Although social power can be perceived by the members of an organization and can be measured with an attribution method, it is actually unobservable; by contrast, an influence tactic is a concrete and observable influence process (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 1990).  Attributed social power and influence tactics have been found to be related, but different concepts.


Most prior studies of influence tactics have focused on three general areas:  (a) the effects of hierarchical influence directions--upward, lateral, and downward--on choice of influence tactics (Barry & Bateman, 1992; Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Yukl & Falbe, 1990); (b) the relationships between the influence attempts (personal vs. organizational goal) and the use of influence tactics (Ansari & Kapoor, 1987; Cheng, 1983); and (c) the relationship of personal or superior's characteristics to the use of influence tactics (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1988; Yukl & Falbe,1991).  


The upward direction of use of influence tactics and modes of communication has received little attention in previous studies of influence tactics (Barry & Bateman, 1992).  However, upward influence tactics and appropriate use of upward communication media were considered to be important facilitators for a successful middle-level manager or university department chairperson (Ansari & Kapoor, 1987; Chacko, 1990).  To date, there has been no in-depth research examining the practical relationship between the perception of power conflicts and the choice of upward influence tactics and media usage.


The university department head is employed in both the roles of "player" and "coach."  He or she serves a research, teaching, and administrative function for the university.  The success of the department head has a strong impact on the productivity and morale of faculty members (Chacko, 1990).  The success of the department head is heavily dependent on his/her upward influence ability.  For example, if department heads can effectively exert influence on their deans, they may bring more money to their departments or make personnel decisions more easily.  Thus, the preliminary purpose 

of this study was to examine multiple relationships with ED stemming from power conflicts with immediate 

supervisors, the observable upward influence processes, and the extrinsic job satisfaction of department heads in universities.

2.
Hypotheses


The four null hypotheses for planned group comparisons in this study are as follows:


a.  With respect to the high ED group, there will be no significant difference between the high and low extrinsic job satisfaction groups specifically on upward influence tactics.


b.  With respect to the high ED group, there will be no significant difference between the high and low extrinsic job satisfaction groups specifically on choice of communication media.


c.  With respect to the low ED group, there will be no significant difference between the 

high and low extrinsic job satisfaction groups specifically on upward influence tactics.


d.  With respect to the low ED group, there will be no 

significant difference between the high and low extrinsic job satisfaction groups specifically on choice of communication media.

3.
Method


The subjects were 139 department heads in colleges of education from 27 universities that are members of the 

Southern University Group (SUG).  The academic departments were selected through the membership list of SUG and the bulletin of each university.  No incentive was offered to the subjects for participation.


Four instruments comprised the tools in this study:  the Index of Ecological Dissonance (IED), the Upward Influence Tactics Scale (UITS for organizational goals), the Index of Media Usage (IMU for organizational goals), and the Index of Job Satisfaction (IJS).   

     IED was developed by the author to obtain a measure of ED toward one's superior in an organization.  Fifteen questions were adopted from French and Raven's (1959) definition of bases of power and Hinkin and Schriesheim's (1989) study.  The instructions for the questionnaires were given at the beginning of each page of the IED.  The subjects were instructed to rate the five bases of power covered in 15 items (three items for each base of power) in terms of the power they would prefer their supervisors to use in leading their work groups.  The subjects were also instructed to rate the five bases of power covered in the 15 items in terms of the power style actually used by their immediate supervisors.  


A rating scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) was used to assess the responses given by subjects to the items of the IED.  A difference score was generated by taking the difference between each subject's response for the preferred leadership styles and the same subject's response for the actual supervisor's leadership styles for each item.  By taking the absolute value of each difference score and then summing the 15 differences, an ecological dissonance score was generated.  Cronbach Alpha reliabilities of 0.83 for the preferred power style scale and 0.76 for the actual power usage scale has been reported for the IED (Lin, 1992).


There were 18 items (three items for each tactic) in the UITS for organizational goals, adopted from Schriesheim and Hinkin's (1990) study that attempted to obtain a measure of the degree of use of influence tactics with an immediate supervisor.  A rating scale ranging from never use (1) to very often use (7) was  used to assess the responses given by subjects on the UITS.  UITS has been reported to have good construct validity by factor analyses and it has Cronbach Alpha and test-retest reliabilities that exceeded 0.70 for each scale (Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990).


IMU for organizational goals, adopted from the Barry and Bateman (1992), was composed of one question for each of the four modes of communication--face-to-face, telephone, computerized system, and written messages.  A rating scale ranging from never use (1) to very often use (7) was used to assess the responses on the IMU.  Alternate-form reliability of the IMU has been reported to be over .80 for each medium score (Barry & Bateman, 1992).


IJS was adapted from the short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) (Weiss et al., 1967).  Extrinsic job satisfaction was measured by six items from the short form of the MSQ and has been reported to have a median internal consistency reliability coefficient of .80 (Weiss et al., 1967).  A scale ranging from strongly dissatisfied (1) to strongly satisfied (7) was used to assess the responses on the IJS.  


The subjects received the questionnaire combined with the IED, the UITS, the IMU, and the IJS.  The subjects were instructed to respond to the survey by following the instructions provided for each part.  To form the groups for the 

causal-comparative approach, subjects were classified into high and low ED groups based on the scores on the IED and the establishment of cut offs for the upper 45% and lower 45% of the distribution of scores.  Also, subjects were classified into the high and low extrinsic job satisfaction groups based on whether their extrinsic job satisfaction scores fell into the upper 45% and lower 45% of the distribution of scores.  For each scale, the middle 10% of the distribution was excluded to increase the extremity between the "high" and "low" groups without greatly decreasing effective sample size.  The multivariate analysis was employed for group comparisons to control the inflate Type I error rate (Stevens, 1992).  The significance level for all statistical analyses was set at .05.

4.
Result

Response Rate and Demographic Data  


One hundred thirty-nine department heads, 111 males and 27 females (one person did not report gender), voluntarily completed and returned the questionnaires.  The response rate was 78%.  Subjects' average age was 51.49 (SD  = 7.42) years, had an average of 9.94 (SD = 7.34) years experience in their current positions, had 4.65 (SD = 3.70) years of experience with their immediate supervisors, and had an average of 17.85 (SD = 12.03) faculty members in their departments.  

Descriptive Analyses


Descriptive statistics for all measures are reported in Table 1.  For the overall samples, it was found that rational influence tactic was the highest ranked of the influence 

strategies used by department heads with their immediate supervisors for pursuing organizational goals.  Ingratiation and coalition tactics were the second and third most highly used influence strategies, respectively.  The remaining three strategies--exchange, assertiveness, and upward appeal--were all similar in level of use and used relatively less often by department heads.  These results are consistent with Schmidt and Kipnis (1984) who showed that rational and coalitional influence were also the most often used strategies by business managers.  

                   [insert table 1 here]


For the overall sample, face-to-face communication was the most often used communication method by department heads with their immediate supervisors for pursuing organizational goals.  Both telephone and written communication were similarly and moderately used by department heads.  Computer communication was the least used by department heads.  According to Daft and Lengel's (1986) report, the rank order of the information richness among communication methods from highest to lowest was as follows: face-to-face, telephone, and other written message usage.  In this study, the rank order of the frequency of department heads' use of communication methods with their immediate supervisors matched Daft and Lengel's order of information richness.  This indicated that the degree of use of communication methods by department heads with their supervisors for pursuing organizational goals was similar as the degrees of information richness suggested by Daft and Lengel.  

Groups Formation 


After establishing the modified median-split for the cut scores of the ED measure and the extrinsic job satisfaction measure, the groups for planned comparisons were formed and described in Table 2.  Means and standard deviations of upward influence tactics and communication media for each defined group were reported in Table 3.  

                      [insert table 2 here]

                      [insert table 3 here]

Tests of Hypotheses


Hypothesis 1.  This hypothesis was that there is no significant difference on the combination of upward influence tactic measures between HDHS group and HDLS group.  Upward influence tactics as measured by UITS were viewed as outcome variables.  The UITS consists of measures of frequency of use of six upward influence tactic:  ingratiation, exchange of benefits, rationality, assertiveness, upward appeal, and coalition.  The data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis procedure.  Hotelling's T² was used as an indicator of the significance of differences on the composite dependent variable.  The upward influence tactic scales were examined and no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance was found.


The first null hypothesis that there is no significant difference on the combination of upward influence tactic measures between HDHS group and HDLS group was not rejected, T² = .109, F(6, 53) = .97, p = .457.  No significant difference was observed between the high and the low extrinsic job satisfaction groups under high ecological dissonance on the aggregate measure of upward influence tactics, which included ingratiation, exchange of benefits, rationality, assertiveness, upward appeal, and coalition. 


Hypothesis 2.  This hypothesis was that there is no significant difference on the combination of communication media measures between HDHS group and HDLS group.  Communication media as measured by the IMU for both HDHS and HDLS groups were viewed as outcome variables.  The IMU consists of measures of frequency of use of four communication media:  face-to-face, telephone, computerized system, and written message.  The data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis procedure.  Hotelling's T² was used as an indicator of the significance of differences on the composite dependent variable.  The communication media scales were examined and no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance was found.


The second null hypothesis that there is no significant difference on the combination of communication media measures between HDHS group and HDLS group was not rejected, T² = .047, F(4, 55) = .65, p = .626.  No significant difference was observed between the high and the low extrinsic job satisfaction groups under high ecological dissonance on the aggregate measure of communication media, which included face-to-face, telephone, computerized system, and written message usage.


Hypothesis 3.  This hypothesis was that there is no significant difference on the combination of upward influence tactic measures between LDHS group and LDLS group.  Upward influence tactics as measured by UITS for both LDHS and LDLS groups.  The UITS consists of measures of frequency of use of six upward influence tactic:  ingratiation, exchange of benefits, rationality, assertiveness, upward appeal, and coalition.  The data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis procedure.  Hotelling's T² was used as an indicator of the significance of differences on the composite dependent variable.  The upward influence tactic scales were examined and no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance was found.


The third null hypothesis that there is no significant difference on the combination of upward influence tactic measures between LDHS group and LDLS group was rejected, T² = .371, F(6, 47) = 2.91, p = .017.  The observed power was 0.85 at the .05 level of significance.  Means for all measures of the UITS are shown in Table 4.  There was a significant difference between the high and the low extrinsic job satisfaction groups under low ecological dissonance on the aggregate measure of upward influence tactics, which included ingratiation, exchange of benefits, rationality, assertiveness, upward appeal, and coalition.  Post hoc univariate ANOVA tests indicated that ingratiation was significantly higher for the LDHS group than for the LDLS group, F(1, 52) = 5.89, p < .05, and assertiveness was significantly higher for the LDLS group than for the LDHS group, F(1, 52) = 5.43, p < .05.  The observed statistic power was 0.66 and 0.63 for univariate ANOVA test of ingratiation and assertiveness respectively.  None of the other measures of upward influence tactic were significantly different for this comparison.


Hypothesis 4.  This hypothesis was that there is no significant difference on the combination of communication medium measures between LDHS group and LDLS group.  Communication media as measured by the IMU for both LDHS and LDLS groups.  The IMU consists of measures of frequency of use of four communication media:  face-to-face, telephone, computerized system, and written message.  The data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis procedure.  Hotelling's T² was used as an indicator of significance of differences on the composite dependent variable.  The communication media scales were examined and no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance was found.


The fourth null hypothesis that there is no significant difference on the combination of communication medium measures between LDHS group and LDLS group was not rejected, T² = .036, F(4, 49) = .44, p = .78.  No significant difference was observed between the high and the low extrinsic job satisfaction groups under low ecological dissonance on the aggregate of the communication media, including face-to-face, telephone, computerized system, and written message usage.

5.
Discussion


Of the four hypotheses tests, only the third null hypothesis was rejected.  In the low ecological dissonance groups, high extrinsically satisfied department heads' aggregate frequency of use of influence strategies with their immediate supervisors were significantly different from that of low extrinsically satisfied department heads.  Department heads in the LDLS group reported using more assertive influence tactics and less ingratiatory influence tactics than those in the LDHS group.  


The results from the first two hypotheses tests indicated that, among department heads reporting high ED, there was not a significant difference in the department heads' use of influence strategies or communication media with their immediate supervisors, regardless of whether their extrinsic job satisfaction was relatively high or low.  Based on ecological dissonance theory (Miller et al., 1989), the tentative prediction in this study was that in situations of high power conflict with immediate supervisors, managers with high extrinsic satisfaction would use all or some particular upward influence strategies and communication methods to a greater extent than managers with low extrinsic satisfaction.  This prediction was not supported.  A possible reason could be that the measures in the present study were dependent on self-reports, not objective behavioral measures.  Such self-reports might elicit socially desirable responses among these "sophisticated" subjects (Barry & Bateman, 1992).  Department heads may not view themselves as using "undesirable" influence tactics even when they do.  Also, high dissonance from power conflicts may not affect influence tactics across the board up or down but may have a selective influence on specific tactics.  It is also possible that the null hypothesis is true and the tentative prediction from Ecological Dissonance Theory for this study is inappropriate and needs to be refined with respect to detailed knowledge of the specific upward influence tactics and communication media under different degrees of ecological dissonance in power systems.  Another possibility is that use of influence tactics will vary for those on the extreme ends of the extrinsic job satisfaction continuum.  However, the ex post facto design of this study measured ecological dissonance, job satisfaction, and influence process at the same time, and it was not possible to determine which one caused the others.  In order to understand the precise relationships regarding the intervening effects of the differential use of upward influence tactics and communication methods between the prior perception of ED and subsequently reported job satisfaction, a careful experimental design is needed and highly desirable.  Such a design may prove to be methodologically difficult to arrange.


Second, the finding of the third hypothesis indicated that, among department heads reporting low power conflict with immediate supervisors, high compared to low extrinsically satisfied department heads use more ingratiatory influence tactics and less assertive influence tactics with their immediate supervisors.  One of the possible reasons could be that when department heads have less power conflict with their immediate supervisor, the psychological climate might become more free and produce a less formalized environment.  Then, after department heads engage in a higher frequency of use of ingratiatory influence tactics, they may get increased positive feedback from their immediate supervisors.  This, in turn, could influence the degree of extrinsic job satisfaction of the department heads.  The high frequency of use of assertive influence tactics might create a reverse situation.  



Some prior studies found that patterns of use of upward influence tactics were similar among managers (Chacko, 1988; Yukl & Falbe, 1990).  In this study, the profiles of upward influence strategies and communication methods for pursuing organizational goals in each group were also similar.  Pursuit of organizational goals may be too formal, superficial, and low in impact to relate strongly with job satisfaction or to elicit personal differences in use of influence strategies or communication media under different degrees of ED.  The context of `pursuit of organizational goals may make it easy to respond in a socially desirable manner.  Schmidt and Kipnis (1984) have shown that there were different patterns of use of influence strategies in different goal situations.  They found that business managers tended to use rational strategies to influence their supervisors about ideas (organizational goal) and use ingratiatory strategies to improve their image (personal goal) with superiors.  Ansari and Kapoor (1987) also reported that when attempting to pursue organizational goals, people tended to apply a combination of rational and nonrational strategies.  Future research in the context of pursuit of personal goals instead of organizational goals is recommended for comparison with the results of the present study.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges of Ecological Dissonance in Power Systems, Job Satisfactions, Upward Influence Tactics and Communication Media Usage for Overall Samples 

Measures                                         Average

                          M           SD         Range

Ecological Dissonance  21.32        15.06      0.0 - 87.0

in Power Systems

Extrinsic Job

Satisfaction            4.23         1.33      1.0 -  6.8

Ingratiation            3.57         1.50      1.0 -  6.7  

Exchange of

Benefits                1.72         1.14      1.0 -  7.0  

Rationality             6.12         1.07      1.0 -  7.0  

Assertiveness           1.97         1.20      1.0 -  7.0  

Upward Appeal           2.03         1.36      1.0 -  7.0  

Coalition               3.24         1.69      1.0 -  7.0  

Face-to-face            6.03         1.43      1.0 -  7.0

Telephone               4.60         1.94      1.0 -  7.0

Computerized

System                  2.22         1.93      1.0 -  7.0

Written

Message                 4.72         1.71      1.0 -  7.0

                                                 (N = 139)

Table 2

Four New Classified Groups for Planned Comparisons
                     High ED                 Low ED

                    (ED >= 20)               (ED <= 16)

High Extrinsic         HDHS                   LDHS

Job Satisfaction        

(EJS >= 4.67)         N = 11                  N = 41

Low Extrinsic          HDLS                   LDLS

Job Satisfaction

(EJS <= 4.167)        N = 49                  N = 13

ED:   Ecological Dissonance in power systems

EJS:  Extrinsic Job Satisfaction

Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Upward Influence Tactics and Communication Media Usage in Four Groups
Measures        HDHS       HDLS        LDHS       LDLS 
               M    SD    M   SD      M    SD    M    SD
Ingratiation  3.36 2.20  3.70 1.59   3.86 1.37  2.87 0.91      

Exchange of

Benefits      2.12 1.80  1.74 1.03   1.56 0.92  2.08 1.38      

Rationality   5.91 1.77  6.14 1.08   6.20 0.82  5.92 1.16      

Assertiveness 2.00 1.78  2.50 1.17   1.44 0.75  2.15 1.47      

Upward Appeal 2.42 1.98  2.40 1.58   1.58 0.96  1.87 1.30      

Coalition     3.09 2.18  3.52 1.76   2.97 1.51  2.67 1.41

Face-to-face  5.90 1.81  6.00 1.50   5.95 1.60  6.08 0.95      

Telephone     5.00 2.15  3.92 1.98   5.10 1.70  4.62 1.94      

Computerized

System        2.18 2.40  1.92 1.69   2.42 2.03  2.00 1.87      

Written

Message       4.91 1.81  4.59 1.81   4.73 1.72  4.92 1.38 

HDHS:  high ED and high EJS group.

HDLS:  high ED and low EJS group.

LDHS:  low ED and high EJS group.

LDLS:  low ED and low EJS group.
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