Northouse: Leadership 5e


Chapter 8 – Leader-Member Exchange Theory

Hogg, M. A., Martin, R., Epitropaki, O., Mankad, A., Svensson, A., and Weeden, K. (2005).  Effective leadership in salient groups: Revisiting Leader-Member Exchange Theory from the Perspective of the Social Identity Theory of Leadership.  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31 (7), 991-1004.

Abstract: Two studies compared leader-member exchange (LMX) theory and the social identity theory of leadership. Study 1 surveyed 439 employees of organizations in Wales, measuring work group salience, leader-member relations, and perceived leadership effectiveness. Study 2 surveyed 128members of organizations in India, measuring identification not salience and also individualism/ collectivism. Both studies provided good support for social identity predictions. Depersonalized leader-member relations were associated with greater leadership effectiveness among high than low-salient groups (Study 1) and among high than low identifiers (Study 2). Personalized leadership effectiveness was less affected by salience (Study 1) and unaffected by identification

(Study 2). Low-salience groups preferred personalized leadership more than did high-salience groups (Study 1). Low identifiers showed no preference but high identifiers preferred depersonalized leadership (Study 2). In Study 2, collectivists did not prefer depersonalized as opposed to personalized leadership, whereas individualists did, probably because collectivists focus more on the relational self.
Discussion Questions:

1. How does SI theory differ from LMX theory in prescribing how leaders should relate to their subordinates?

2. What is group salience?  What are two ways of operationalizing it?

3. What contributes to group salience in organizations?  Demographic similarity?  Length of employment? Task structure?

4. What were the two sample populations surveyed?  From your reading in Chapter 14 of our textbook, how do their cultural values and beliefs differ?  How might this affect the study results? 

5. In Study 1, what were the predictor variables?  What were the three outcome measures?

6. In Study 1, what was the difference in perceived leader effectiveness as a function of leadership style for low salience and high salience groups?

7. In Study 1, what was the difference in perceived leader effectiveness as a function of group salience for depersonalized and personalized leadership?

8. On page 997 the authors explain the results of Study 1 in terms of social identity analysis.  Can you think of other explanations for these results besides social identity theory?  For example, what other factors besides “highly identifying with an organization” might produce similar results?

9. In Study 2, what were the three predictor variables?  What was the outcome variable?

10. What was the effect of group identification on perceptions of leadership effectiveness using the depersonalized vs. personalized style?

11. What was the effect of leadership style on perceptions of leadership effectiveness between high and low collectivist respondents?  Did this support the authors’ prediction?

12. Hogg et al. argue that studying group leadership from a dyadic perspective is insufficient.  Besides LMX, what other theories have you studied so far in this course that also take a dyadic approach to leadership?  Would Hogg’s argument apply as well to them?

13. Is it possible to use more than one leadership approach at a time?  Is it necessary or advantageous to be a leadership theory purist? 

14. On page 994 the authors describe LMX leaders as potentially being perceived as unfair, “by playing favorites, treating members differently from one another, or by establishing special relationships with some members but not with others.”  Is it possible to treat all subordinates fairly and equally, yet not exactly the same?

15. How would LMX proponents respond to this paper?  (Note to instructor:  One response might be that SI seems to consider highly prototypical ingroups as a unit.  Thus the leader-ingroup exchange might still be construed as dyadic, not as individual-group.  Another response might be that according to LMX theory, leaders are not “isolating” subordinates from one another, but respecting differences in interest, tenure, competency, etc.  Yet a third response would be that, in theory, LMX is often initiated by the subordinate who makes a bid for more attention, work, or consideration.  SI theory implies that leadership behaviors are more unidirectional than bi-directional.)
