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Abstract 

The present study was an attempt to explore differences between Heads of the 

Departments (HODs) and teaching faculty on perceptions of leadership styles 

and organizational politics in university settings. A convenient sample of 128 

participant i.e. HODs (n = 61) and teaching faculty (n = 67) was drawn from 

different academic units of public sector universities. Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ-5X; Bass & Avolio, 1997) and Organizational Politics 

Scale (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997) were used to operationally assess the 

constructs being measured. The results demonstrated that HODs scored 

significantly higher on both transformational and transactional leadership styles, 

whereas teaching faculty was found to be higher on organizational politics and 

its factors i.e. general political behaviors (GPB) and go-along-to-get-ahead 

(GATGA). Certain limitations and practical implication have also been 

discussed. 

Keywords: Perceived Organizational Politics, Transformational Leadership, 

Transactional Leadership 

Introduction 

Universities are the organizations that are fairly different from other typical human 

services or industrialized organizations, but at the same time both are comparable in 

several ways. Like traditional organizations, universities also contain hierarchy of 

command from vice chancellor to the teaching faculty. However, unlike typical 

organizations, the authorities (e.g. HODs and Deans) of teaching faculty are not usually 

equipped with professional administrative trainings. Teachers hold principal position in 

the hierarchy of university faculty and are supposed not only to teach higher classes and 

supervise research work, but also to demonstrate some administrative tasks e.g. 

organization of training workshops, seminars, coordinating academic programs and 

conducting study tours etc. Such activities are organized with slight autonomy delegated 

by their heads, who assume administrative role over there. While managing and 
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performing certain duties teachers find a way to develop the sense of perception about 

leadership and organizational politics besides other pertinent organizational behaviors 

and attitudes. In such a situation, the role of leaders (i.e., head of departments) and 

teachers themselves is considered to be more valuable for organizational researchers.  

Universities, through their intellectual input, have unanimously been considered by 

various cadres of society as vital units that consistently contribute in various aspects of 

growth and development. University faculty is one among the most vital forces assumed 

to add to quality knowledge that is inevitable for the improvement and refinement of both 

individual and society. There are also various organizational and individual concerns that 

need to be addressed timely in order to facilitate the teaching faculty. One among these 

issues is how teachers perceive the leadership behavior and organizational politics and 

whether their perception is at par with their heads of departments or they have different 

views about these factors. Hence, the current study intends to focus on the comparison 

between actual political behaviors and leadership styles of departmental heads and 

perceived leadership styles and organizational politics of teaching faculty. It is supposed 

that a realistic comprehension of these differences would help educationists and policy 

makers to create healthier academic environment in institutes of higher education. 

Perception of Leadership Styles 

Leadership styles denote to the behaviors which are exercised by the leader to influence 

subordinates by providing them directions and inspiring them to work effectively (Duta, 

2011). Leadership is a relationship between those who have the urge to lead others and 

those who tend to be leaded (Kouzes & Posner, 2003). In simple and precise manners, 

leadership has been well-conceived in the terms of influence, compliance, focusing group 

processes, particular behaviors, power relation, encouragement, differentiated role, 

unique personality, and all potential blends of these facets (Bass, 1997).  

The present study emphasizes on comparison of actual leadership style practiced by 

heads and how subordinate faculty members perceive the leadership style of their heads 

i.e., their perceived leadership style. Researchers now a days are also evaluating how the 

subordinates perceive their leaders rather than focusing solely on the impact of leadership 

styles. For instance, Shums-ur-Rehman, Shareef, Mahmood and Ishaque (2012) and 

Mitonga-Monga, Coetzee, and Cilliers (2012) examined the perceived leadership style in 

relation to employees commitment and participation. Moreover, Mester, Visser, Roodt, 

and Kellerman (2003), in the same line, explored the effect of leadership styles on OCB, 

job involvement, and satisfaction and elucidated different findings in contrast to the 

perceived leadership styles. This suggests that perception of employees regarding the 

leadership style of the executives is of vital importance. Sheer understanding of the 

variance between actual leadership style exercised by the heads and its perception of 

subordinates may help in resolving and proper handling of many issues when arise at a 

workplace. 
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Theories of leadership 

Numerous theories of leadership have been coined to define overview of leadership from 

different standpoints. These theories can be grouped on the bases of certain aspects like 

who leads, how leads, under what circumstances leads, and the nature of followers. Some 

of the noticeable theories have thoroughly explained the leadership phenomenon. For 

instance trait leadership that considers personal characteristics, generally the inherited 

traits, differentiate leaders from the rest of individuals (Robbins & Judge, 2006).Three 

categories of the traits that have been widely studied include demographic characteristics, 

characteristics related to task competence, and interpersonal attributes (Derue, Nahrgang, 

Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). 

Behavioral theories tend to distinguish leaders from non-leaders in terms of specific 

behaviors (Robbins & Judge, 2006). Subsequent proliferation of behavior paradigm 

identifies more or less 65 different classifications of leaders‘ behaviors (Fleishman et al., 

1991). Most of these behaviors can be clustered into one of the four categories including 

task-oriented, relational oriented, change-oriented, and passive leadership behaviors. 

Situational leadership theories do not emphasize on particular traits or behaviors rather 

these theories propose that none of the leadership is effective in all situations. These 

theories suggest that certain situational factors i.e. the followers, the people, the tasks, 

and the organization itself determine the effective leadership (Bolden, Gosling, 

Marturano, & Dennison, 2003). Fiedler‘s contingency approach to leadership (1970) and 

Hersey-Blanchard Model of Leadership (1977) are the examples of situational leadership.  

Full range leadership originally proposed by Burns (1978) has also been considered as 

trailblazing leadership theory (Robbins & Coultar, 2005). This model incorporates three 

types of leadership behaviors including transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire. 

The theory postulates that transformational leaders potentially transform the followers by 

passing positive change among them, motivate them to be more helpful, caring, and 

harmonious for other employees and organization as well. In contrast, those who get 

involved in a transaction with their followers to accomplish goals are known as 

transactional leaders. This leadership involves an exchange of leader‘s interest and 

follower‘s expectations (Paracha, Qamar, Mirza, Inam-ul-Hassan, & Waqas, 2012). The 

third category of leadership entails of inactive leaders who avoid involvement is termed 

as laissez-faire (Bodla & Nawaz, 2010). The highly center of attention leadership styles 

among the researchers are transformational and transactional (Hambley, Neill, & Kline, 

2007). The current study, therefore, explores the indigenous conception of these two 

globally recognized leadership styles, specifically in university settings that previously 

has not attained enough attention of researchers.  

Leadership, in order to manipulate subordinates to achieve specific goals, occasionally 

uses political tactics. Both leadership style and political behavior are integral part of 
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influencing employees, so it is also worth seeing that in what way subordinates perceive 

organizational politics and how their perception differs from their leadership. 

Perceived Organizational Politics (POP) 

It is generally acknowledged that perception of politics yields a conspicuous role in 

organizational policies and processes and thus probably influences several vital work-

related behaviors and attitudes. Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1989) explained organizational 

politics as the process of influence which is strategically planned so as to escalate the 

self-interest. These anticipated self-interests encompass wide range of objectives that 

might be short-term or long-term and sometimes are consistent or contrary to others‘ 

interests within the organizations. Some other definitions outline the framework of 

organizational politics as power seeking action by using various tactics (Buchanan & 

Badham, 2007) and being engage in influential activities which tend to rise the interests 

of oneself or those of the organization (Rosen, Harris, & Kacmar, 2009). 

Leaders, at times, indulge themselves in political acts like lobbying, power struggle for 

resources, and allocation of informal rewards (Hales, 1986). Thus, organizational politics 

plays a prominent role not only in clarifying the ambiguity within organization but also as 

fabricating shared meanings around those matters which are not properly defined 

(Ammeter et al., 2002). On the other hand subordinates, being in the same context, not 

only identify their leader‘s such behaviors but they also cultivate their perceptions of 

leadership behavior and organizational politics so that to manipulate them and grab 

opportunities in preferred manners. 

There are various classifications of POP but the most widely recognized classification 

scheme among theorists and researchers, focusing on perceived organizational politics, is 

the three factor classification scheme proposed by Kacmar and Ferris (1991). These 

facets are labeled as general political behaviors, pay and promotion policies, and go-

along-to-get-ahead. An introduction of all of these factors is summarized here: 

Pay and promotion policies: Pay and promotion policies is the category of political 

behavior which is related to the pay and reward system of the organization e.g. pay 

increases or other benefits might refer to the favoritism or some other political 

maneuvering within the organization (Kacmar& Ferris, 1991; Rosen, 2006).  

Go along to get ahead: Go along to get ahead comprises those political acts where 

individual intentionally remains quiet and takes no action in order to grab valued 

outcomes. These non-threatening silent people are often considered for reward because 

they do not take action against others and do not interfere with the acts of powerful ones 

(Kacmar& Ferris, 1991). This situation would ultimately results in a safety of the valued 

outcomes of the perceiver (Chivakidakarn, Dastoor, & Mujtaba, 2009). 
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General political behavior: This type of political behaviors involves general acts of 

politics which are aimed at achieving one‘s valued outcomes. Examples of such 

behaviors include clutching credit of what actually a fellow deserves, blaming someone 

else at work for the faults, and joining of someone‘s alloy group who is bearing a 

powerful role in the organization (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997; Rosen, 2006). Such 

behaviors are termed as self-serving because they are aimed at achieving valued 

outcomes (Chivakidakarn et al., 2009). 

Keeping in view the importance of both leadership style and POP it seems plausible to 

have an empirical insight in this phenomenon in university settings. The present study is 

exploratory in nature and the foremost objective of it is to compare and find differences 

on leadership styles and perceived organizational politics between university HODs and 

teaching faculty. It is assumed that HODs and subordinate faculty members of 

universities will significantly differ in leadership styles and organizational politic. 

Method 

Sample 

Samples of university teachers (N = 67) and heads of the departments (N = 61) were 

selected by the researchers in three universities i.e. Universities of the Punjab, University 

of Sargodha, and GC University Lahore. Participants, belonging to various departments 

of the universities, were included through convenient sampling technique. Only those 

full-time teachers and Heads of Departments who had a minimum job experience of two 

years attheir then current positions were selected for present study. Those teachers who 

have been HODs before were not included. The age of the sample of teachers ranged 

from 24 to 53 years (M = 34.41, SD = 7.21), whereas the age of sample of chairpersons/ 

heads ranged between 32 to 61 years (M = 41.21, SD = 9.32).  

Measures 

Constructs of the present study were measured and operationalized through the following 

self-report measures: 

Organizational Politics Scale developed by Kacmar and Carlson (1997) was used to 

measure the perception of organizational politics (POP) in university teachers (a = .87). It 

included 15 items and 3 sub-scales i.e. General Political Behavior(a = .77), Go-along-to-

get-ahead(a = .78), and Pay and Promotion Policies(a = .73). Reliability coefficients 

were reported by Danaaefard, Balutbzeh, and Kashi (2010). 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X, Short) developed by Bass and Avolio 

(1997) was used to measure the transformational and transactional leadership styles of 

HODs and it was used in the current study to assess the perceived leadership styles of 
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university teachers. This scale comprised of 36 items. Reliability scores reported by 

authors for the subscales ranged from .63 to .92. 

Procedure 

Participants of both samples were personally contacted in their university offices. After 

ensuring informed consent and confidentiality of data, each individual was thoroughly 

briefed about the objectives of the present study. Individuals who showed willingness to 

be the part of study were given the questionnaires along with written instructions about 

how to respond to each item. Their verbal queries regarding how to respond to items of 

various scales were also cordially entertained and they were further requested to respond 

to each item of all scales. A total of 300 questionnaires were disseminated among 

university teachers and departmental heads. Response rate was 61% in total. After 

thorough review of data obtained, 67 questionnaires of teachers and 61 of heads of 

departments were finally accepted for analysis and rest were discarded because of 

missing responses, random responses, and incomplete demographic information.  

Results 

Data collected for pilot study were subjected to different statistical analyses. Descriptive 

analyses for instruments defined adequacy of data, whereas Cronbach‘s alpha was 

computed for all scales and subscale in order to ascertain the internal consistency of 

instruments. Finally, t-test was applied for differences between scores of HODs and 

teaching faculty on the study variables. The results are provided in the following tables 

with relevant descriptions: 

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and Psychometric Properties of Scales for the Sample of 

Teachers (N = 67) 

Variable  M SD Items α Potential Actual Skewness 

TRF 75.29 10.60 20 .89 1-5 2.71-4.12 .28 

TRS 41.34 6.48 8 .72 1-5 3.39-4.09 -.49 

POP 46.58 6.51 14 .70 1-5 2.01-4.12 .57 

GPB  8.13 3.04 2 .71 1-5 2.94-3.26 -.38 

GATGA 23.74 5.09 7 .77 1-5 2.62-4.07 -.59 

PPP 16.62 4.03 5 .68 1-5 2.20-3.79 .11 

Note. TRF = transformational leadership; TRS = transactional leadership; POP = perceived 

organizational politics; GPB = general political behavior; GATGA = go-along-to-get-ahead; PPP 

= pay and promotion policies. 

Table 1 shows mean scores and standard deviations for all study variables. It 

demonstrates that all major scales scored high alpha coefficient values that ranged 

between .68 (for PPP) to .89(for Transformational leadership). Table 1 also displays 
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actual and potential range and skewness for the variables, which is indicating that it is not 

a restricted range and showing appropriate variability. 

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics and Psychometric Properties of the Sample of Heads of 

University Departments on Leadership Styles (N = 61) 

Variable  M SD Items α Potential Actual Skewness 

TRF  83.92 8.82 20 .85 1-5 3.52-4.51 -.79 

TRS 48.33 3.45 8 .65 1-5 1.86-4.35 -.20 

POP 47.85 7.05 14 .74 1-5 1.97-4.00 -.47 

GPB  7.11 2.04 2 .71 1-5 3.49-3.62 -.49 

GATGA 25.47 4.99 7 .76 1-5 3.26-4.00 -.46 

PPP 15.26 3.40 5 .71 1-5 2.02-2.97 .05 

Note. TRF = transformational leadership; TRS = transactional leadership; POP = perceived 

organizational politics; GPB = general political behavior; GATGA = go-along-to-get-ahead; PPP 

= pay and promotion policies. 

Table 2 demonstrates mean scores, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients of 

leadership styles and organizational politics computed from the data of heads of 

university departments. It also displays actual and potential range and skewness for the 

variables, which is indicating that it is not a restricted range and showing appropriate 

variability. 

Table 3 Comparison of Leadership Styles of University Departmental Heads and 

Teachers on Leadership Styles and Organizational Politics (N = 128) 

 

Heads of 

Departments 

(n = 61) 

Teachers 

(n = 67) 
95% CI 

Cohen‘s d 

Variables 
M SD M SD t(126) LL UL 

TRF 83.92 8.82 75.29 10.60 4.41*** 1.58 3.24 .07 

TRS 48.33 3.45 41.34 6.48 13.94*** 2.96 4.43 .11 

POP 42.85 7.05 47.58 6.51 3.34** 1.02 2.11 .09 

GPB  7.11 2.04 9.13 3.04 2.11** 1.26 3.76 .03 

GATGA 22.47 4.99 27.74 5.09 4.05*** .87 2.04 .04 

PPP 16.26 3.40 15.62 4.03 .98 2.57 -1.10 .01 

Note. TRF = transformational leadership; TRS = transactional leadership; POP = perceived 

organizational politics; GPB = general political behavior; GATGA = go-along-to-get-ahead; PPP 

= pay and promotion policies. 

**p< .01. ***p< .001. 

Results in Table 3 show mean differences on TRF and TRS between actual leadership 

styles of heads of university departments and perceived leadership styles of university 
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teachers. Mean differences are found to be significant on TRF {t (126) = 4.41, p< .001} 

and TRS {t (126) = 13.94, p< .001}. It implies that actual and perceived leadership styles 

have accounted for significant differences and perceived leadership styles of university 

teachers have high mean scores as compared to heads of university departments.  

Discussion 

Present study was targeted at examining the differences in leadership styles and perceived 

organizational politics between HODs and teaching faculty in university settings. Before 

computing the t-test to explore differences, the psychometric soundness of the 

instruments of used in present study was figured out. To accomplish this purpose, 

descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients (see Table 1 & 2) were computed for both 

scales. The low to moderate standard deviations, values of measurement tools provided a 

clue that the scale means were good approximation of their corresponding parameters. 

Actual and potential range of response formats yield an evidence that the responses were 

varying among respondents and a good instrument should maintain this variance. The 

skewness values of all the scales were also within the acceptable range which suggested 

that variable of the present study approximated normal curve in their distributions, which 

justified the application of statistical tests such as t-test to examine differences. 

Moreover, results revealed that various scales of the study demonstrated an adequate 

index (greater than .70) of alpha reliability as recommended by psychometrician (George 

& Mallery, 2003; Nunnally, & Bernstein, 1994). 

In order to examine whether there were any significant differences between the perceived 

leadership styles of teachers and the heads of departments, t-test was performed. Current 

findings revealed significant differences between the scores of heads of departments and 

teachers. The scores of HODs were found to be higher on TRF and TRS (see Table 3). 

These results yield support to the existing literature that self-report ratings are 

consistently found to be more favorable than ratings by others (Mester, Visser, Roodt, & 

Kellerman, 2003). One explanation may be that respondents are inclined to give socially 

desirable responses as contrary to their actual behaviors in practice. Another reason that 

can also be potential factor for these differences might be that in university settings 

teachers are highly qualified and are used to enjoy freedom and autonomy rather than 

being entirely under the influence of heads. It is therefore concluded that they may 

perceive and evaluate their heads differently as compared to the heads themselves. 

Finally, the average age of the respondents may also be a factor of importance in 

explaining these results, as the majority of heads were above 40 year of age (M = 41.21), 

whereas the mean age of teachers was lesser (M = 34.41). Heads, because of their 

advanced age and greater job experience, may assume themselves more confident and 

higher on leadership styles. 

Moreover, as POP has always been perceived as negative by the employees, the first 

thing what an employee can do in response to POP is that s/he can reduce her/his 

voluntary organization facilitating behaviors. This is because these behaviors do not bring 
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any direct reward to the employee, as they are not part of formal job description; and 

their reduction does not result in any direct negative impact on the employee. Therefore, 

it seems conceivable for the employee to reduce OCB level in reaction to POP. This has 

been supported by many researchers e.g. Afshardoust, Feizabadi, Zakizadeh, and 

Abdolhoseyni (2013) studied a sample of sports employees and observed a significant 

negative relationship between OCB and POP. Danaeefard, Balutbazeh and Kashi (2010) 

also concluded a significant negative relationship between POP and OCB when they 

considered peer-report forms of these two constructs. In Pakistani context, Ahmad (2010) 

studied the individual and interactive effects of POP on OCB. The results of his study 

revealed a strong negative relationship between these variables.  

Whereas, in western organizational settings Randall,Cropanzano, Bormann, and Birjulin 

(1999) studied the relationship of POP with OCB within individual and organizational 

context and concluded a strong negative relationship between these variables. Similarly 

Vigoda (2007), Vigaoda and Drory (2006) observed a strong relationship between POP 

and OCB in a sense that increase in POP resulted in a decrease in OCB.   

However, leadership theory originally projected by Burns (1978) yields an understanding 

that the TRF and OCB are positively associated because of potential behaviors of 

transformational leaders implied directly or indirectly to change or transform the 

followers by encouraging them and bring positive change among them through 

motivation. 

Kacmer and Ferris (1991) defined that high level of POP are the activities, when implied 

by the employees, to protect and maximize their personal interests and for that they at the 

same time avoid negative outcomes within the organization. These political activities are 

generally exercised by the individuals in order to gain personal benefits. In a typical 

Pakistani public sector university, these advantages include a variety of ready benefits, 

for example, positive evaluations on annual confidential reports, paid extra workloads, 

relaxation in extra duties assigned time to time by the faculty heads, limited nomination 

for faculty development programs, and university support for research projects.  

On the other hand, leadership in organizations also exercises various political behaviors 

in order to grab benefits from higher executives and at the same time to establish 

hegemony over subordinates in order to enhance the organizational affectivity. More 

specifically leadership and subordinates are more likely to act politically when (1) there 

is uncertainty or complexity in decision-making procedures and performance, and (2) 

there is strong competitive for limited resources (e.g., equipment or office space). Despite 

the fact that personality and other demographic differences may lead to political 

behavior, such behaviors are usually more strongly influenced by the situational aspects. 

Because of the different positions, status, and objective both leaders and their 

subordinates are supposed to have different perceptions of politics in an organization.  
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The present study also focused on examining the difference on POP between HODs and 

teaching faculty and results revealed that teaching faculty scored higher on overall POP, 

general political behaviors, and go-along-to-get-ahead. The only non-significant 

differences were found on pay and promotion policies. An apparent reason is that the 

subordinates more closely observe their surrounding environment at workplace and 

thoroughly discuss each happening and change within the organization. They are much 

involved in organizational politics in order to gain the immediate and long run benefits. 

Therefore, high score of teaching employee on POP as compared to their HODs is not 

illogical. As the intentions of both the leadership and employees are not the same while 

being involved in politics, the competition among HODs is not as stronger as among 

employees who are struggling for scarce sources and other advantages mentioned earlier. 

Chivakidakarn, Dastoor, and Mujtaba (2009) provide support to the argument that 

employees involve in GATGA as a safety of the valued consequences for them. A 

possible reason explaining these results may be that in order to gain tangible of intangible 

advantages, while working in a highly political environment, employees intentionally 

manifest their association with leadership through overt behavioral acts (e.g. OCB) and it 

is appreciated and encouraged by the leaders as well. So their subordinates‘ perception of 

POP is increased because of the effect of leadership itself. 

Conclusion 

It is inferred that the perception of HODs on both transformational and transactional 

leadership is higher as compared to the general teaching faculty in university settings. On 

the other hand teachers‘ perception of organizational politics and its facets was found to 

be significantly higher than those of HODs in public sector universities. 

Limitations and Suggestions 

Limitation of present study should be considered as suggestions as well. A larger sample 

of both HODs and teaching faculty could help in discerning the causal relationship 

between leadership styles and perception of politics along with the impact of 

demographic characteristics. Likewise multi-method approach along with self-

administered measures is surmised to elucidate a consolidated portrayal of the 

phenomenon.  

Practical Implications 

HODs in public sector universities should recognize the gains of different leadership 

styles as these may affect perception of organizational politics and eventually formal 

performance. It is an empirical fact that transformational leadership correlates positively 

and transactional leadership inversely with POP (e.g. Vigoda-Gadot, 2007; Durrani, 

2014) so current findings will help HODs to adopt suitable leadership style depending 

upon departmental circumstances. Moreover, current findings contribute to the 
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understanding of the difference on perceptions of leadership styles and politics in public 

sector universities particularly.  
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