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Abstract

Motivational Climate is crucial for organisations to achieve their goals, maintain
competitiveness, and promote employee well-being and work performance. This
study aims to explore the relationship between feedback and motivational climate,
with a focus on the mediating and moderating roles of Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX). Through empirical research, we investigate how LMX influences different

aspects of these constructs.

Our findings reveal important insights into the complex dynamics between feedback,
motivational climate, and LMX. Specifically, we found that LMX serves as a mediator
between perceived feedback behaviour and mastery climate, indicating that the
quality of leader-member relationships influences the relationship between feedback
and the promotion of a mastery climate. Furthermore, LMX also mediates the
relationship between perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency and

both mastery climate and performance climate.

Moreover, our study uncovers a significant finding that LMX moderates the
relationship between perceived feedback behaviour and performance climate. This
suggests that the quality of leader-member relationships can impact how feedback

influences the creation of a performance climate within the organisation.

To obtain comprehensive results, we collected cross-sectional data from 218
representatives, considering a broad range of demographic variables to enhance the

generalizability of our findings.

The implications of this study extend to managerial practices, emphasising the
importance of fostering a conducive motivational climate and utilising feedback

mechanisms to optimise employee performance and satisfaction.
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1. Introduction

Feedback plays a central role in fulfilling the human need for recognition, as it is
essential for individual independence and self-realisation. Our ability to gain
recognition depends to a large extent on the feedback we receive from others
(Qiestad, 2004). Despite this, it is shown in an American research study that a
significant amount of 65% of the workforce has not received any kind of recognition
or positive feedback in their work environment (Rath & Clifton, 2005). This statistical
finding raises meaningful questions about the consequences of this lack of
recognition and feedback in work contexts, especially when you consider that work is
a significant part of our lives, with the average person spending countless hours at

work throughout their lives.

These statistical results appear even more worrying, especially when considering the
contemporary dynamics of our rapidly developing society, where concepts such as
competitiveness and productivity are central to our consciousness (Acemoglu &
Robinson, 2019). This perspective, on which problems can be prominent in today's
society, reinforces the importance of examining the dynamics of the work climate, the
importance of constructive feedback and the relationship between leaders and
employees (Baloch et al., 2021; Chun et al., 2014; Nerstad et al., 2013). A thorough
analysis of these factors becomes crucial, as they have the potential to influence the
individual's ability to achieve and maintain a high degree of competitiveness and
productivity in the modern work climate (Loi et al., 2011). A decisive factor in creating

a positive work culture and a healthy work climate is feedback (Akhtar et al., 2022).

Research has shown that focusing on feedback is important for employees'
development and improvement of their work performance. It can also increase their
commitment and well-being in the workplace (Chun et al., 2014; ligen et al., 1979;
Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). In other words, feedback plays a crucial role in our
professional development and our ability to thrive and perform at our work. To
increase the work performance of employees in an organisation, it is essential to
create a climate where feedback and knowledge sharing are prioritised (Akhtar et al.,
2022). Studies have shown that a high degree of competitiveness, effort, mastery
skills, belonging and autonomy are positively associated with employee performance
and well-being (Graves & Luciano, 2013; Karatepe et al., 2006).
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An important factor in creating such a climate; is focusing on developing good
relationships within the organisation. Developing good relationships between leaders
and members plays a key role in work climates that want to reduce conflicts between
employees and encourage feedback from colleagues and sharing of knowledge
(Newell et al., 2009). Through knowledge sharing, employees can develop, feel
ownership and gain a sense of mastery (Cui & Yu, 2021). Therefore, it is important to
prioritise a culture where feedback and sharing knowledge is a natural part of the
work environment (Akhtar et al., 2022; Newell et al., 2009).

Studies have shown that perceived motivational climate can affect an employee's
effort and motivation, which is crucial for both the employee and the organisation
(Nerstad et al., 2013). Motivational climate is a broad term that includes elements of
both a mastery climate and a performance climate, depending on the organisation’s
goals and values. Research has often done a comparison of mastery climate and
performance climates. Employees in a mastery climate feel more supported and
encouraged to develop their skills, leading to higher commitment, motivation, and
performance compared to those in a performance-oriented climate. A good mastery
climate also enhances employees' well-being and job satisfaction, resulting in
increased internal motivation and greater involvement. As a result, employees are
also less likely to leave an organisation (Buch et al., 2017; Liem et al., 2008; Nerstad
et al., 2013). On the other hand, a perceived performance climate may be positively
related to turnover intentions, meaning that employees may be more likely to leave
the organisation if they feel pressured to achieve results at the expense of their

personal development and well-being (Buch et al., 2017).

Feedback can have a positive impact on a person’s behaviour at work and is a
valuable leadership strategy (Evans & Dobrosielska, 2021). In motivating climates,
where leaders prioritise giving feedback to the employees, will at the same time, by
doing so, contribute to the employees’ development of competences (Jiestad, 2004).
Feedback can be considered a cornerstone of a good relationship and good
communication with one’s leader. The relationship with the leader also affects the
feedback processes. When there is a good relationship between an employee and a
leader, it is often easier for the leader to give feedback at the “right” time. At the

same time, the employees are more receptive to this feedback, as there is a mutual
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trust and understanding of abilities, skills and needs for development (Evans &
Dobrosielska, 2021). In other words, it is seen that employees develop through a
process where they receive feedback, corrections and relevant information that they
can integrate into their future work tasks and areas of responsibility. The leader
passes the information on to an employee who uses this information in light of their
own knowledge and skills. This creates a basis for behavioural changes and
improvements based on the information provided and the employee’s existing
knowledge (Diestad, 2004).

How can a leader build a good relationship with their employees, and how can this
have a positive effect on the work climate? To achieve this, it is important that
leaders strive and focus on their relationship with their employees. A textbook
definition for this relationship is known as Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) (G.
Graen & Cashman, 1975).

Research shows that LMX is one of the most common and important components in
an organisation and in a work environment (G. Graen & Cashman, 1975). Leaders
instruct and motivate their employees by actualizing their potential. This is done by
giving them feedback on their performance (Chun et al., 2014). An employee’s ability
to obtain feedback that provides them with new and useful information from their
leaders may depend on the general level of LMX. The better the quality of this
relationship, the more likely the employee will receive useful information and
guidance from their leader (L. W. Lam et al., 2017). In other words, it is important to
look at feedback and LMX together, due to the close relation and greatly influence

these two concepts have (Chun et al., 2014).

An effective feedback process and a high quality LMX can have multiple effects on
each other. Feedback can be an important part of the LMX process, as feedback can
allow the leader and the employee to communicate about performance and
expectations. Feedback can also help build trust between leaders and employees, as
it shows that the leader is willing to provide constructive feedback to help the
employee to improve and develop. Similarly, LMX can also influence the feedback
process. If there is a good relationship between a leader and an employee, the
feedback can be more effective, as the employee will feel more comfortable receiving

feedback. If there is a poor relationship between the leader and the employee, the
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feedback may be less effective, as the employee may be less willing to accept the
feedback from the leader (Baloch et al., 2021; Chun et al., 2014; Evans &
Dobrosielska, 2021; L. W. Lam et al., 2017; W. Lam et al., 2007).

Analysing the relationship between feedback and its outcomes is complex and
influenced by a number of variables and factors. Previous research has shown that
there are several moderating factors that influence the relationship between feedback
and its outcome (Evans & Dobrosielska, 2021). Despite the fact that it seems difficult
and complex to analyse feedback, its outcomes and its relationship to other
variables, there is still considerable potential for research in this field. Perhaps the
ambiguity and complexity of this field makes it particularly fascinating and engaging

to explore.

According to Evans and Dobrosielska (2021), there is only a limited amount of
academic and empirical research on feedback in work contexts that can inform and
be transferred to practice. “The academic study of workplace feedback therefore
represents an opportunity ripe for academic work interested in replication, the wider
transferability of this body of evidence, and impact.” (Evans & Dobrosielska, 2021, p.
3402). ltis interesting to note that no extensive research has been conducted on
feedback as a phenomenon in working life, including examination of how the
relationship between a leader and a member (LMX) functions as a moderator or
mediator (Afshan et al., 2022; Buch, 2015). This indicates a potential for further

research and understanding of these relationships.

In this thesis, the potential for research on feedback in the workplace is seen as a
significant opportunity to create new knowledge and insight. It is seen as a source of
valuable empirical data and a way to increase our understanding of how feedback
can be used to improve the motivational climate and increase productivity in
companies and organisations. In this context, the leader in a given workplace will
have a central place. This, because leaders in most cases hold the key to
information, the key to feedback. In most common cases, the leader is the sender,
and the employee is the recipient of the feedback (L. W. Lam et al., 2017).

Based on this, it can be interpreted that this will give us a unique opportunity to

investigate how LMX can function both as moderator and mediator in the relationship
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between feedback and motivational climate. By examining these moderating and
mediating factors, we contribute to uncovering the complex dynamics between
feedback, LMX and motivational climate. The purpose of this thesis is to investigate
and analyse the relationship between feedback, LMX and motivational climate and
their interaction in organisational contexts. In what follows, we will be exploring this

question:

What is the Mediating and Moderating Role of Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX) impact the Relationship Between Feedback and Motivational Climate?

Our contribution to the research area will be to explore and document how the
feedback processes and quality of LMX can affect the motivational climate in an
organisation. In the thesis’ second section central concepts and theories will be
presented. In this section, there will be a focus on feedback, exchanges between
leaders and members and motivational climate. By incorporating theoretical
perspectives and previous research on feedback, LMX and motivational climate, it
explores how establishing a positive and trusting relationship between leaders and
employees can promote an effective feedback culture and contribute to creating and
maintaining a motivational climate. In the third section of the thesis, we describe the
method used, which is a survey. The composition of the sample and the procedure
for data collection are explained in detail. The survey includes questions about LMX,
feedback and motivational climate that are relevant to answering the research
guestion. The results are presented and discussed in the fourth section. Data
analysis of the survey reveals different correlations between LMX, feedback and
motivational climate. The results are presented using statistical findings and
descriptions of the identified correlations. The results from the survey can be
valuable to organisations in their efforts to improve management practices,
strengthen LMX, and promote a motivational climate for their employees. In the fifth
section, we discuss and provide a deeper interpretation of the results in relation to
the theoretical background. We pay a particular attention towards the mediating and
moderating effects of LMX and its impact on the relationship between feedback and
motivational climate. In this section, we also discuss the strengths and limitations of

the study, as well as possible areas for further research. In the last section of the
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thesis, we conclude and summarise the main results and answer of the research

question.

2. Theory and Hypotheses

2.1 Feedback

Feedback is defined as information that is available to employees in their work
environment (Hanser & Muchinsky, 1978). The main function of feedback is to
regulate behaviour by helping employees work towards goals and achieve personal
development. Feedback provides employees with information about their work
performance, including whether they are meeting the set of standards and whether or
not their behaviour is considered appropriate. This information helps employees
perform their jobs effectively and allows them to evaluate their performance and
improve their behaviour in the future (Lam et al., 2017).

"Originally, feedback was used to describe an arrangement in an electronic
circuits whereby information about the level of an ‘output’ signal (specifically the
gap between the actual level of the output signal and some defined ‘reference’
level) was fed back into one of the system’s inputs” (Black & Wiliam, 1998, p.
47).

Later, feedback has been used in other contexts, primarily in connection with
behavioural sciences. A central description of feedback in this context is seen by
Kluger & DeNisi (1996):

"They define 'feedback interventions' as 'actions taken by an external agent to
provide information regarding some aspects of one's task performance’,
although it is worth noting that the requirement for an external agent excludes
self-regulation. In contrast, Ramaprasad (1983) defines feedback as follows:
“Feedback is information about the gap between the actual level and the
reference level of a system parameter which is used to alter the gap in some
way (p. 4).”” (Black & Wiliam, 1998, p. 48).

Feedback has often been written about in educational contexts (Black & Wiliam,
1998; Carless, 2006; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Over the time, the article by Black
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and Wiliam, (1998) has been referred to often. In this article, a detailed and
theoretical analysis of feedback is made. According to Black and Wiliam (1998), it is
”...all those activities undertaken by teachers, and/or by their students, which provide
information to be used as feedback to modify the teaching and learning activities in
which they are engaged” (p. 7-8). This is a fundamental description of feedback, and
this sentence can therefore easily be transferred to work contexts and made relevant
for this thesis. To adapt the description over to this context, the sentence would
rather sound like this: all activities undertaken by the leader and/or by their
employees provide information to be used as feedback to modify the working

environment, behaviours, and activities in which they are engaged.

With feedback we learn faster and more effectively, this is because we have a clear
understanding of how we are doing and what we need to do to improve (Carless,
2006). According to Hattie and Timperley (2007), feedback consists of four levels.
The essence of these four levels of feedback, and transferred to the context of this
thesis, emphasises that leaders should give employees different types of feedback in
relation to a work task. Leaders should understand the importance of providing
feedback on work tasks, the process behind completing a work task, employee self-
regulation, and personal feedback to enhance employee self-image and confidence.
These different types of feedback can help a person improve in different areas and

gain a more comprehensive understanding of their performance.

Feedback can also provide directions for acquiring more accurate or relevant
information, improve information processing or learning processes, develop greater
self-assessment skills and increase confidence to engage further in future work
tasks. Furthermore, it is described by Hattie and Timperley (2007) that too much
feedback which is only directed at 'task level' means that the person receiving
feedback only focuses on immediate goals. This means that you can see a change
immediately, and with this they forget the strategies to achieve a goal. Hattie and
Timperley (2007) point out that praise can take the focus away from information
about the work task, i.e. it is not effective to praise too much, because you take the

focus away from the task to be carried out.
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2.1.1 The Dynamics of Feedback: Understanding its Process, Value, and Recipient
Perception

Diestad (2004) describes feedback as a process involving two aspects. First of all,
feedback requires an attention to another person and an awareness of the aspects
that are desired to be communicated. Second, feedback involves communicating this
attention to the person it concerns. It is not enough to simply observe and be aware
of certain aspects of the other person’s behaviour; it is also important to express
these observations and involve the person the feedback is aimed at. The feedback
process typically involves two roles: the person giving feedback and the person
receiving feedback. Giving feedback involves acknowledging certain aspects of the
other person’s behaviour or performance. Receiving feedback allows that person to
be validated and grow further. When feedback is given correctly, it conveys that it is
safe to be with the other person and allows that person to relax and be themselves
(QDiestad, 2019). Feedback is not always valuable or beneficial in itself. Its value
depends on how it increases the recipient’s knowledge (ligen et al., 1979). In other
words, feedback is only valuable if it contributes to increasing the recipient’s
knowledge and improving their performance and skills in a constructive way (Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996).

However, it is not enough that feedback is present. Feedback is only effective when
the person receiving the feedback has a full understanding of the information given
by the leader and what they are trying to convey. It is not automatically guaranteed
that the recipient will act on it or change their behaviour, even if the feedback is given
by a leader. The recipient’s response to the feedback is dependent on their own
perspective and interpretation of the information provided (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).
How the recipient of the feedback reacts or perceives the information given depends
on ”...person characteristics, the nature of the message, and the characteristics of

the source of feedback.” (ligen et al., 1979).

As mentioned earlier, feedback is a way of providing information about a person's
past actions or achievements and judging their quality. However, the amount of
information in the feedback depends on the recipient's individual perspective and

experiences. The amount of information provided will also depend on how much the
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feedback recipient already knows about the behaviour or performance. Feedback
can therefore be perceived differently by different people, depending on their
personal background, experiences and knowledge (llgen et al., 1979). According to
Newell et al. (2009) knowledge is an individual resource, which consists of the ability

to use available data and information in combination with one's own experiences.

2.1.2 Enhancing Work Performance through Effective Feedback and Motivational
Climate

Feedback is a complex process, as there is no universal solution or formula for
feedback. Determining whether feedback is constructive and having the desired
effect can be challenging, as people and situations vary. Feedback therefore requires
different approaches adapted to individual differences and specific situations. The
feedback process is complex, as no clear rules can be established, which can be
applied in all cases. In contrast, feedback requires a flexible and adaptable approach
that can meet individual needs and situations (Jiestad, 2004). For this reason, it
seems important to remember that feedback contains many aspects (Black & Wiliam,
1998). The same complexity is pointed out by Carless (2006), who in this study
argues that feedback processes are more complex than previously thought. When
evaluating or examining feedback, it is important to look at all its aspects. This
includes factors such as the frequency, timing and methods of feedback. In addition,
one should also assess the quality and quantity of the feedback (Black & Wiliam,
1998).

In an article published by Kuvaas et al. (2017), they conduct a study on the
relationship between perceived constructiveness and perceived immediacy and
frequency of feedback from a superior and work performance. The researchers found
that a high level of perceived immediacy and frequency of feedback from a superior
had a positive influence on how constructive feedback was perceived. This led to
further improvements in work performance. According to Kuvaas et al. (2017),
employees can learn and implement more effective strategies to perform their tasks if
they receive feedback more frequently and more immediately. The feedback that is
given should be done without delay, so that the risk of forgetting is reduced. In
practice, this can mean that the more frequently and quickly employees receive
feedback on their work, the better they will be able to adapt and improve their
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performance on a more continuous basis. In this study, they found a positive
correlation between how employees perceived the leader’s feedback about their work
performance. The results from this study showed that the positive relationship
between perceived constructiveness of supervisor performance feedback and job
performance was only present when employees experienced a high degree of
immediacy and frequency in supervisor performance feedback. In other words, this
shows that when the supervisor gives feedback quickly and often, and when
employees perceive the feedback as constructive, it can have a positive effect on

their work performance (Kuvaas et al., 2017).

In other words, Black & Wiliam (1998) point out that the effectiveness of feedback
depends on its quality and not so much on whether it is present. The frequency of
feedback, in and of itself, does not necessarily lead to positive outcomes. Rather, for
feedback to be effective, as mentioned earlier, it must be of high quality and tailored
to the individual recipient. The work performed and the behaviour simply depends on
the content of the feedback and its learning opportunities. In the wider context,
learning opportunities differ from person to person and are based on the individual's
motivations and self-perception (Black & Wiliam, 1998). Briefly explained, a leader
can give feedback and have an intention and idea about how this should be
perceived, however, this is not something the leader can control. What learning
opportunities or development potentials come out of feedback is up to the employee;
the one who receives the feedback, not the one who gives the feedback. Internal
motivation and work effort have been shown to increase if feedback satisfies the
need for competence. If the leader focuses on an employee’s strengths and avoids
negative feedback, the leader can help increase the motivation and work effort of
employees, which can help contribute to a positive work culture (Kuvaas et al., 2017).
Black and Wiliam (1998) point out how feedback is more effective when it is aimed at
how the person who receives the feedback can correct his mistakes or shortcomings
through a thoughtful approach.

Creating a good feedback culture and strengthening relationships with employees is
not an easy task for the leader. This task requires time and resources. At the same
time, the relationship between the employee and the leader should preferably have

an open and respectful approach to communication. A good feedback culture
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requires persistent effort from leaders and employees. In other words, it is important
for both leaders and employees to be open to feedback and be willing to change their
behaviour and practices according to feedback. This also requires an open and
respectful approach to communication and a willingness to take responsibility for
one's own development and well-being. Overall, a strong relationship between
feedback, LMX and motivational climate can have a significant impact on a
workplace's well-being and productivity. It is crucial that leaders invest in building a
good feedback culture and strengthening their relationships with employees, while
also involving employees in the decision-making process and giving them a voice. By
doing this, workplaces can create a positive and productive culture where employees
thrive and perform at their best (Baloch et al., 2021; Chun et al., 2014; Evans &
Dobrosielska, 2021; Nerstad et al., 2013).

As a leader you are responsible and have influence over the people you lead. This
implies a special opportunity to contribute and influence their lives, both inside and
outside the workplace (Albaek, 2021). The leader can have an indirect influence on
the lives of their employees by creating a positive work environment that promotes
well-being and development. This influence can also be directly through
conversations and feedback that can affect their careers and personal lives (L. W.
Lam et al., 2017). Effective feedback can stimulate the individual's self-confidence,
which is an important factor for motivation. However, it is not solely the leader’s
responsibility to motivate the employees, as the individual also has a responsibility to
find their own motivation by searching for meaningful activities. But after all, it is still
considered to be the leader’s responsibility to create the framework and opportunities
to promote motivation in the workplace (Qiestad, 2004). In this way, the leaders play
a decisive role in establishing a motivating climate in which employees’ motivation
can develop and be strengthened. To achieve this, it is important to understand what

a motivational climate entalil.

2.2 Motivational Climate

Before proceeding to describe what a motivational climate entails, we consider it
relevant to present a concise and fundamental definition of the concept of motivation.

Self-determination theory (SDT) is a theory that was created by Deci and Ryan in the
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70’s with its purpose to understand human motivation. The theory looks at three
fundamental psychological needs. These three are; Autonomy - the need that
involves people’s desire or urge to be agents of influence and feel that they have a
free will. The need for competence is about people’s inherent desire to master
something and feel that they have the ability to influence their surroundings. And
lastly, the need for relatedness, to interact with and be connected to other
individuals, also experience good relation bonds with others. These three
fundamental psychological needs are the essence to be intrinsically motivated (Deci
& Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000). In an article by Graves & Luciano (2013), they
look at how LMX is related to SDT and intrinsic motivation. They found that high
value of LMX is positively related to all psychological needs. That being said, LMX
has a positive relation to intrinsic motivation (Graves & Luciano, 2013). Extrinsic
motivation on the other hand, is a concept where an individual’s purpose to engage
in a specific activity is to achieve a separate outcome, where they are motivated by
external factors or rewards, like monetary compensation and recognition (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Nevertheless, what does it entail to work in a motivational climate?

The motivational climate refers to particular environments or situations in which
individuals act or operate according to the framework of the Achievement Goal
Theory (AGT), which is defined and determined by an individual’s perception of what
achieving a goal means and how their efforts will be rewarded (Ames, 1992; Nerstad
et al., 2018). This can indirectly be conveyed through leaders’ responses and
incentives towards different behaviours, which establishes a social culture of different
practices, guidelines and directions for goal achievement. It is important to note that
all individuals, both leaders and employees, may have different perceptions of what
goal achievement looks like, when they are considered achieved and how they are
achieved. A motivational climate is based on these perceptions, and it is often
divided into two dimensions; a mastery climate and a performance climate. These
two dimensions may exist separately or at the same time. Traditional Achievement
Goal Theory (AGT) mentions these two dimensions when explaining the motivational
climate at work (Ames & Archer, 1989; Nerstad et al., 2013).
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2.2.1 Mastery & Performance Climate

A mastery-oriented motivational climate is referred to as a mastery climate. In this
type of climate, the work structure is all about learning, developing and mastering
skills and building competence, especially with employees sharing knowledge and
experiences to exchange individual learning processes and to improve (Ames, 1992;
Caniéls et al., 2019; Nerstad et al., 2013). In these situations, there is little to no
competition between the employees. The focus is on each individual’s personal
development, rather than competition between the employees. It is encouraged to
take risks and learn from the mistakes that are being made. The reward itself will be
related to each individual's personal development or self-development (Nerstad et al.,
2013).

On the other hand, achieving outcomes with social comparison and differentiation
from others, are the main focus points in a performance-oriented motivational
climate, which is called a Performance Climate (Caniéls et al., 2019; Nerstad et al.,
2013). A performance climate is characterised by values like competition and aiming
for rewards and recognition, and success is seen through comparison with other
employees, which are very different values compared to the values of mastery
climate. Where success is seen through development and the competence one
builds through working and completing a task. Performance climate can contribute to
weakening of the focus on learning and developing, and further lead to a higher level

of extrinsic motivation (Nerstad et al., 2013).

When it comes to previous research and studies, there are different findings and
results. Some research points out that a performance climate can relate to a weaker
performance and less great effort and it is said to be associated with negative work
outcomes and lead to higher turnover intentions (Buch et al., 2017; Caniéls et al.,
2019; Malik et al., 2015; Nerstad et al., 2013). Performance climate can also be
linked to employees withholding their knowledge and avoiding knowledge sharing as
an attempt to obtain or achieve competitive advantage, known as knowledge hiding
(Beersma et al., 2013; Caniéls et al., 2019; Cerne et al., 2014).

In general, research shows that a mastery climate often relates to greater effort,
more engagement, intrinsic motivation, and better performance, compared to a

performance climate. It is considered to be appropriate and relevant when it comes to
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work outcomes and achieving these (Buch et al., 2017; Caniéls et al., 2019; Liem et
al., 2008; Nerstad et al., 2013). This is associated with learning, development and
knowledge exchanging among employees and co-workers, and it is linked to an
enhanced feeling of wellbeing and job satisfaction (Caniéls et al., 2019).

Naturally, there are many reasons why a good motivational climate is beneficial for
any organisation. Perceived motivational climate can impact an employee’s effort and
motivation, which is further important for both the employee and the organisation. A
good mastery climate can contribute to a higher level of intrinsic motivation, more
involvement and a lower turnover intention. Replacing employees is expensive. In
addition to high expenses, replacing employees can also impact the culture and
climate negatively, as new individuals with various minds and personality traits enter

the organisations (Nerstad et al., 2013).

Even though mastery- and performance climates often appear to exist at the same
time in an organisation, it can be seen that the possible intrinsic motivation that is
achieved, may be jeopardised if one perceives or experience a high level of
performance climate at the same time (Buch et al., 2015). When it comes to the
interactions of perceived mastery and performance climate, and how it affects the
intrinsic motivation, a study by Buch et al. (2015) shows that it is crucial for an
organisation to have a low level of performance climate in order to achieve higher

intrinsic motivation as a result of mastery climate.

To summarise, individuals are motivated by different factors in different
environments, but we know that intrinsic motivation is often favourable for
organisations. External incentives, rewards or extrinsic motivation in general can lead
to an undermining of what was initially appealing with the task. Overall, research
shows that the benefits of a good mastery climate are more and bigger than the
benefits of a good performance climate (Nerstad et al., 2018). Based on this, we
want to test the following hypotheses, which are presented below. By examining
Perceived Feedback Behavior Constructiviness (PFBC) and Perceived Feedback
Behavior Immediacy and Frequency (PFBIF) and their relationship between both
Mastery- and Performance Climates, we can gain valuable insight into whether
feedback processes can help to influence the motivational climate at workplaces. We

investigate whether PFBC or PFBIF contributes to the positive development of a
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mastery climate and/or whether it potentially hinders the establishment of a

performance climate.

Hla: PFBC has a positive relationship with mastery climate

H1b: PFBC has a negative relationship with performance climate
H1c: PFBIF has a positive relationship with mastery climate

H1d: PFBIF has a negative relationship with performance climate

Another important factor in management dynamics is the exchange between leaders
and members. The leader-member exchange (LMX) concept proposed by Graen and
his colleagues, builds on the idea that leaders develop unique relationships with
individual employees (J. B. Bernerth et al., 2007; Dansereau et al., 1975; G. Graen &
Cashman, 1975). Given the contextual parameters of the thesis and with a focus on
addressing the research question, we believe it is suitable to focus on LMX in context
of motivational climate, before going into detail and giving a more in-depth

description of LMX.

2.2.2 Leader-Member Exchange and Motivational Climate

When it comes to LMX in the context of motivational climate, previous research found
that the type of the LMX relationship can impact the motivational climate in the work
environment (Harris et al., 2011; Nerstad et al., 2013, 2018; Zhou & Jiang, 2015).
Research has shown that certain factors can be associated with both mastery climate
and performance climate in the work environment (Malik et al., 2015). A mastery
climate has been associated with better work outcomes and performance and may
be dependent on various factors. An important factor is knowledge sharing among
employees, which has been shown to be associated with a mastery climate (Caniéls
et al., 2019). Research has also pointed out the importance of good cooperation
between leaders and employees to promote knowledge sharing. It has been
emphasised that close cooperation between leaders and employees can increase the
potential for knowledge sharing and create a positive mastery climate. On the other
hand, there are also factors associated with a performance-oriented motivational
climate. A performance climate can create incentives for employees to retain
important knowledge to gain competitive advantage or perform better than others.
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This can result in a higher degree of knowledge hiding in the organisation. It is worth
noting that both mastery climate and performance climate have implications for work
outcomes and performance, although they are associated with different approaches
and mechanisms. Understanding these factors can help organisations create a work

environment that best suits their needs and goals (Dysvik et al., 2015).

It is also argued that intrinsic motivation can contribute to affective organisational
commitment, as employees or individuals driven by intrinsic motivation are likely to
develop an emotional connection with the organisation, while their feeling of a
fulfilling job is associated with the organisation (Kuvaas, 2006). Research shows that
a positive working environment with good relationships and cooperation is linked to
internal motivation, job satisfaction and performance. Such factors have also been
shown to be negatively related to employee turnover intentions. Creating a
supportive work environment can therefore be crucial for promoting employee

engagement and reducing turnover intentions (Andersen et al., 2020).

2.3 Leader-Member Exchange

LMX is rooted in Social Exchange Theory (SET) and emphasises the importance of
interaction and relationships between leaders and members for achieving effective
leadership (Bernerth et al., 2007, p. 979). By LMX being rooted in SET, it provides an
insight that a high-quality professional relationship gives an individual something of
his or her value to the opposite partner — this relationship is defining for the quality of
future interactions between them (Baloch et al., 2021). Graen & Uhl-Bien (1995)
theory of high quality LMX is characterised by the fact that the leader and the
employee have a mutual respect for each other’s abilities and skills are valued and
recognized. In this relationship, there is a strong expectation that the mutual trust is
strengthened, that with this trust they can rely on each other over time. At the same
time, the mutual obligation between leader and employee is developed. In this way,
they meet and work together towards achieving the organisation's objectives. And in
this way, it is referred to that this relationship is a working partnership (Chun et al.,
2014). An important factor in this context is employees' degree of identification with
their leader and the organisation, also known as Supervisor's Organizational
Embodiment (SOE).
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2.3.1 The Influence of Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) on Affective Organisational
Commitment, Feedback-Seeking Behaviour, and Psychological Safety

Regarding this, Eisenberger et al. (2010) suggests that with increased SOE, there is
also a greater relation between LMX and affective organisational commitment. If
there is a high SOE, employees would perceive a more positive exchange
relationship with their supervisor (LMX) and generalise this to the organisation.
Further, this could contribute to a stronger affective organisational commitment. One
way of a high SOE contributing to a stronger affective organisational commitment, is
by employees feeling a sense of obligation towards the organisation, as a cause of
their supervisor’s favourable treatment of the employee. Tsui et al. (1997) argues that
when the organisation acts positive and caring in regards of the employee, this could
increase the affective organisational commitment through the norm of reciprocity,
which in short, is a norm about returning favours (Gouldner, 1960). Therefore,
employees who perceive their supervisors as caring and positive coming from the
organisation, are also likely to feel obligated to “return the favour” with a higher level
of affective organisational commitment (Eisenberger et al., 2010). This mutual
obligation helps to strengthen the bond between the leader and the employee and
increases the employees’ commitment to the organisation (Vance, 2006). A positive
and good relationship between the employee and leader also influences employee’s

behaviour, including their willingness to seek feedback.

Feedback-seeking behaviour is driven by a desire to obtain useful information that
can help them improve their work performance or their public image. This desire to
seek feedback can be a way for employees to regulate and improve their own
behaviour, and it can also be a way for them to show that they are willing to learn and
improve themselves (Chun et al., 2014). Establishing a working climate where
employees actively seek feedback does not happen by itself. In order for an
organisation to achieve its goals, it is important, according to the LMX theory, that
leaders encourage collaboration and teamwork amongst employees from different
lines and fields of expertise, as well as different backgrounds and cultures (A.
Edmondson & Lei, 2014). To facilitate successful collaboration among employees, it
is crucial that managers establish a solid foundation for this, which can be achieved

by adapting and adjusting their management style in relation to the individual
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employee. Within LMX research, this is a topic that has received a lot of attention in

recent years (Andersen et al., 2020).

LMX theory argues that leaders should treat their employees differently. In this way,
LMX challenges other management theories that focus on employees being treated
equally and focuses on the individual. In this theory there is a focus on examining
and understanding various interactions and relationships between leaders and their
followers, based on the exchange of benefits, trust and investment (Andersen et al.,
2020). The LMX theory therefore focuses on the fact that leaders have different
interactions with different followers. Some followers may have a close personal
relationship with their leader based on trust and long-term investment, while others
have a more formal relationship based on quantifiable exchanges of favours. In order
to achieve this, employees need to exhibit learning behaviours, such as
experimenting with innovative ideas, voicing their opinions and effectively
collaborating with their colleagues (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2011). In line with this,
this thesis focuses on investigating the mediating and moderating effects of LMX in
relation to feedback and motivational climate. By exploring this connection, we want
to gain a deeper insight into how LMX affects the mutual dynamics between

feedback and motivational climate.

Kuvaas et al. (2012) describe two different types of relationships within LMX. SLMX
is linked to a greater work performance, and it is also suggested that this type of
relationship is associated with a lower level of turnover intentions and better job
satisfaction (Andersen et al., 2020). On the other hand, it is suggested that ELMX is
associated with the opposite, which are, less great work performance, greater
turnover intentions and extrinsic motivation poorer job satisfaction (Andersen et al.,
2020, p. 2; Kuvaas et al., 2012). In work climates where there is a focus on SLMX,
the employees are more motivated than if they were in a work climate with high
ELMX. With high levels of motivation, trust and long-term investment, the employee
feels more obligated to reciprocate the benefits and support they receive from their
leader (Andersen et al., 2020). However, there is not yet much research into the
different characteristics of leaders and how the leaders' different personality types
influence their employees. Nevertheless, it is found the following: "... leader role

ambiguity was positively related to follower economic LMX and negatively related to
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follower social LMX." (Kuvaas and Buch (2020) cited in Andersen et al., 2020, p. 9).
Which means that when employees have uncertainty about the leader’s role, it can
increase the focus on financial reward as a way of maintaining the relationship with
the leader. On the other hand, when uncertainty arises about the leader’s role, it can

reduce the employee's focus on the social relationship with the leader.

Previous research indicates that psychological safety is an essential factor for
facilitating organisational learning (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2011). Psychological
safety refers to an individual's perception of feeling safe, accepted, and comfortable
within a group or organisational setting, where they can freely express their ideas,
take risks, and contribute without fear of negative consequences or judgement. In
addition to this, recent studies have also shown the importance of psychological
safety when it comes to LMX. Opoku et al. (2020) conducted a study where they
examined the relationship between psychological safety, LMX and voice behaviour at
work. The study hypothesised that psychological safety would play a mediating role
in the relationship between LMX and voice behaviour. Results of the study found
support for this, meaning that the results indicate that psychological safety mediates
the relationship between LMX and voice behaviour. Similar results were discovered
by Mao & Tian (2022), where they found that psychological safety mediated the
relationship between LMX and work engagement.

As mentioned previously, when there is a high-quality LMX, trust is very likely to be
present between a leader and an employee (G. B. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). There
are a few factors that are considered promoters for psychological safety at work,
perceived trust being one of them (A. C. Edmondson, 2004), and with trust comes a
sense of psychological safety (Carmeli & Gittell, 2009). A positive relation between
psychological safety and LMX was also found by (Hu et al., 2018), and LMX can
possibly increase employees' sense of psychological safety (Mao & Tian, 2022). In
order to gain a deeper insight into the relationship between leaders and employees, it

can be beneficial to examine the concept of leadership behaviour.

2.3.2 Leadership behaviour
In leadership theory, we have two broadly defined behaviours, Task-Oriented and

Relations-Oriented behaviours. Whereas “Task-Oriented behaviour is primarily

concerned with accomplishing the task in an efficient and reliable way” (Yukl &
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Gardner, 2020, p. 43). Relations-Oriented behaviour “is primarily concerned with
increasing mutual trust, cooperation, job satisfaction, and identification with the team
or organisation (Yukl & Gardner, 2020, p. 43).

These two terms are the essence in the well-known managerial Grid, also known as
the Blake-Mouton Grid, that was introduced in the 60’s by Blake and Mouton. The
grid consists of a vertical axis representing concern for people, relations-oriented,
and a horizontal axis representing concern for production, task-oriented. These axis
create four quadrants, and four different leadership styles (Blake & Mouton, 1985).
These different leadership styles have a lot of different names. A common definition
of them are; Team Leader (high on both relation and task), this style is the most
effective for the organisation since it focuses on both the task and the people.
Authoritarian (High task, low relation) is often associated with tyrant leadership
style, where it only focuses on the task, and not the people. Country club (high
relation, low task) is where the employees thrive and have a high sense of well-
being, as there are low requirements and less stress, but for the organisation it's less
effective. Impoverished (Low on both task and relation), this is what's called missed
opportunities (Yukl & Gardner, 2020). It's also common to add the fifth leadership
style, laissez-faire. This refers to a hands-off approach where leaders provide
minimal guidance or direction to their subordinates. This style is in the middle of the
four quadrants, where you as a leader are not present and don’t take action. (Yukl &
Gardner, 2020). Describing the different leadership styles can provide us with a
deeper understanding of the complex dynamics between leaders and employees and
offer guidance to improve the quality of management in the motivational climate (Yukl
& Gardner, 2020).

In research, it has previously been shown and focused on that LMX has a mediating
effect (Afshan et al., 2022; Baloch et al., 2021). In the article by Baloch et al. (2021)
there is a focus on how LMX mediates the relationship between relational justice and
feedback acceptance, whereby ‘ratees' desire greater levels of procedural,
informational and interpersonal justice. In this article, it is suggested that LMX acts as
a mediating factor influencing how employees perceive and respond to justice and
acceptance of feedback. In other words, it is the close relationship between leader
and employee that is decisive for how employees want to be treated with justice and
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accept feedback. Another article that focuses on the LMX mediating effect is a meta-
analysis by Gottfredson and Aguinis (2017). In this study they showed that “leader-
member-exchange is a mediating mechanism that was empirically determined to be
involved in the largest indirect relations between the four major leadership
behaviours and follower performance.” (Gottfredson & Aguinis, 2017, p. 558). With
inspiration from these articles, we have formulated the following hypotheses that we

want to test:

H2a: LMX mediates the positive relationship between PFBC and mastery climate
H2b: LMX mediates the negative relationship between PFBC and performance
climate

H2c: LMX mediates the positive relationship between PFBIF and mastery climate
H2d: LMX mediates the negative relationship between PFBIF and performance

climate

Despite the fact that these articles focus on how LMX has a mediating effect, Afshan
et al. (2022) argues that there is relatively little empirical research that has directly
tested the LMX mediating effect. In this paper, Afshan et al. (2022) refer to a meta-
analytic review, where it is described in this study that “there are surprisingly few
studies that have directly tested mediational models of LMX, despite the frequent
calls in the literature” (Martin et al. 2016 cited in Afshan et al. 2022). In the article by
Afshan et al. (2022), they investigated whether LMX can have both a mediating and
moderating effect. Reading and seeing an example of it being possible to look at both
things in the same article, inspired us to do the same; to both look at whether LMX
has a mediating and/or moderating role. In the article by Lam et al. (2017), the focus
is on investigating and analysing which moderating effect LMX has in connection with
feedback - more specifically, they describe that you will analyse the following: “how
leader-member exchange (LMX) moderates the FSB-performance relationship in
individual and group contexts.” (L. W. Lam et al., 2017, p. 2196). To clarify the usage
of FSB in this article and context is short for feedback-seeking behaviour. Another
example that looks at LMX as a moderator is Buch (2015) with the title: “Leader-
member exchange as a moderator of the relationship between employee-
organization exchange and affective commitment”. In this article, it is described in the

discussion that “While there is evidence available on the outcomes of employee-
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organization exchange relationships (e.g. Shore et al. 2009a), less is known about
the moderating influences of LMX relationships on ongoing employee-organization
exchanges.” (Buch, 2015, p. 69). This sentence appears as an obvious call to
investigate this field more closely, and based on the analysis and the inspiring

influence of the mentioned articles, we have formulated the following hypotheses:

H3a: LMX moderates the positive relationship between PFBC and mastery climate
H3b: LMX moderates the negative relationship between PFBC and performance

climate

Previous research has shown that the frequency of feedback has shown to be a
moderator of constructivism (Kuvaas et al., 2017), we want to test whether it is LMX
that has the moderating effect, and that we then test for a three-way interaction,

where the hypothesis reads as follows:

H4a: There is a three-way interaction, where PFBIF and LMX moderates the positive
relationship between PFBC and mastery climate.

H4b: There is a three-way interaction, where PFBIF and LMX moderates the

negative relationship between PFBC and performance climate.

H4a

H3a | |H3b

Hid

Hlc

Figure 1. Conceptual Moderating Framework.
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Figure 2. Conceptual Mediating Framework.

3. Methodology

3.1 Sample and Procedure

In this study we have chosen a quantitative approach where quantitative data were
collected, rather than a qualitative approach. This method was chosen as it is
appropriate for the purpose of this study and to test our hypotheses. With this
approach, we collect a wider range of information from several individuals, which
enables easier generalisation and shapes an overall picture and an idea of the
motivational climate, relations with management and attitudes to receive feedback
(Thrane, 2018). Furthermore, we chose to use primary data for our study and collect
our own data, instead of relying on secondary data. By using secondary data, we
would face certain limitations in our study. Secondary data is often easier to access,
easier to handle and less time-consuming than collecting your own data, but it is
usually data that was collected for a different purpose. Therefore, by using primary
data, we can avoid having to adjust our study to fit any existing secondary data sets,
thereby avoiding any constraints or limitations imposed by the data. Having access to
primary data provides us with a stronger foundation for testing and answering our

specific hypotheses in this study of ours.
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To gather primary data, we have chosen to use a digital survey, where the aim is to
both test and answer the study’s hypotheses. For this study, we have employed a
general and random sample selection approach, to reach a wide audience and to
collect diverse data, without intentionally targeting candidates from specific
categories, to conduct our survey. In other words, our purpose is not to directly
discover answers, findings, or patterns within any categories, for example industries,
organisations, or individuals, but to generally explore how the hypotheses of the
research will be supported or not by the data collected. With that being said, the
results of our survey may still indicate answers or patterns within categories, without
being the direct aim with the survey. Since the data from the survey is only measured
from one single point of time, we are only provided with a glimpse of reality
(Campbell & Katona, 1953).

The digital survey is designed and built through Nettskjema.no. A tool for designing
and conducting digital surveys online, which is provided by Norwegian centre of
Research Data. In doing so we follow the guidelines for anonymity. Before the
responders gave their answers, they were giving some brief and general information
about the purpose of the study. Connected to this information, we emphasised that
they had the opportunity to withdraw during the answering of the questionnaire, this
by closing the tab, but their data did not have the opportunity to be deleted, as their
answers cannot be tracked back to them, due to anonymity. Our survey was
distributed through multiple channels, like Facebook, LinkedIn and we also handed
out the surveys, to ensure enough responders and diverse data. This survey only
captures the perspective of employees, thus providing a one-sided view of both LMX
and perceived feedback. Due to the nature of the general survey, we are unable to
determine the specific leader-subordinate relationships or working group dynamics

within the sample population (Gerstner & Day, 1997).

First, we aimed for 30 answers per variable to have sufficient statistical power (Hair,
2009). Then we used the software G*Power, to calculate how many answers we

needed for our regression to have sufficient statistical power based on our variables
(Erdfelder et al., 1996). The answer was 94. Since we didn't target a specific group,

and used social media, like Facebook and LinkedIn to collect answers, we opted to
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have a minimum of 200 answers to be sure we had sufficient statistical power for our

analysis.

In total we collected 231 answers, but the dataset ended on 218 answers, after
removing missing data and outliers. Out of these 218 answers 66% were women,
and 34% were men. Of those, 3% were under 20 years, 66% between 21 and 40
years, 30% between 41 and 60 years and only 1% over 60 years old. The
educational level was distributed as follows. 23% with Upper high school or lower,
50% with Higher education 4 years or lower, and 27% with higher education above 4
years. For Tenure 18% had under 1 year, 46% between 1 and 5 years and 36% had

over 5 years.

3.2 Measurements

The survey is divided into three main categories, Leader-member-exchange relation,
perceived feedback behaviour and perceived motivational climate, where each
category would mainly measure one variable through the questionnaire in the specific
category. The categories consist of sets of questions that are answered using a 5-
point likert scale, from strongly disagreeing (1), to strongly agreeing (5), since
attitudes and values are easily measured by using this format (Ringdal, 2018).
Further, the section of the survey consisted of a few questions regarding
demographic variables.

Additionally, it is worth noting that all the statements and measurement tools
employed in the survey were Norwegian versions, as our participants/survey
audience is mainly Norwegian. Using the original language, English, in the survey
could to a certain degree increase the risk for misunderstanding.

3.2.1 Perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness, immediacy and frequency

The first category and variable in our survey is feedback, and feedback in the context
of perceived feedback constructiveness, and perceived immediacy & frequency. This
category consists of a set of statements about perceived feedback behaviour from
the participants’ leaders/immediate supervisor. To measure this variable, we
employed the 13-items scale developed and validated by (Kuvaas et al., 2017).
Where 4-items measure perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency,

and 9-items measure perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness. A few
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statement examples from this set are: “I receive performance feedback from my
immediate supervisor immediately after | have done the work” and “My immediate
supervisor provides feedback that is more concerned with what I’'m good at in my job

than with what I'm not so good at”.

3.2.2 Leader-Member Exchange

Leader-member exchange relation is the second category in the survey, and it
measures the participants relations to his/her leader or immediate supervisor. For
this category we used the LMX-7 questionnaire developed by Graen & Uhl-Bien
(1995). Despite its age, it remains one of the most widely employed methods to
measure LMX to this day (Hanasono, 2017). The purpose with this category is to
establish an understanding of the working relationship between leaders and their
followers. To measure this, the participants answered the questionnaire, where they
report on their degree of mutual respect, trust and obligation in their leader-follower
relation. This allows us to observe and examine participants’ leader-member
relations. A few examples from the questionnaire are: “How well does your leader
recognize your potential” and “How well does your leader understand your job

problems or needs”.

3.2.3 Motivation climate

To measure motivation climate, we used the Motivational Climate and Work
Questionnaire (MCWQ) in our survey. The questionnaire, developed and validated by
(Nerstad et al., 2013), consists of 14-items, with 6-items measuring Mastery climate,
and 8-items measuring Performance climate. These items were designed to assess
participants' evaluation of perceived climate at work. A few examples of the MCWQ
statements examples are: “In my department/work group, work accomplishments are
measured based on comparisons with the accomplishments of coworkers” and “In
my department/work group, each individual’s learning and development is

emphasised.”

3.2.4 Control variables

Controlling for possible socio-demographic differences is an important step in
research to ensure that the hypothesised relationships between variables are not
simply a result of differences in individual characteristics or backgrounds. And to
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enhance the internal validity of our results. To eliminate the possibility of alternative

explanations for the proposed hypothesis (Buch et al., 2010).

We controlling for the standard socio-demographic variables such as Age (1=Under
20 years, 2=21-40 years, 3=41-60 years and 4=Over 60 years), Gender (1=Women;
2=Men), Education level (1=Upper high school (or lower), 2=Higher education 4
years (or lower) and 3=Higher education over 4 years.), and tenure (1=Under 1 year,
2=1-5years and 3=Over 5 years) (J. Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Buch et al., 2010).

We chose the given range and not to include other covariates out of the standards
as we didn’t want to over control — as too many variables can make it harder to

generalise and interpret the results (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012).

3.3 Analysis
First, we examined the dataset for missing data and outliers. However, since our

guestions are based on the representatives' perceived perception, we would argue
that you cannot consider them as outliers. However, we removed responses where
the response time was under 3 minutes and 30 seconds, as it is unlikely to be able to
answer the questions that quickly and the results were often the same. This
corresponds to 13 responses, and we ended up with 218 answers.

We then conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS in SPSS 28 to
test and assess our measurement models. We followed Taylor's (1990)
recommendations for low correlations under .35, moderate correlations between .36,
and high correlations above .68 when interpreting the results. It should be noted that
we did a CFA since we had a pre-set hypothesis and a theoretical foundation to
support it (Hurley et al., 1997). Also all the questionnaires had already been validated
and shown to be reliable in a previous exploratory factor analysis as referred to
above (G. B. Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Kuvaas et al., 2017; Nerstad et al., 2013).

In the next step, we conducted a series of analysis using SPSS 28 to examine the
relationship between our selected variables. A correlation analysis was used to
examine the correlation coefficients and report the degree of association between the
variables in accordance with recommendations by (Taylor, 1990). To avoid
multicollinearity, which can make it difficult to differentiate the dependence relations

between the variables (Farrar & Glauber, 1967), the data were examined for this type
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of correlation. Pearson's product moment (r), which is one of the most used
correlation coefficients (Akoglu, 2018), was used to assess the relationships between
the variables. It is important to note that our analysis was conducted with reference to

these recognized methods and previous research.

To measure internal consistency reliability in our data, we used McDonald's omega
(w) (McDonald, 1999), which researchers often consider a more accurate and
general measure of reliability compared to Cronbach's alpha (e.g., Hayes & Coultts,
2020; Ravinder & Saraswathi, 2020; Revelle & Zinbarg, 2009). An advantage of
using omega is that the risk of over or underestimating reliability is less compared to
Cronbach's alpha (Dunn et al., 2014).

We calculated the omega coefficient using Hayes and Coutts (2020) OMEGA macro
for SPSS, by performing a maximum likelihood factor analysis on the correlation
matrix of our scale items. According to Ravinder & Saraswathi (2020), omega ranges
from O to 1 and is calculated as the ratio of the variance due to the common trait to
the total variance. To assess the reliability of our results, we applied Campo-Arias &
Oviedo (2008) standard, where an acceptable omega coefficient should be between
0.70 and 0.90.

Next we did a regression with the macro Process v4.2 (Hayes, 2018) in SPSS 28 to
see if LMX mediates the relation between Perceived Feedback Behaviour -
Constructiveness, -Immediacy and frequency and Motivation Climate. After
completing our mediated models, we conducted a hierarchical moderated regression
model to analyse the overall pattern of association between the variables. To avoid
multicollinearity problems that often arise in interaction models due to their strong
correlation with the main effect, we mean-centred our variables before multiplying
them with each other. This was consistent with the recommendations of several
researchers, including Cohen et al. (2014), Dawson, 2014 and Jaccard et al., (1990)

as this approach increases discriminant validity.

To observe the change in R-squared as a result of implementing the interaction, we
followed Dawson’s (2014) recommendation to use a hierarchical entry of predictor

variables. Therefore, the final regression included all independent variables,

28

OSLO METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY
STORBYUNIVERSITETET


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?M2eMfk
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?CIvVUC
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?KSZE1s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?KSZE1s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?KSZE1s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?KSZE1s
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Aux4VL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4upx1G
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4upx1G
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4upx1G
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4upx1G
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?4upx1G
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gVJdu4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gVJdu4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?gVJdu4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5z434c
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5z434c
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5z434c
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?5z434c
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?OqRzFr
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PLGKTI
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nDRDgf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nDRDgf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nDRDgf

moderators, and all interaction terms. This allowed us to calculate the effect of the
interaction and the effect of our independent variable on our dependent variable
linearly with our moderators. We used Process Macro 4.2 by Hayes (2018) in SPSS
28 to perform the regression.

Finally, we plotted the interaction term to interpret it separately and examine the form
of the interaction. This was in line with the recommendations of Dawson and Richter,
(2006), and Dawson (2014). We also followed Aiken & West’s (1991) procedure by
looking at high and low values of our dependent and independent variables, where
they were one standard deviation above and below the mean. The variables were

mean-centred before we plotted them, in accordance with the authors' suggestions.

4. Results

The confirmatory factor analysis (figure 3. - CFA) shows, as expected, that all values
from the questionnaire are above .40 when adjusted for measurement error (Taylor,
1990). Note that for question PFBIF2 and PFBIF4 we reversed them before
conducting the CFA. Having all values above .40 implies that our intention is to
measure the variables that we aim to evaluate, and confirm similar findings of the
exploratory factor analysis mentioned in measurements by previous research (G. B.
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Kuvaas et al., 2017; Nerstad et al., 2013).

We see that there is high correlation between PFBIF and PFBC (.77), LMX and
PFBIF (.77), LMX and PFBC (.91), PFBC and MC (.81), and LMX and MC (.80).
Despite the high correlations, it does not imply causality (Cohen et al., 2014). The
presence of strong correlations can be attributed to the complexity of these variables
and their proximity to each other, as explained in the theory and in the following

discussion.

29
OSLO METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY
STORBYUNIVERSITETET


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?F33DYc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?F33DYc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?F33DYc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rx76Az
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rx76Az
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rx76Az
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?rx76Az
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9DX1af
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9DX1af
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9DX1af
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Vejj9y
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Vejj9y
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Vejj9y
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?92h09S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?92h09S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?zZpiY7
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?zZpiY7
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Wotb0S

| vt || LMX2 || Lmx3 || Lmix || Lvxs || taxe || Lux7 |

PFBIF1 .
093 QJ-.\

: o : ©
PFBIF2 053 No \oo 128 & S e

0,69

0
PFBIF4 2
Ve

PFBC1 ‘ \', i

PFBC2 @

<F >

2 '

PFBC4 N Y
My &

PFBC5 o ij;

PFBC6 0,79 OILTO
076 0

PFBC7 8L 0

g
1@ 48,
P - ‘, a::

PFBC9

%()

PFBIF3 0.80

ONONONONONONONONORONONONO)

Figure 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Scale Reliabilities.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Gender® 1.33 A7
2 AgeP 2.31 .54 -.08
3 Education® 2.02 71 .03 -.02
4 Tenured 2.19 72 -.06 42 -.11
5 LMX 3.71 .85 .04 .82 .02 .04 (.90)
6 PFBC 3.68 .92 -.01 -.06 .09 -.01 83** (.93)
7 PFBIF 3.35 .99 .00 -.07 .05 -.03 .65** 67** (.84)
8 MC 3.68 91 -.03 .05 A1 .01 2% A5** 54*x* (.89)
9 PC 2.19 .85 14~ -.01 -.20** .09 -.22%* -.23** -.10 -.32** (.87)
N =218
McDonald's omegas are displayed in the parenthesis.
*p<.05
*p< .01

a1 =Women; 2 = Men

b1 = Under 20 years; 2 = 21-40 years; 3 = 41-60 years; 4 = Over 60 years

¢ 1 = Upper high school (or lower); 2 = Higher education 4 years (or lower); 3 = Higher education over 4 years
d1 = Under 1 year; 2 = 1-5 years; 3 = Over 5 years

LMX = Leader-Member Exchange

PFBC = Perceived Feedback Behaviour Constructiveness

PFBIF = Perceived Feedback Behaviour Immediacy and Frequency

MC = Mastery Climate

PC = Performance Climate
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In table 1 we present descriptive statistics with means and standard deviations,
bivariate correlations, and McDonald's Omega for multi-item scales. The correlation
analysis itself does not give an explanation of the relationship between the variables,
but it gives a foundation for further analysis (Taylor, 1990).

The correlation analysis reveals a significant positive correlation between PFBC and
LMX (r=.83, p <.01). This indicates support towards hypothesis 2a and b, and 3a
and b. Similarly, there is a significant positive correlation between PFBIF and LMX
(r=.65, p <.01). Which indicates support for hypothesis 2c and d.

For the motivational climate, we see that Mastery Climate correlates positively with
LMX (.72), PFBC (.75) and PFBIF (.54) and they are all significant at 1%. In support
towards hypothesis 1a,b,c and d. In terms of the Performance climate, we see a
positive correlation with gender (r=.14, p < .05). Meaning men perceive performance
climate at another level than women, or that they are more motivated by it. We also
see that Performance climate has a negative correlation with education. (r=-.20, p <
.01). And lastly, we see a negative correlation between PC and LMX (-.22), PFBC (-
.23) and MC (-.32) all three are significant at 1%. Examining the control variables we

can see that Age correlates positive with Tenure (r=.44, p < .01), as expected.

In Figure 4 and 5, we present the results of the mediation regression analysis. Figure
4 illustrates a significant mediation effect of LMX on the relationship between
Perceived Feedback Behaviour Constructiveness and Mastery Climate (=.26,
p<.05). We also see that PFBC has a direct relation on MC (3=.47, p<.05). This
suggests that LMX accounts for a portion of the explanation for the relationship
between Perceived Feedback Behaviour Constructiveness and Mastery Climate
through the indirect effect of the mediation. These findings provide support for
hypothesis 2a. For Performance Climate on the other hand the mediation was not

significant, and hypothesis 2b was not supported.
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Indirect effect .26*
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Figure 4. Conceptual Mediating Framework after testing the hypothesis 2a and b.

Figure 5. lllustrates a significant mediating effect of LMX on the relationship between
Perceived Feedback Behaviour Immediacy & Frequency and Mastery Climate
(B=.38, p<.05). While the direct relation is much weaker. (=.11, p<.05) This finding
suggests that LMX plays a substantial role in explaining the relationship between
PFBIF and MC. It also gives us support for hypothesis 2c. For Performance Climate
on the other hand the mediation had a negative effect on the relation between PFBIF
and PC (B=-.17, p<.05). These findings suggest that LMX plays a crucial role in
explaining the relationship between PFBIF and PC. The negative mediating effect of
LMX indicates that LMX serves as a mechanism through which PFBIF influences PC.
Specifically, it implies that the impact of PFBIF on PC is primarily explained by the
presence of high-quality leader-member exchange relationships. This gives us

support for hypothesis 2d.
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Figure 5. Conceptual Mediating Framework after testing the hypothesis 2c and d.

In table 2, we present the multiple regression analysis, displaying the relationship
between the independent variables LMX, PFBC and PFBIF, and the dependent
variables MC and PC. Controlled for the covariates Gender, Education, Tenure and
Age. Since we have two dependent variables, we did the regression one time for
each climate in every model, for a total of 6 regressions. We included the covariates
in the regression, followed by Tufte’s (2018) recommendation, running the analysis
with and without the covariates, to see their impact - which they had. In our case
Gender and Education have a significant correlation (p<.05 / p<.01) on Performance
climate, while Age correlates positively with Mastery climate in model 1 and 2 at a

5% significance level.

34

OSLO METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY
STORBYUNIVERSITETET


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?BxxdAh
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?BxxdAh
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?BxxdAh

Table 2 - Results of hierarchical moderated regression analysis

Mastery Climate (MC) & Performance Climate (PC)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variables MC PC MC PC MC PC
Intercept .33 2.99** 3.36** 2.22*% 3.34** 2.12**
Gender -.07 .28* -.07 .30** -.08 31**
Education .08 -.22%* .07 -.24%* .09 -.23%*
Tenure -.05 14 -.05 A7 -.03 .15
Age A7* -.09 A7 -.09 .16 -.07
LMX 33** -.20 32%* -.25* .26** =27
PFBC A46** -12 A5** -.18 56** -.18
PFBIF .02 .16 .03 .15 .03 13
Two-Way
Interactions
PFBCxLMX -.03 =11 -.00 -.18*
PFBCxPFBIF A5 A1
PFBIFXLMX -.23*%* .05
Three-way
interaction
PFBCxPFBIFXLMX -.04 .03
R? .60 14 .60 .15 .62 .16
AR? .00 .01 .02 .01

In the first two analysis (Stepl MC & PC), we entered all covariates and independent
variables. For Mastery climate, the results show that Age has a positive correlation
(B=.17, p<.05). Indicating that the older you are, the more likely you are to prefer or
perceive the climate to be a mastery climate. We also see that LMX and PFBC both
correlate positively at a 1% significance level. (LMX, 3=.33, PFBC, 3=.46). Whereas
PFBC gives support to Hypothesis la.

For Performance Climate (PC), Gender correlates positively (=.28, p<.05),
indicating that men prefer or perceive performance climate more than women. On the
other hand, education has a negative correlation (=-.22, p<.01), which indicates that
the higher education you have, the less you prefer or perceive the performance
climate. We also see that PFBC is not significant, and our hypothesis 1b is not
supported. The same goes for hypothesis 1c and 1d as PFBIF is not significant for
either Mastery Climate or Performance Climate. The analysis for model 1 has an R-

square, a predicted variance (Christophersen, 2009) of .60 for mastery climate and
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.14 for performance climate, meaning that the dependent variables in the model
explain 60% (MC) and 14% (PC) of the variance in the work climate.

In the next two regressions, step 2, we included the two-ways interaction for our
hypothesis 3a and 3b. The results for mastery climate show a drastic change in the
intercept. (8=3.36, p<.01 from model1, =.33, n.s. The two-way interaction had a
slightly negative correlation but was not significant. (B=-.03, n.s). For performance
climate the two-way interaction was also negative and not significant. (3=-.11, n.s).
So our hypothesis 3a and 3b was not supported.

In the last step, step 3, and model 3, we included the three-way interaction with
process v4.2 by Hayes (2018). Which also includes all possible two-way interactions
based on the independent variables. In this regression, we see that we get support
for our hypothesis 3b as the regression has a slightly stronger explanation in the
variance. (B=-.18, p<.05) ( AR? of 0.2 for mastery climate model, and 0.1 for

performance climate model.)

The three-way interaction on the other hand is not significant for either of the two
climates. However, the analysis shows that the two-way interaction between
PFBIFXLMX correlates negatively with mastery climate. (=-.23, p<.01). The results

from model 3 are shown in the conceptual framework below.

N ﬂ
.03

-.00 -.18*

S56**

-.18
13

.03

Figure 6. Conceptual Moderating Framework after testing the hypothesis.
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Lastly we followed Aiken & West’s (1991) recommendation to plot the slopes of the
regression. This is also an outcome when using and checking off +/-1SD, in the
process macro 4.2 by Hayes in SPSS (2018). In figure 5. We see the slopes of the
three-way interaction. The figure shows the high level of perceived feedback
behaviour immediacy and frequency, and high level of perceived feedback behaviour
constructiveness gives a higher mean of master climate compared to low levels of
perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency. We also see that having
low levels of perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency, and low level
of perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness gives slightly higher mean in
master climate than having high perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and &
frequency and low perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness. It's worth noticing
that these slopes are the three-way interaction so LMX is an underlying variable, The
figures are an outcome of the Macro in SPSS. To control if this was the case, with
LMX being an hidden moderator, we plotted the same with just a two-way interaction,
with PFBIF as a moderator to MC. We see that in figure x, and that there is so close
to no change between high and low levels of Perceived Feedback Behaviour

Immediacy & Frequency, and the slopes are parallel.

For performance climate the plot shows that high level of perceived feedback
behaviour immediacy and frequency gives a higher mean in performance climate
compared to low level of perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency,
for both high and low values of perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness.

Also here we plotted the slope without Imx, and the findings were the same as with
master climate, that the slopes are parallel and close to each other, and are therefore

not included in the thesis as is the same point.
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5. Discussion

In this study, our goal was to look at LMX in relation to feedback and motivational

climate. We also intended to contribute to the research debate by exploring whether
LMX has a moderating or mediating role in this context. Furthermore, we wanted to
discuss our hypotheses based on a combination of theoretical perspectives and our

findings from the survey.

In our investigation, we observed support for hypothesis 1a, which postulates a
positive relationship between Perceived Feedback Behaviour Constructiveness
(PFBC) and Mastery Climate. One possible explanation for this observation is that
both variables can share common outcomes, indicating a close relationship and
mutual influence. Additionally, we observed a high correlation between the two
variables in the correlation analysis. Theoretically, PFBC is shown to increase
knowledge sharing, learning and development, which is consistent with academic
literature that identifies these elements as outcomes of mastery climates. Also,
feedback can contribute to increasing the level of mastery climate, and in turn, the
mastery climate can enhance the degree of feedback. (Caniéls et al., 2019; llgen et
al., 1979; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Newell et al., 2009).

But how can it be that, if employees perceive feedback as being constructive and
useful, that this creates a mastery climate? As described earlier, feedback plays an
important role in the employee's knowledge development — the process of being able
to use available data, information and experiences (Newell et al. 2009). When a
person receives constructive feedback that encourages learning and development,
they have the opportunity to adjust and improve their knowledge and skills (Hattie &
Timperley, 2007). In other words, the feedback process can help you to identify both
strong and weak aspects of your work, something that can lead to an increase in the
level of knowledge (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

All'in all, it can be interpreted from a theoretical point of view, but also based on our
survey results, that PFBC and mastery climate are connected in several ways.
Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that PFBC and mastery climate have a positive

relationship. Based on this, it might be easy to imagine that our results also show
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support for hypothesis 1b, but this was not the case. So maybe the relationship

between PFBC and mastery climate is not as simple as you might think?

This can be explained by two things in particular. The first is that you can be in both
types of climates at the same time. Which means that mastery climate does not in
itself automatically reduce performance climate. The other explanation is that
feedback does not provide the characteristics as mentioned above if it is not given
correctly. Constructive, what does that mean? And what does that mean for different
people? A thought that may be useful to take forward is that good feedback also
influences and promotes a performance climate, as it depends on how constructive
feedback is perceived. If you give constructive feedback that focuses on the task,
and not on the relationship as we saw in the managerial grid, this feedback can affect
the performance climate, which can also be explained from a theoretical point of
view. Since PFBC can go both ways, we believe there are reasons why it is not
significant in this data set. We also observe that neither hypothesis 1c nor 1d is
significant, stating that perceived feedback behaviour immediacy and frequency are
related to motivational climate. This can be explained by the fact that the frequency
of feedback in itself does not lead to efficiency. It must be of high quality and tailored
to each individual (Black and Wiliam, 1998).

The theory provides significant insight into the relationship between LMX and its
underlying effect on feedback and motivational climate. The theory forms the basis
for the subsequent hypotheses. Regarding mediation and hypothesis 2a-d, we find
support for all but 2b; PFBC in relation to performance climate. This can be explained
in the same way as described above. It is also possible that there exists a hidden
moderation effect within the regression analysis for hypothesis 2 and the mediating
relationships. Which we test for in hypothesis 3. Further the non-existing support for
hypothesis 2b can possibly be explained by the fact that the perception of the
performance climate is negative for some but motivating for others. When we talk
about significance in a regression analysis, we refer to the prediction of an outcome
value (Tufte, 2018). A significance level of 5% is often used, which means that if you
have 100 participants, 95 of these must show a trend in the same direction to
achieve significance. As mentioned in the theory, what motivates people varies and

some may be motivated by certain aspects of the performance climate. Therefore,
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this variable did not achieve significance in our study, as it can be assumed that the
scale was pulled in a different direction for some respondents.

In hypothesis 2a, where we receive support, we see that LMX mediates the positive
relationship between PFBC and mastery climate. This can be explained, among
other things, by the fact that a high degree of LMX, which is based on mutual trust,
results in the perception of fair and correct feedback, as both leader and employee
have a common understanding of the employee's competencies. This makes it
possible to adapt the feedback to the individual employee. Receiving feedback that
doesn't match your perception of yourself and your skills, will not let you internalise
the feedback in the same way. The theory also shows that a high degree of LMX
leads to increased knowledge sharing. When there is a high degree of LMX, the
leader and the employee are on the same wavelength and have a common
understanding of the employee's abilities. This enables the leader to provide more
specific and constructive feedback with corrective behaviour based on the
employee's knowledge. This is in line with both feedback behaviour and mastery
climate and supports both of these aspects.

In our study, we have also had an interest in focusing on examining the frequency of
feedback. Based on this, we have formulated hypotheses 2c and 2d, and our results
have shown support for these hypotheses. Based on our data, we see that LMX
plays a substantial role as a mediator in the relationship between PFBIF and

motivational climate.

LMX explains the importance of a good relationship between leader and employee
can be explained by the fact that the frequency of feedback in itself does not
necessarily lead to positive results (Black & Wiliam, 1998). For feedback to be
effective, it must be of high quality and adapted to the individual recipient. In other
words, feedback can be given frequently, but the leader must invest time and effort in
tailoring the feedback to each individual employee. Investing time meaning that the
leader most ensure that the employee receiving the feedback has a full
understanding of the information given. This is important for the feedback to be
effective, because as described earlier feedback is dependent on the employee’s
own perspective and interpretation of the information provided (Hattie & Timperley,
2007). An additional factor that may come into play is the high degree of LMX, which

enables a familiarity with the individual employee, making it possible to adjust the
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frequency of feedback according to their individual preferences. Since people are
different and have varying perceptions and definitions of the concept of "frequency”,
a high degree of LMX can allow the leader to adjust the frequency of feedback
according to the individual.

Again, the results of our study indicate that LMX acts as a mediator for both
constructive aspects and frequency of the relationship, providing support for
Hypotheses 2a, 2c, and 2d. This can also be explained by the fact that employees
who report a high degree of LMX identify to a greater extent with and feel an
attachment to their leader and organisation. When there is a high degree of
Supervisor's Organizational Embodiment (SOE), employees will experience a more
positive exchange relationship with their supervisor (LMX) and generalise this
experience to the entire organisation. This can further contribute to an increased
affective organisational commitment. One way in which a high SOE can be achieved
and thereby strengthen affective organisational commitment is when employees feel
an obligation to the organisation as a reason for their superiors' positive treatment of
them (Eisenberger et al., 2010).

In our investigation of hypothesis 3a, where we tested whether LMX moderates the
positive relationship between PFBC and mastery climate, we found no significant
results. This could mean that LMX does not moderate the effect between these two
variables. Because there may be other mediating factors between constructive
feedback and mastery climate that were not included in this regression. However,
these factors which were not included in the regression may help to explain the
absence of a significance. As we have also shown in hypotheses 2a. However, we
observed support for hypothesis 3b, where LMX moderates the negative relationship

between PFBC and performance climate.

In our analysis of hypotheses 4a and 4b, no significant results were found, which
means that we did not find support for these hypotheses. This lack of statistical
support for the hypotheses has several possible explanations. High variability in the
data can make it difficult to detect a three-way interaction. Furthermore, it can be
debated whether we used appropriate statistical methods and thereby did not

consider potential factors in the analysis. Even though our results were not
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significant, we still want to emphasise that the absence of a three-way interaction
does not necessarily exclude the possibility that this interaction is not found in the
underlying population. There may be an identical explanation here, as previously
mentioned, regarding LMX potentially not acting as a moderator, but rather as a
mediator. This is further supported when we analyse the plot of the data. As the
result suggests, PFBIF has no significant impact when LMX is not present. By
plotting the three-way interaction, a trend is observed where a high level of PFBC
correlates with a higher mean mastery climate when both PFBIF and LMX is present.
On the other hand, it is seen that when PFBC is low, the mean of the mastery climate
is lower than at high frequency. This can be explained by the fact that the leader
must focus on giving constructive feedback before focusing on the frequency (Black
& Wiliam 1998).

According to Diestad (2019), feedback that is given at the right time and in an
appropriate way can contribute to a feeling of recognition, belonging, autonomy and
mastery. This can help create a positive spiral where employees feel valued and
experience a climate that encourages them for personal growth and development. In
this way, it can be interpreted that, if the employee perceives that their feedback
contributes to their own development, they become more motivated to stretch
themselves and explore new areas of knowledge. Another important factor is that
feedback can strengthen relationships between colleagues. When knowledge is
shared openly and collaboration is promoted, the organisation can benefit from a
richer learning culture and better performance (Jdiestad, 2019). LMX also increase
psychological safety, which means that employees dare to speak their mind without
being afraid of being judged. This is essential for giving feedback. This explanation
shows how the three variables, LMX, feedback and motivational climate, are closely

linked and have an impact on each other.

In the theory section, the mastery climate appears as the work climate with the
highest quality — the climate that is superior (Buch et al., 2017; Liem et al., 2008;
Nerstad et al., 2013). At the same time, it is illustrated, through the previous
emphasis on leadership styles and 'managerial grid’, that emphasis is placed on the
fact that a leader should have a strong focus on individual people and human
development. This is not something we will stand in opposition to, but rather question
whether there is the only truth; that the mastery climate and the leadership style
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within this climate is the only right approach? If a leader has a leadership style or
leadership behaviour, where the feedback is based on personal correction and the
leader seeks the mastery climate, you can end up in the 'country club’ situation (Yukl
& Gardner, 2020). This can be problematic, as there is a risk of missing efficacy for
the organisation. One should remember that the motivational climate can be a
combination of both mastery and performance climates (Ames & Archer, 1989;
Nerstad et al., 2013). In other words, motivation can be a possible factor in both
types of climates. As seen in the 'managerial grid', it is important to focus on both
sides of the motivational climate, and the feedback must also address both sides of
the climate, as a leader should have a high focus on both the task and the individual.
This is most effective for the organisation when the leadership style is in the 'team
leader quadrant' (Yukl & Gardner, 2020). If a leader only directs the feedback
towards development, i.e. if you focus exclusively on the individual and find yourself
in the 'country club' area, the employee will experience a surprise when results are
suddenly expected, as they are not used to being exposed to demands , but only
used to praise (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).

5.1 Strengths, Limitations, and Research Opportunities

Even though our study may have the potential to contribute to the research field,
come with good insights, descriptions and topics for discussion, our study has its
limitations. By pointing out our limitations, we will in this context address potential

ways to conduct similar studies in future research (Podsakoff, 2003).

As described in the theory, LMX has been conceptualized in SLMX and ELMX, which
can provide a clearer explanation of our hypotheses. But we have chosen to use
LMX-7 by Graen & UhI-Blen (1995), as this is still the most used way of measuring
LMX (Hanasono, 2017). Since we both feedback and climate is divided into two
variables each, we have narrowed it down to just LMX. By narrowing the scope of the
study to LMX and not including too many variables, it gives us a greater opportunity
to do a more in-depth study of the specific dynamics and implications of this

relationship for the feedback-work relationship.

We see the limitations associated with our choice of method for collecting responses.
As mentioned earlier we collected our data primarily through Facebook and Linkedin.
In doing so we are not able to have complete control over the nationality of the
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respondents, which means that it is not guaranteed that all answers come from
Norwegians only. This lack of control is a limitation, as the questionnaire is written in
Norwegian, therefore there is a risk that people from other countries have not fully
understood the questions that have been asked. Furthermore, this method of
collecting responses means that we cannot be completely sure whether the same
person has answered the questionnaire multiple times, resulting in a lack of unique

individual responses.

An important limitation of our study is linked to the age distribution among our
respondents. Based on the results, it was clear that the most prominent age category
was between 21 and 40 years, followed by candidates between 41 and 60 years. If
the age category had been more evenly distributed between all age groups, it would
have been possible to obtain results that are more generalizable. In other words, the
age distribution, where most respondents are young, can lead to a skewed age
representation of the workforce. Younger respondents, especially those under the
age of 21, do not have the same degree of work experience as older respondents.
Which means that they may be unconsciously engaged in knowledge hiding, as they
probably do not have the same understanding of the industry as the older people
who have been in the business longer. This is again based on the degree of LMX
and psychological safety. This does not mean that the young people's responses are
worthless or irrelevant, but it may be necessary to consider their relative experience
level when interpreting the results. Another limitation in answering the questionnaire,
which can help make our results less generalisable, is when the respondent had to
answer the questions regarding motivational climate. In our dataset, there is a
stronger pull towards mastery climate (Mean 3.68, SD .91) than performance climate
(Mean 2.19, SD .85), this is a limitation, and may possibly explain that you do not get
enough variation in the dataset to explain and find support for the hypotheses.
Another challenge with the questions regarding motivational climate is that all the
guestions start as follows: "In my department/work group...". This can create
confusion regarding the group and individual level. It is possible that you do not
always identify with the group level, or that you do not feel equipped and find it
uncomfortable to answer on behalf of others, if you do not feel that you have a broad
overview of colleagues from the same department and work group. With the other
questionnaires regarding LMX and feedback, the questions contain many adjectives
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such as “...how satisfied your leader...”, “...how well does your leader...”, “| seldom
receive...” or “...immediately after | have done the work”. All these examples of
adjectives can seem problematic because they can be perceived differently from
person to person, as there is not necessarily a clear definition or description of the
words. So, it is up to the individual's assessment and interpretation of these words,

which are expressed in their answers.

Another limitation of our study can be seen in the time and attention that the
respondent spent on answering the survey. The problem with this is that the
respondent may have read and answered the questions, but at the same time not
been fully aware of the survey or its content, which can potentially lead to bias in the
response style (Suarez-Alvarez et al 2018). One way this happens could be that the
5-point likert scale is the only alternative to answer in the survey, which means that
these answers may not accurately reflect the correct opinions or characteristics of the
individual. It can therefore be a limitation that one does not pay enough attention or
rushes through the examination. Given this, responses completed under 3 minutes
and 30 seconds were removed. In addition to this, there are factors beyond our
control. We cannot know whether the individuals have responded with complete
honesty or not. Individuals may respond based on what they think is "correct" or what
is socially preferable, rather than the truth, which is referred to as response sets
(Suarez-Alvarez et al., 2018). Individuals may choose the easier answer rather than
the right or honest one. For example, choosing number 3 (middle) on a 5-point likert
scale. It can be perceived as an easy, safe and neutral option, but not necessarily a

correct (reflecting the individual) or honest answer.

When it comes to the research design, cross-sectional methods also have limitations.
This study was conducted using cross-sectional data, meaning that data were
collected at only one point in time and with one sample. The disadvantage of this
method is that it is difficult to explain causal relationships or other causal
explanations from the results (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Rindfleisch et al., 2008).
Therefore, longitudinal data are suggested to be a better option. When conducting
interaction studies using multiple regression, it is important to consider the potential
impact of measurement errors (Jaccard et al., 1990). Measurement errors are often

influenced by common method biases, which can have implications for the validity of
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our findings (Podsakoff, 2003). To enhance the interpretation of significant
interactions and minimize multicollinearity, Dawson (2014) suggests excluding non-
significant interactions from the model. However, in our analysis, retaining the non-

significant interactions in the final regression did not significantly alter the results.

We also used the macro Process v4.2 by Hayes (2018). This gives us some benefits,
that’s its easy to use, and the complicated regressions are done correctly and
automatically. On the other hand, it also brings some limitations. One is that we can't
include more two-way interactions at the same time in the model, as we wanted to do
in step 2. On the other hand, these are automatically included in the three-way
interaction, which we did in step 3 and shown in model 3. The downside with this, is
that it's harder to explain the AR2 this way. (Dawson, 2014). Which can explain why
we do not see any change in R2 in the MC model, and only 0.1 in the PC model.

For future research, longitudinal studies would enable causal explanations and allow
us to evaluate and look at outcomes over time. Besides that, we also pointed out that
we have used a random sample, without intending to investigate any specific groups
or categories of individuals. An idea for further research is therefore to examine
LMX's relationship to feedback and motivational climate in more specific categories
or groups. It could be interesting to investigate this relationship in different industries,
areas, companies or countries in order to compare the results with each other. Our
study is based on Norwegian individuals, which makes it difficult to generalize our
data and results. It also prevents us from drawing conclusions about this relationship

in specific countries, groups and industries.

5.2 Practical Implications

Despite the demonstrated limitations in our study, several implications can be
identified. First of all, it is crucial for organisations and leaders to recognize the
strength of LMX as an independent variable. It should also be recognized that LMX
also plays an important mediating and moderating role, not only in the relationship
between feedback and motivational climate, but also in relation to other variables. It
is therefore recommended to invest resources in facilitating and training in
strengthening the LMX relationship, so that the leader can develop personal
adaptation to each individual employee and achieve a stronger effect of feedback.
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We have also observed that feedback and motivational climate play a crucial role in
the working environment, and it is important to understand how these factors affect
employee motivation to ensure the success of the organisation. In this context,
leaders must be aware of the relationship between constructive feedback and the
motivating climate and be able to adapt the feedback to the individual employee by
varying between person-oriented and task-oriented feedback. In other words, it is
argued that leaders should have a balance between both types of feedback. The
leader must adapt the strategies to the specific context or culture of the organisation,

which will contribute to optimal efficiency.

This knowledge can be obtained through the degree of LMX, as previously
described. It is important, however, that the responsibility for facilitating good
employee relations does not lie solely with the leader, but rather is distributed at
several levels. There is a strong argument that organisations should implement
training or continuing education programs, or even offer various courses that focus
on building solid LMX relationships. This will help the leader feel better equipped and
more committed to their role, as it may be extremely unfortunate if the leader feels
uncomfortable or unsure of their responsibilities. Such a feeling can easily affect the
employees negatively, which is not desirable since it is the leader who has to lead
the way. The leader will experience increased motivation if he or she feels
comfortable in his or her role, and this motivation will hopefully rub off on the
employees. By implementing such initiatives, organisations can create a positive
motivational climate that contributes to increased productivity, employee satisfaction
and reduced staff turnover.

6. Conclusion

We have investigated the relationship between feedback, LMX and motivational
climate. Through the presentation of key concepts and theories, it has been
investigated how a positive relationship between leaders and employees can

promote an effective feedback culture and a motivational climate.

The thesis has also investigated whether LMX has a moderating and/or mediating
role in the relationship between feedback and motivational climate. The results show

that LMX mediates the positive relationship between perceived feedback behaviour
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constructiveness and mastery climate. A high degree of LMX can result in the
perception of constructive feedback and increased knowledge sharing. Moreover, the
results show that LMX acts as a mediator for both constructive aspects of feedback

in relation to mastery climate.

Our results indicate that LMX functions as both a mediator and a moderator in the
relationship between feedback and motivational climate. It is essential for leaders to
establish a solid relationship with their employees and provide frequent constructive
feedback to reinforce the impact of the feedback and create a motivational climate.
For organisations, it is important to focus on building trusting relationships and to
adapt the feedback to the individual employee. By understanding and applying these
findings, organisations can improve their management practices and create a

positive work environment that promotes employee well-being and performance.
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Appendix

Perceived feedback behaviour constructiveness, immediacy and frequency
guestionnaire. (Kuvaas et al., 2017)

PFBC9: The performance feedback | receive from my immediate supervisor is con-
cerned with how | do my job and not whether I’'m better or worse than my colleagues.

PFBC3: If | do something wrong at work my immediate supervisor provides feedback
that focuses on the task and not me as a person.

PFBCS: If there is discrepancy between my own and my immediate supervisor’s
evaluation of my performance we come to an agreement after having discussed the
matter.

PFBC1: My immediate supervisor provides feedback that is more concerned with
what I'm good at in my job than with I'm not so good at.

PFBC4: If | do something wrong at work my immediate supervisor provides feedback
that helps me doing the task better the next time.

PFBC7:The performance feedback | receive from my immediate supervisor agrees
with how | evaluate my own performance.

PFBC2: When | receive correcting performance feedback from my immediate supervi-
sor (s)he always follows up with good advice about how | can do things better.

PFBIF1: | often receive performance feedback from my immediate supervisor.

PFBIF4: | seldom receive performance feedback from my immediate supervisor
(reversed).

PFBC5: My immediate supervisor provides clear and specific feedback on how | per-
form my tasks at work.

PFBIF3: | receive performance feedback from my immediate supervisor immediately
after | have done the work.

PFBC6: The performance feedback | receive from my immediate supervisor is easy to
understand.

PFBIF2: The performance feedback | receive from my immediate supervisor is pro-
vided far too long after | have done the work (reversed).
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The LMX-7 (Graen & Uhl-Blen, 1995)

Source: Graen and Uhl-Blen (1995). Reproduced with permission of Elsevier.

Instructions: This questionnaire contains items that ask you to describe your relation-
ship with either your leader or one of your subordinates. For each of the items, indicate
the degree to which you think the item is true for you by circling one of the responses
that appear below the item.

1) Do you know where you stand with your leader (follower) ... [and] do you usually
know how satisfied your leader (follower) is with what you do?

Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Fairly often Very often
1 2 3 4 5

2) How well does your leader (follower) 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 leader (follower) recognize your potential?

Not at all A little Moderately Mostly Fully
1 2 3 4 5

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

None Small Moderate High Very high
1 2 3 + 5

5) Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader (follower) 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 + 5

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

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree
disagree
1 2 3 4 5

7) How would you characterize your working relationship with your leader (follower)?

Extremely Worse than Average Better than Extremely
ineffective average average effective
1 2 3 + 5
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Motivational Climate and Work Questionnaire (MCWQ) (Nerstad et al., 2013)

[tems

Performance climate
PC8: In my departmentiwvork group, it is important to achieve better than others.
PC2: In my departmentiwvork group, work accomplishments are measured based on
comparisons with the accomplishments of coworkers.
PC7: In my departmentAvork group, an individual's accomplishments are compared with
those of other colleagues.
PC3: In my departmentivork group, rivalry between employees is encouraged.
PC6: In my departmentiwvork group, one is encouraged to perform optimally to achieve
monetary rewards.
PCS: In my departmentAvork group, only those employees who achieve the best
results/accomplishments are set up as examples.
PC4: In my departmentivork group, internal competition is encouraged to attain the best
possible results.
PC1: In my departmentiwork group, there exists a competitive rivalry among the employees.
Mastery climate
MC1: In my departmentAiwork group, one is encouraged to cooperate and exchange
thoughts and ideas mutually.
MC2: In my departmentfwvork group, each individual's learning and development is
emphasized.
MC3: In my departmentAwork group, cooperation and mutual exchange of knowledge are
encouraged.
MC4: In my departmentfivork group, employees are encouraged to try new solution
methods throughout the work process.
MCE: In my departmentfiwork group, one of the goals is to make each individual feel that
hefshe has an important role in the work process.
MC6: In my departmentAivork group, everybody has an important and clear task throughout
the work process.
Eigenvalues
% of variance

Note. PC = performance dimate, MC = mastery climate.
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