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ABSTRACT

AN EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT AND

ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR

By

Yolanda B. Truckenbrodt

Committee Chairperson: Ronald C. Fetzer, Ph.D.

The Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory (Danserau,
Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen and Scandura, 1987) is a well-
researched leadership construct in organizational behavior
and business management studies. The notion is, LMX is a
two-way relationship (dyad) between the Leader (supervisor)
and the Member (subordinate). Supervisors exchange the
following personal and positional resources in return for
subordinates’ performance: inside information, influence in
decision-making, task assignment, job latitude, support,
and attention (Graen and Cashman, 1975). Numerous research
has identified various antecedents and consequences of LMX.
This study focuses on two outcomes of LMX: organizational

commitment and organizational citizenship behavior.
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The research sample is 63 dyads of a high-technology
information solutions company in the Midwest. The dyads
are administered three widely used and established
instruments, namely the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX-7)
Scale (Scandura and Graen, 1984); Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire (Mowday et al., 1982); and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior Scale (Smith et al., 1983).

Data are analyzed to answer the research questions and
test the hypotheses by using correlation analysis, Analysis
of Variance, and F test for correlated means at the p<.05
significance level. The findings support the hypothesis
that a pcsitive relationship exists between Leader-Member
Exchange and organizational commitment (Kinicki and
Vecchio, 1994; Nystrom, 1990). The results also support a
statistically significant correlation between Leader-Member
Exchange and citizenship behavior and the altruism
subscale, but not compliance. This is consistent with the
Wayne and Green (1993) study of examining the relationship
as reported by the member rather than the leader.

Implications for policy change and limitations of the
study are discussed as well as recommendations for future

research.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

As American business companies struggle with the
pressure from takeovers, mergers, restructuring, and
acquisitions, employees’ commitment attitude and citizenship
behavior are changing because employees perceive a lack of
job security in the workplace. Until recently, before
corporate downsizing and layoffs became common practice in
the business world, there had been inherent expectations by
management of employees’ organizational commitment and
citizenship behavior in the workplace.

Organizational commitment is an attitude of “company
loyalty” exhibited by employees. It stems from the
employees’ personal beliefs that the organization’s
missions, goals, and values are congruent with their own
(Nystrom, 1990). Mowday et al. (1982) cites Sheldon’s
(1971) definition of attitudinal commitment as: “the

identity of the person (is linked) to the organization”
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(p. 143) and quotes Hall et al. (1970): “the goals of the
organization and those of the individual become increasingly
integrated or congruent” (p. 176).

Organizational citizenship is behavioral, wherein
subordinates accommodate their supervisors, other employees,
and clients in the conduct of their assigned duties by
performing what is normally expected such as not arriving
late, not leaving early, and not abusing lunch hour.
Organizational citizenship behaviors are extra-role
behaviors which, when performed by the members of the
organization, benefit the organization (Bateman and Organ,
1983). These are everyday acts of cooperation that go
beyond the formal job description (Katz and Kahn, 1978).

The challenge for management is how to foster
organizational commitment attitudes and citizenship behavior
within their employees despite the reality of job cuts in
the workforce. There is considerable research to suggest
interpersonal interaction between supervisors and
subordinates merits closer scrutiny.

The Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory is a well-
researched leadership construct in organizational behavior
and business management studies. The notion is Leader-
Member Exchange is a two-way relationship (dyad) between the
Leader (supervisor) and the Member (subordinate) (Danserau,

Graen, & Haga, 1975; Deluga, 1998; Graen and Cashman, 1975;
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Graen and Scandura, 1987; Graen and Schiemann, 1978; Vecchio
and Gobdel, 1984; Vecchio et al., 1986). The theory asserts
that leaders treat each employee on a different level of
social exchange, i.e., supervisors do not interact with
subordinates uniformly (Graen and Cashman, 1975; Wayne and
Green, 1993). The quality of the relationships or exchanges
varies because supervisors have limited time and resources.
Supervisors exchange personal and positional resources in
return for subordinates’ performance on unstructured tasks.
These personal and positional resources are: sharing of so-
called inside information, influence in decision-making,
task assignment, job latitude, support, and attention (Graen
and Cashman, 1975). Two types of vertical dyadic exchanges
develop between the supervisor and the subordinate: a high-
quality relationships with the “in-group” and low-quality
relationships with the “out-group” members. “In-group”
subordinates perform their jobs in accordance with the
employment contracts and can be counted on by the supervisor
to perform unstructured tasks, to volunteer for extra work,
and to take on additional responsibilities. As a result,
for the in-group, research shows mutual trust, positive
support, informal interdependencies, high degree of
autonomy, satisfaction, and shared loyalty exist (Danserau,
Graen, & Haga, 1975; Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Graen and

Uhl-Bien, 1995). In contrast, subordinates who perform only
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in accordance with the prescribed employment contract are
characterized as “out-group” and are in low-quality
relationships with their supervisors, with limited

reciprocal trust and support, and few rewards (Deluga,

1998) .

Statement of the Problem

Numerous studies on Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory
of leadership have identified various antecedents and
consequences of LMX. This study will focus on two outcomes
of LMX: organizational commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior. In order for corporations to survive
the challenges of the highly competitive and ever-changing
global market of the twenty-first century, it might best
serve them to understand the role the Leader-Member Exchange
antecedent contributes to the survival and profitability of
business operations. Therefore, this topic is worthy of
further study to determine the relationship between Leader-
Member Exchange and subordinates’ organizational commitment
and citizenship behavior. The results of the study might
help management meet the challenges of competitive
businesses, and support human resource initiatives such as
emplcyee relations, leadership training, professional
development, personnel hiring, training and promotion, which

are vital to any organizational planning.
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The proposed research will add to the literature on
Leader-Member Exchange theory, organizational commitment,
and organizational citizenship behavior in a business
corporation setting as called for by Liden et al. (1997).

This study seeks to support Wayne and Green’s (1993)
field research, which suggests there is a positive
relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and the
organizational citizenship behavior of the member,
specifically, the altruism factor. Smith, Organ, and Near
{1983) identified two constructs of organizational
citizenship behavior: altruism and general compliance--also
known as conscientiousness. Altruistic behaviors include
helping specific individuals with work-related tasks, such
as, working on a sick co-worker’s project, filling in while
the boss is on emergency leave, answering the telephone
while the secretary is away, or assisting a co-worker in
meeting a deadline. On the other hand, generalized
compliance is required and prescribed role behaviors, i.e.,
arriving to work on time, not abusing coffee breaks, not
leaving early, not being late for a meeting. Unlike other
previous research (Anderson and Williams, 1996; Settoon,
Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997) that
focused on the perception of the leader towards the member,
Wayne and Green (1993) examine organizational citizenship

behavior from the perception of the members, i.e., the
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members self-report their acts of organizational citizenship
behavior, rather than the leader assessing the behaviors.
Awareness of these consequences will increase
understanding of the organizational dynamics arising from
the interaction between leaders and members, and the
possible implications for employee turnover, morale, job
satisfaction, performance, and absenteeism. The findings of
this study will have significance for business managers,
ccnsultants, human-relations personnel, human-resource
specialists, and supervisors who are responsible for

strategic planning to better manage manpower and resources.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to investigate the
relationship between the quality of Leader-Member Exchange
and subordinates’ organizational commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior. The study will attempt
to determine the effects of Leader-Member Exchange variables
in a highly specialized information technology
organizational culture. A greater understanding of the
resultant outcomes of the individuals’ attitudes and
behaviors in an organizational setting is important for
management executives in policy-making and for human
resource specialists to optimize strategic planning. The

results from this study will provide management an
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understanding of the relationships between Leader-Member
Exchange, organizational commitment, and organizational
citizenship behavior. Armed with such knowledge, management
can use the study as a tool to shape the organization’s

future by implementing awareness training.

Significance of the Study

In order to maximize the effectiveness and efficiency
of the organization, it is crucial to understand the impact
of attitude and behavior among participants. The importance
of this increased awareness has several implications for
organizational success. Employees’ organizational
commitment is the outcome from the employees’ combined
belief in the goals, objectives, and values of the
organization (Mowday et al., 1882). For employees, a&an
attitude of organizational commitment creates a feeling of
belonging to a work unit or a team, therefore enhancing
their job performance. Although it is not possible to
determine an employee’s sense of commitment and citizenship
behavior before the hiring process, these can be important
considerations in the training, promoting, and retaining of
employees once hired. Organizational commitment and
voluntary acts of citizenship behavior are important because
they create a positive working environment for employees.

When such a climate exists, it benefits customers, clients,
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and others with whom the organization conducts business such
as vendors, suppliers, and other corporate citizens.
Organizational commitment and citizenship behavior creates a
setting for organizational productivity and innovation,
thereby affecting the performance of work to produce high-
quality goods and services necessary fcr the long-term
success cof any organization. As noted by Katz (1964),
performance of extra-role behaviors contribute tc the

success of organizations.

Core Theory

Leader-Member Exchange Theory (Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982), originally named Vertical Dyad Linkage
Model (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), posits leaders treat
their subordinates differently, i.e., relationships or
exchanges at varying degrees or levels depending upon
whether the latter are part of the in-group (referred to as
high~quality exchange relationship) or out-group (low-
quality exchange) (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen,
1976; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp,
1982; Graen and Scandura, 1987; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Liden and Graen, 1980). A social exchange process evolves
between supervisor and subordinate in the development and
maintenance of the following personal characteristics:

mutual trust, interdependency, shared support, respect,
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strong loyalty, and reciprocal influence (Graen and Cashman,
1975). &As noted by Deluga (1998), the dynamics in the
dyadic exchange of the supervisor and subordinate result in

either high-quality or low-quality Leader-Member Exchange

relationship.

Research Questions

This study will answer the following research

questions:

1. 1Is there a positive relationship between the
quality of Leader-Member Exchange and organizational

commitment?

2. Is there a positive relationship between the
quality of Leader-Member Exchange and organizational

citizenship behavior?

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are

defined and used in the context of this research:

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

A two-way relationship between the supervisor and the
subordinate, a dyadic exchange. The theory states that
leaders treat subordinates differently at different degrees

and levels due to the leader’s limited time and resources
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(Graen and Cashman, 1975). The two categories of
subordinates are in-group and out-group members (Graen and
Cashman, 1975) and the two types of exchange are high- and
low-quality relationships (Graen and Schiemann, 1978;

Vecchio and Gobdel, 1984).

“In-group” Members

Supervisors believe that subordinates in this category
can be counted on to volunteer and take additional
responsibilities beyond what is prescribed in the job
description. Supervisors perceive subordinates to be
trustworthy, reliable, and competent. Consequently,
supervisors treat their in-group members as “trusted
assistants” or “cadre” who perform their jobs beyond role
expectations (Dansereau et al., 1975). The relationship
between the supervisor and the subordinate (dyad) is

classified as “high-quality” exchange.

“Out-group” Members

Supervisors perceive that performance cf subordinates
in this category is solely based on formal job description,
and subordinates are not exerting efforts “above and beyond”
the employment contract. The term “hired hands” is used by

Dansereau et al. (1975) to describe the subordinates in this

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



11

category. The relationship between the supervisor and the

subordinate (dyad) is classified as “low-quality” exchange.

High-quality Leader-Member Exchange

A positive relationship between the supervisor and the
subordinate, wherein feelings of mutual trust, respect,
autonomy, mentoring, interdependencies, shared loyalty, and

reciprocal support exist.

Low-quality Leader-Member Exchange

A relationship between the supervisor and the
subordinate (dyad) wherein, the exchange is characterized by
limited informal interaction, bound expectation, few rewards

and career opportunities, lack of mutual trust, and low

support.

Organizational Commitment

“"The relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular
organization. Conceptually, it can be characterized by at
least three factors: (a) a strong belief in and acceptance
of the organization’s goals and values; (b) a willingness to
exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and
(c) a strong desire to maintain membership in the

organization. . . . It involves an active relationship with
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the organization such that individuals are willing to give
something of themselves in order to contribute to the

organization’s well-being” (Mowday et al., 1982, p. 27).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organ (1988) defines organizational citizenship
behavior as: “Individual behavior that is discretionary,
not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective and
efficient functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988,
p. 4). Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) conceptualize
organizational citizenship behavior as a two-dimensional
construct: the subscale of altruism and generalized

compliance or conscientiousness.

Altruism

Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) identify this form of
organizational citizenship behavior on a 6-item subscale
which consists of cooperative gestures directly and
intentionally aimed at helping a specific person.
Altruistic behaviors are cooperative gestures that are not
mandatory behaviors. For example, “Helps others who have
been absent; Volunteers for things that are not required;
Orients new people even though it is not required; Helps

others who have heavy workloads; Assists supervisor with his
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or her work; and Makes innovative suggestions to improve

department” (Smith et al., 1983, p. 657).

Generalized compliance

Compliance or conscientiousness is a subscale of
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale. It is
characterized by impersonal forms of behavior aimed
indirectly at others in the organization. The behaviors are
what a “good employee ought to do” as defined by Smith et
al. (1983). Employees carry out certain role behaviors that
are conscientious and compliant in nature and consistent
with internalized norms. The items on this subscale are
“Punctuality; Takes undeserved breaks (reversed scored);
Attendance at work is above the norm; Gives advance notice
if unable to come to work; Great deal of time spent with
personal phone conversations (reversed scored); Does not
take unnecessary time off work; Does not take extra breaks:;

and Does not spend time in idle conversation” (Smith et al.,

1983, p. 657).

Summarx

Chapter I is an introduction to the study. It presents
the background, statement of the problem, purpose and
importance of the study. The results of this study will

contribute to the Leader-Member Exchange Theory body of
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knowledge. The aim is to better understand the
relationships between Leader-Member Exchange and the
organizational outcomes of commitment and citizenship
behavior. This chapter also introduces the two research
questions and four hypotheses as well as the definition of
terms. Chapter II provides a review of related literature,
the theoretical framework of the study, and the significant

II

-

related theories and current research. Chapter
describes the Methodology (research design, measures,

sample, procedures, and data collection) for this research,
and Chapter IV presents the data analyses and results of the
findings. Chapter V includes implications, limitations,

recommendations for future research, and conclusions.
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

Theoretical Framework

The concept of leadership is clearly an important
one in human affairs. It has attracted an extensive
body of literature, ranging from fiction and
biographies to how-to-manuals and scientific
investigation. Leadership affects almost all facets of
life. The influence of leadership is important in the
military, politics, government, academia, and, indeed,
in every profit or non-profit organizational unit.
Thus, the study of leadership takes on many more
challenging dimensions within the complex sphere of
human interactions. As such, organizational leadership
has been widely conceptualized and tested in behavioral
psychology and business management studies. Despite
the numerous research studies on leadership, attempts
to classify them into categories of approaches (traits,

behaviors, and styles) offer limited insight (Graen and

15
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Uhl-Bien, 1995). The difficulties are illustrated by
Stogdill (1974) who concludes, “There are almost as
many different definitions of leadership as there are
persons who have attempted to define the concept”

(p. 7).

Early research defines leadership in terms of innate
individual traits. This “Great Man” theory of leadership
(Jennings, 1960) considers leaders to be larger-than-life
figures who are somehow born with an inborn ability to lead.
The model assumes leaders are born with combinations of
gualities and invariant attributes (Mahoney, Jerdee, & Nash,
1960). However, nurerous studies fail to find universal
features or common characteristic traits of leaders
(Stogdill, 1974).

In later research, emphasis is more on the behavioral
aspect, thus replacing the dominant trait approach. It
highlights two functions of leaders-Initiating Structure
(task direction) and Consideration (employee-centered or
person oriented behaviors)-to provide a balance between the
job and human perspective (Behling and Schriesheim, 1976,
p. 299).

Subsequently, researchers shift their attention to the
interaction between the leader and the many variables in a
work situation, known as Situational Theory (Hersey and

Blanchard, 1982). Fiedler’s Contingency Theory is an
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example, wherein leaders exercise different leadership
“styles” depending on the group-task situation, task
structure, and nature of the interpersonal relations between
the leader and the followers.

More recently, theorists shift their interest to the
two dimensional constructs of transactional and
transformational leadership (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978).

While transactional leadership relates to the efficient and
effective management of day-to-day operation,
transformational leadership applies to the leader’s sense of
higher purpose, shared vision, and willingness to change.
Transformational leadership also refers to the capacity of
leaders to influence their members to transcend their self-
interest for the sake of the team and the organization
(Yukl, 1989).

However, findings on these early traditional leadership
theories are mixed. As a result, several theories have been
introduced during the last two decades. One of the more
recent is the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory (Graen,
Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982) of leadership, originally known
as the Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) Mcdel (Cashman,
Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1976; Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen,
1973; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, 1976; Graen and
Cashman, 1975; Graen and Schiemann, 1978). The central

focus of this leadership theory is the relationship and
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interaction (a dyadic exchange), between the leader and the
member or the supervisor and the subordinate, as opposed to
the traits, behaviors, situational styles of the leader, or
any other variables.

A review of the Leader-Member Exchange literature
agrees with the notion that leaders treat subordinates
differently at varying degrees and levels (Dienesch and
Liden, 1986), contingent on whether the latter are part of
the in-group (high-quality relationship) or out-group (low-
quality relationship) (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975:
Graen, 1976; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen and Scandura, 1987; Liden and Graen,
1980; Scandura and Graen, 1984; Vecchio, 1982). Proponents
of the theory assert the quality (in-group or out-group) of
dyadic exchange between superior-subordinate is more
predictive of positive organizational outcomes than the
leader’s traits or behaviors (Gerstner and Day, 1997; House
and Aditya, 1997). The in-group reports mutual respect,
trust, shared support, interdependencies, greater job
latitude, common bonds, open communication, and reciprocal
obligation between the supervisor and the subordinate
(Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Liden and Graen, 1980:; Snyder,
Williams, & Cashman, 1984). Thus, the exchange between the

supericr-subordinate (dyad), a two-way relationship, is the
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unique basic premise and the unit of analysis of the Leader-
Member Exchange (Graen, 1976; Liden and Graen, 1980).

The conceptualization of the Leader-Member Exchange
model’s theoretical base and empirical support is based on
role theory (Katz and Kahn, 1978) and social exchange

relationship (Blau, 1964).

Role Theory

The basis of Leader-Member Exchange has its early
theoretical foundation and empirical evidence in Role Theory
(Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). Each individual in a
society occupies a status position in a family unit,
community, and various institutions and organizations, in
which each individual is expected to play a particular role
(Katz and Kahn, 1978). According to Graen (1976, p. 1201,
as quoted by Dienesch and Liden, 1986), “Organizational
members accomplish their work through roles. . . . ” 1In an
organization, there is a gradual adoption of an employee’s
“role” that develops out of informal interchanges between
the supervisor and the subordinate (Graen, 1976).

Dienesch and Liden (1986) and Graen and Scandura (1987)
thecrize roles develop because there is mutual acceptance by
both parties of the roles being assumed, and mutual

expectation that resultant roles will benefit both the

leader and the member. An example is a supervisor assigns
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an extra project (not in the standard formal employment
contract) to a subordinate who willingly accepts the task.
Katz and Kahn (1978) refer to this as extra-role behavior.
From then on, the supervisor will rely on the subordinate to
assume other non-obligatory tasks beyond the formal job
requirements, as opposed to employees who are only
performing tasks prescriptive of their job description (in-
role behavior). Graen and Cashman (1975) and Graen and
Scandura (1987) state this process of development as role-
taking and the latter as role-making. They suggest a series
of exchanges and reciprocities exist in a relationship (a
Vertical Dyadic role-making between the leader and the
follower). Thus, because of the dyad exchange, a behavioral
interdependency between the supervisor and subordinate
develops as part of the role-making process (Dansereau,
Graen, & Haga, 1975; Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Graen and
Cashman, 1975). Hence, a supervisor is able to selectively
shape, through episodes of role expectation events, a
subordinate’s assigned organizational role. 1In addition,
researchers (Graen, 1976; Graen, 1989; Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen and Scandura, 1987) further
illustrate the dyadic role-making processes in their studies
between leader and member (supervisor and subordinate) in
high-quality exchanges and discover both have attitudinal

similarities in their abilities to make decisions.
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Social Exchange Theory

The Leader-Member Exchange model of leadership is also
heavily dependent on the theoretical framework of Social
Exchange Theory postulated by Blau (1964). Wayne and Green
(1893, p. 1433) propose the social exchange model is seminal
to understanding the Leader-Member Exchange Theory. The
social exchange is based in the context of Gouldner’s (1960)
“norm of reciprocity” wherein he discusses reciprocity as a
“mutually contingent exchange of benefits between two or
more units” (p. 164). Leader-Member Exchange Theory posits
that due to limited resources and lack of time to devote to
each employee, the leader has an opportunity to develop a
close social interaction (exchange) with only a few
essential subordinates (in-group). This interpersonal
social exchange “matures” and stabilizes intc a dyadic
relationship (Graen, 1976; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Graen
and Scandura, 1987; Liden and Graen, 1980). The
subordinates not in this special relaticnship are classified
as the out-group. A member is part of the in-group exchange
(Dansereau et al., 1975) when there is mutual support and
reciprocal influence. In-group members perform acts (e.gqg.,
answering the phone when the secretary is absent, willingly
doing somebody else’s work to help out in an emergency,
training a new coworker) beneficial to the supervisor since

these actions add to the efficient functioning of the
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office. The employee offers these voluntary acts of
citizenship behavior as part of an exchange relationship
with the organization and the supervisor. The perception is
this type of reciprocity is mutually beneficial to both the

leader and the member (a supervisor-subordinate dyadic

exchange) .

Leader-Member Exchange

In a 1973 study, Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen propose
the Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) model as the new approach to
the study of leadership. The Vertical Dyad Linkage has been
renamed Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) (Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982). The model describes a differentiated
relationship existing between the employees and their
immediate supervisor (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). A
dyadic relationship develops because of supervisor’s finite
time and resources. The relationship thus evolves quickly
on a mature level, either as a high-quality (in-group)
exchange (characterized by mutual trust and respect,
reciprocal support, positive feedback) or a low-quality
(out-group) exchange (Liden and Graen, 1980; Liden et al.,
1993).

The early empirical research on the Vertical Dyad
Linkage model consists of the results of a longitudinal

study of 60 administrators and 17 supervisors in the housing
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department of a large public university. The study
describes how leaders develop different levels of exchange
relationships with their subordinates. The study also
measures the perceptions of exchange of both the leaders and
the members, using data collected on four structured
interviews in a span of nine months. The in-group exchanges
are characterized by the leader providing greater personal
attention and support, bestowing so-called inside
information, and assigning tasks promoting professional
growth and career development for the members. In turn, the
members report fewer job problems, a greater amount of time
and energy invested in the organization, and satisfaction
with their job and their supervisors. In contrast, the out-
group exchanges report the reverse (Dansereau et al., 1975).

Similar results of these differences between the
in-group and out-group exchanges are again replicated in a
study of 109 leader-member dyads of a large public
university (Graen and Cashman, 1975). Thus, a high-quality
exchange 1is positively correlated with leader-member’s
mutual trust, respect, loyalty, interactions, rewards,
cooperation, strong influence, and reciprocal support
(Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Graen and Scandura, 1987).

The Leader-Member Exchange Theory is also heavily
dependent on the upward influence of the supervisors to

their immediate superiors. If the supervisors also have
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positive and supportive relationships with their own
superiors, the superviscrs are then able to obtain
resources. These financial and positional resocurces, in
turn, establish the supervisor’s own influence by providing
these exchanges to their own subordinates (Graen and
Scandura 1987; Green et al., 1996). These resources can be
in the form of extra funding on a procject or more latitude
on assigned tasks. So, due to the hierarchical structure of
the organization, the supervisors are now in a position to
distribute financial resources within their unit, and
likewise, now have the power to provide opportunities and
rewards (better training, favorable performance ratings,
“mentoring” for advancement) to their own subordinates
(Graen and Schiemann, 1978; Sparrowe and Liden, 1997).
Correspondingly, the exchange also benefits the supervisors
in terms of favorable reports of supervisor effectiveness
and positive performance ratings by their subordinates
(Deluga and Perry, 1994). Deluga (1998) further clarifies
the notion of how high-quality subordinates obtain their
influence. He theorizes subordinates seek out the advice of
their supervisor who provides the necessary guidance on
performance expectations. With this knowledge, the
subordinates are then motivated to act according to the cues
of the supervisor who, in turn, provides positive feedback

to these subordinates. The subordinates are now in-group
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members, enjoying high-quality relationships with the
supervisor. Thus, the subordinates’ stature is enhanced by
acting in tandem with the supervisor’s role expectations
(Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Liden and
Graen, 1980).

As stated before, high-quality Leader-Member Exchange
is characterized by mutual trust, respect, support,
reciprocal influence, and shared obligations. There is an
implied supervisor-subordinate interdependency for goal
attainment. Managers treat their in-group members as
“trusted assistants” or cadre, who perform their job beyond
role expectations. This is in contrast with the out-group
members who are basically equivalent to “hired hands” whose
job compliance is limited to the formally defined in-role
requirements (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen and Cashman,

1975; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden and Graen, 1980).

Determinants of Leader Member Exchange

A wealth of empirical research reveals a variety of
predictors of Leader-Member Exchange. These research
studies evaluate the source of the exchange (i.e., member,
leader, and interactional variables) and the antecedents of
the exchange. The types of member antecedents are
performance, belief in company paternalism, personality

(affectivity, locus of control), and upward influence.
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Leader antecedents are ability and affectivity (liking,
perceived similarity). Lastly, the antecedents of
interactional variables are demographic similarity,
expectations, liking, and personality similarity (Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997).

A stream of research supports the positive relationship
between Leader-Member Exchange and member performance. A
longitudinal design analysis by Bauer and Green (1996) finds
supervisor’s rating of their subordinates’ performance or
competence is positively connected with high level of
positive interaction. This is consistent with the Liden et
al. (1993) study of the positive relationship between
Leader-Member Exchange and subordinates’ elevated
performance. The same is true with Wayne and Ferris’s
(1990) laboratory findings of member performance as an
important antecedent of Leader-Member Exchange.

Wayne and Ferris (1990) find there is a relationship
between subordinates’ influence tactics and the level of
exchange. Subordinates exhibit behavior intended to
ingratiate them to their supervisor, such as being
agreeable, not raising objections, etc. Results suggest
this type of behavior produces a greater quality of Leader-
Member Exchange (R? = 0.62) rewards in the form of favorable
performance ratings (R® = 0.64) and being liked by the

supervisor (R?® = 0.50). These results are confirmed by
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later findings from Deluga and Perry (1994) in their field
study of 152 dyads of employed graduate and undergraduate
evening students and their supervisors in a small
Northeastern college. Deluga and Perry (1924) also discover
subordinates reciprocate by providing positive evaluation
and high performance ratings of their supervisor.

Additionally, there is a correlation between
supervisor-subordinate positive affectivity (liking),
perceived similarity, expectations, and Leader-Member
Exchange (Bauer and Green, 1996; Dockery and Steiner, 1990;
Liden et al., 1993; Wayne and Ferris, 1990; Wayne, Shore, &
Liden, 1997).

While Kinicki and Vecchio (1994) suggest supervisor and
subordinate locus of control similarity predicts high-
quality Leader-Member Exchange, Phillips and Bedeian (1994)
find no support in their field study of 84 registered nurses
and their immediate supervisors. Likewise, McClane (1991)
concludes there is no correlation between employees’ and
supervisors’ locus of control similarity and Leader-Member
Exchange in a laboratory setting.

However, Phillips and Bedeian (1994) suggest there is
positive agreement between Leader-Member Exchange and
supervisors’ and subordinates’ attitudinal similarity

(introversion or extroversion personality).
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Furthermore, upward influence is negatively related to
subordinate reports of Leader-Member Exchange (Deluga and
Perry, 1991). Similarly, supervisor reports of negative
relations between subordinate’'s upward influence and the
quality of Leader-Member Exchange (Dockery and Steiner,
1990) .

In addition, a team of researchers (Uhl-Bien, Tierney,
Graen, & Wakabayashi, 1990) confirms the positive
correlation between Leader-Member Exchange and members’
belief in company paternalism in their research of a
different corporate culture (a field study of 1075 line
managers from five major companies in Japan).

Moreover, Duchon, Green, & Taber (1986) report a link
between gender similarity and the quality exchange
relationships between supervisors and subordinates. A study
by Tsui & O’'Reilly (1989) finds gender similarity is
significantly related to performance ratings, perceived
liking, and role expectations. However, the personal
characteristic of gender and its direct effects on Leader-
Member Exchange have not been widely researched (Larwood and

Blackmore, 1878).

Consequences of Leader-Member Exchange

Considerable scientific support exists between the

guality of Leader-Member Exchange and a variety of areas
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affecting work outcomes, attitudes, and behaviors.
Attitudinal variables are organizational commitment, overall
job satisfaction, turnover intentions, belief in the
supervisor’s competence, promotions, satisfaction with
supervision, and upward influence. Resultant outcomes of
behavioral variables are organizational citizenship,
performance, turnover, and innovation.

The Leader-Member Exchange research studies address
many of the empirical issues of the gquality of the
relationships. An analysis by Steiner and Dobbins (1989)
finds subordinate work values impact leaders’ attributions
(ability, effort, and luck) and, thus, the consequences
(task assignment, negotiating latitude). Work-related
values are defined as intrinsic (pride in work, job
involvement) or extrinsic (social status, attitudes toward
earning). Leaders credit past performance more to ability
and effort rather than to luck or task easiness when the
subordinates have high intrinsic and high extrinsic work
values. As a result, leaders are more inclined to provide
high intrinsic and high extrinsic subordinates with task
assignments leading to promotability (R®= 0.52). Also,
leaders allow the high intrinsic and high extrinsic
subordinates more latitude in defining their roles

(R = 0.17). Because this study accounts for all four
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attributes as dependent measures, the resulting correlations
show a significant increase in the variance.

Moreover, research reports a relationship between
in-group subordinates and positive job performance
appraisals by their supervisors (Dansereau et al., 1975;
Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1993, 1994; Gerstner and Day,
1997; Graen and Ginsburg, 1977; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp,
1982; Liden and Graen, 1980; Scandura and Graen, 1984;
Vecchio and Gobdel, 1984). 1In turn, the subordinates rate
their supervisors favorably and report satisfaction with
supervision (Dansereau et al., 1975; Gerstner and Day, 1997;
Graen and Ginsburg, 1977; Judge and Ferris, 1993; Vecchio
and Gobdel, 1984).

Meanwhile, research on turnover shows a negative
relationship between Leader Member Exchange and turnover.
Literature reveals in-group subordinates are more likely to
stay and have fewer turnover intentions (Dansereau et al.,
1875; Ferris, 1985; Gerstner and Day, 1997; Graen and
Ginsburg, 1977; Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982; Liden and
Maslyn, 1998; Major et al., 1995). However, a field study
by Vecchio (1985) of 45 bank tellers and their 12 branch
managers fails to support this same conclusion.

Still, results of literature review on the relationship
between Leader-Member Exchange and overall job satisfaction

are mixed. Studies by Dansereau et al. (1975), Gerstner and
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Day (1997), Graen, Liden, & Hoel (1982), and Scandura and
Graen (1984) show a positive relationship between high-
quality relationship and job satisfaction. Although, Graen
and Ginsburg (1977), Liden and Graen (1980), and Vecchio and
Gobdel (1984) find no correlation with overall job
satisfaction.

The literature also supports the notion of positive
association between Leader-Member Exchange and supervisors-
subordinates agreement on the following dependent variables:
Leader’s support for innovation and innovative behavior
(Scott and Bruce, 1994); Productivity (Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982); Decision Influence (Scandura, Graen, &
Novak, 1986); Job-Related Matters (Graen and Schiemann,
1878); Value Agreement (Graen and Schiemann, 1978; Kozlowski
and Doherty, 1989); and Affective Commitment (Wayne, Shore,
& Liden, 1997).

For this study, the research will analyze the
relationship between the Leader-Member Exchange model of
leadership and its influence on two individual outcomes:

organizational commitment and organizational citizenship

behavior.

Organizational Commitment

A diversity of definiticns exists in the literature on

the term organizational commitment. Mowday, Porter, &
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Steers (1982) write there is disagreement in the literature
on the construct definition of commitment. The issue is the
classification of commitment either as attitude or behavior.
Staw (1977) and Porter et al. (1974), as cited by Mowday et
al. (1982), suggest the following differentiation of the
term: attitudinal commitment is the employees’
identification with the goals and values of the organization
and desire for organizational membership. Whereas,
behavioral commitment is the process by which employees
become linked or bound to the organization due to past
actions.

For this research effort, the focus is on employees’
attitude towards the organization. Specifically, this study
measures employees’ attitudinal commitment to the
organization as defined by Mowday et al. (1982), versus the
organization’s commitment to the employee or “perceived
organizational support” (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).

Strong positive feelings towards and attachment to the
organization characterizes employees’ organizational
commitment. This is in contrast with the behavioral
definition of “taking certain action(s).” 1In their 1982

book, Employee-Organization Linkages, Mowday et al. suggest

the following integrated definition of organizational

commitment:

The relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular
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organization. Conceptually, it can be characterized by

at least three factors: (a) a strong belief in and

acceptance of the organization’s goals and values;

(b) a willingness to exert considerable effort on

behalf of the organization; and (c) a strong desire to

maintain membership in the organization (p. 27).

Mowday et al. (1982) believe commitment is the linkage
between the employee and the organization. As such, they
identify the following outcomes (consequences) of
organizational commitment: absenteeism, job performance,
tenure, tardiness, and turnover. These are the “hard”
realities confronting business leaders, for these variables
affect productivity and quality of output. Thus, in the
highly competitive world of corporate America, it would seem
important for management to understand the organizational
commitment of their employees.

An early study by Porter et al. (1974) on the
relationships between organizational commitment, job
satisfaction and turnover, highlights the importance of
commitment as a discriminant. In the longitudinal study
among psychiatric technicians, organizational commitment is
better in predicting turnover intentions than satisfaction
in the job.

In reviewing the literature, there are consistent
findings about the positive association between Leader-

Member Exchange and organizational commitment (Duchon, et

al., 1986; Kinicki and Vecchio, 1994; Liden et al., 1997;
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Major et al., 1995; Nystrom, 1990; Schriesheim et al., 1992;
Settoon et al., 1996; Wayne et al., 1997).

Kinicki and Vecchio (1994) find support for their
hypothesis that the quality of supervisor-subordinate
relations (Leader-Member Exchange) correlate positively with
employee organizational commitment (r=0.31, p<0.0l1). Their
study of 138 bank employees and 24 branch managers used the
seven—-item version of the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX-7)
Scale (Scandura and Graen, 1984), and Mowday, Porter, &
Steers (1982) Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ).
The following statements are examples of the 0CQ: “I am
proud to tell others that I am part of this organization; I
really care about the fate of this organization; This
organization really inspires the very best in me in the way
of job performance.”

Meanwhile, Schriesheim et al. (1992) develop and
validate a new short form of Leader-Member Exchange 6-item
Scale (LMX-6). The proposed scale shows a convergent and
discriminant validity as a multidimensional Leader-Member
Exchange construct. Their results indicate a correlation
between Leader-Member Exchange, leadership, organizational
commitment and satisfaction, with organizational commitment
as a perceived contribution in the quality of the exchange.

Also, Green et al. (1996) find that a greater amount of

satisfaction with working relationships (with supervisors
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and coworkers) correlates with greater organizational
commitment among 358 employees from 42 public libraries in a
Midwestern regional library network. However, only partial
support exists between Leader-Member Exchange and
organizational commitment.

In addition, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga (1975) and Graen
(1976) discover in-group members show commitment to the
organization’s missions and objectives, and go beyond what
is normally expected in the formal job description in
exchange for corresponding “positional” resources (i.e.,
challenging projects, greater access to information). Thus,
a member exhibits a greater sense of involvement in the
organization’s goals because of a personal vested interest
in the organization’s success (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga,

1975; Graen, 1976; Liden and Graen, 1980).

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Smith, Crgan, & Near (1983) report a twc-dimensional
model of organizational citizenship behavior: altruism and
general compliance (also known as conscientiousness).
Altruism is an individual’s personal behavior, e.g., being
cooperative, helpful, and other instances of extra-role
behavior (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). It is a behavior
performed in helping a specific coworker, a customer or a

supervisor, not normally expected of the employee since it

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



36

is not part of the employment contract. Examples are being
accommodating to new employees, sitting-in for a sick
coworker, or assisting supervisors and others. On the other
hand, compliance is a behavior employees are expected to
perform (e.g., arriving to work on time, not taking too many
coffee breaks, taking only the required lunch time, or not
leaving early). Studies by Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ (1990),
Shore and Wayne (1993), and Wayne and Green (1993), support
the two-factor structure of altruism and compliance.

Organ (1988) believes citizenship behaviors, although

discretionary, are necessary because they promote effective

functioning of the organization. Schnake (1921) and Smith
et al. (1983) share this assumption. In addition,
Podsakoff’s et al. (1997) empirical research lend credence

to Organ’s (1988) assertion. In a study of 218 people
working in a Northeast paper mill, Podsakoff et al. (1997)
find a positive correlation between citizenship behavior and
the organization’s output. Citizenship behavior improves
the effectiveness of the organization by the high degree of
work group performance in terms of quantity and quality of
work. Settoon et al. (1996) and Wayne et al. (1997) also
provide empirical evidence of the relationship between
Leader-Member Exchange and citizenship behavior. They
postulate in-group members receive formal and informal

rewards from their subordinates. In exchange, the members
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seek out extra-role situations in the form of providing
citizenship behavior to the supervisors who, in turn, give
more reciprocal support and opportunities to the members.
This cycle of “helping” behaviors for mutual attainment of
goals helps further intensify the quality of the supervisor-
subordinate exchange (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975;
Scandura and Graen, 1984).

Likewise, a field study by Wayne and Green (1993)
supports the relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and
employee citizenship behavior, specifically as it relates to
altruism. However, citizenship behavior of compliance is
not linked.

Additionally, Deluga (1994) reports a positive
relationship between employee organizational citizenship
behavior and the gquality of Leader-Member Exchange in a
study of 86 subordinate-supervisor dyads from a highly
diversified organizational sample (finance, medicine, law,
retail, manufacturing, education).

Thus, Leader-Member Exchange 1s associated with
organizational citizenship behavior (Deluga, 1994, 1998;
Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne and Green, 1993;
Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). These studies examine the
construct of citizenship behavior based on leader’s reports.

However, Wayne and Green (1993) investigate the

variable from the standpoint of the member rather than the
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leader. This research will extend and build on Wayne and
Green’s (1993) work by examining the relationship between
Leader-Member Exchange and the consequence of organizational

citizenship behavior, with the member as the source.

Summarx

This chapter examines the theoretical framework and
empirical support of Leader-Member Exchange, namely role and
social exchange theories. The literature reflects an
interesting collection of the various antecedents and
consequences of the Leader-Member Exchange Theory of
leadership. 2Analytical review points out the
characteristics of member, leader, and interactional
variables. Similarly, attitudes and perceptions, behaviors,
and organizational outcomes are closely studied. The body
of literature supports Leader-Member Exchange Theory is
positively related to organizational commitment and

organizational citizenship behavior.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Cverview

The purpose of this chapter is to present the design of
the study and the methodology used to assess the
relationship between supervisors and their subordinates (a
dyadic exchange), and subordinates’ organizational
commitment and organizational citizenship behavior. This
chapter examines the variables utilized in the research
design, re-states the research questions presented in
Chapter I, and defines the null and alternate hypotheses.
Also, this chapter explores the survey instruments’ validity
and reliability, describes the sample and the sampling
method, reviews the procedures, and explains the data
collection of the research. Likewise, this chapter also
reports the pilot test results. Additionally, this chapter
reviews the statistical techniques utilized in this study,
and presents a preliminary data summary using appropriate

statistical treatments to answer the research questions,
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test the hypotheses, as well as establish the relationships
of the hypotheses with the dependent variables
(organizational commitment and citizenship behavior) and

independent variable (Leader-Member Exchange).

Research Design

This study examines the relationship between the
supervisor (Leader) and his or her subordinate (Member), and
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship
behavior in a highly specialized information technology
solutions company in a Midwest state. Using survey data,
this study investigates the research gquestions and extends
the research of Wayne and Green (1993) by evaluating
organizational citizenship behavior from the perception of
the subordinate. The independent variable is the quality of
Leader-Member Exchange. The two dependent variables are
organizational commitment and organizational citizenship
behavior. The instruments used are quantifiable. Three
established instruments, namely the Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX-7) Scale for Leader and Member, Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ), and the Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB) Scale, are used to collect data
relevant to the research questions for use in testing for

the hypothesized relationships.
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Research Questions

This study answers the following research questions:
1. Is there a positive relationship between the
quality of Leader-Member Exchange and organizational

commitment?

2. Is there a positive relationship between the
quality of Leader-Member Exchange and organizational

citizenship behavior?

Hypotheses

This study answers the research questions by testing
the following null and alternate hypotheses:

HO;: There is no significant positive relationship between
high-quality Leader-Member Exchange and high
organizational commitment.

Ha,;: There 1is a significant positive relationship between
high-quality Leader-Member Exchange and high
organizational commitment.

HO;: There is no significant positive relationship between
high-quality Leader-Member Exchange and high
organizational citizenship behavior.

Haz: There is a significant positive relationship between
high-quality Leader-Member Exchange and high

organizational citizenship behavior.
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HO;: There is no significant positive relationship between
low—quality Leader-Member Exchange and low
organizational commitment.

Ha3: There is a significant positive relationship between
low-quality Leader-Member Exchange and low
organizational commitment.

HO4: There is no significant positive relationship between
low-quality Leader-Member Exchange and low
organizational citizenship behavior.

Ha;: There is a significant positive relationship between
low-quality Leader-Member Exchange and low

organizational citizenship behavior.

Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4 are developed to investigate
whether high-quality or low-quality Leader-Member Exchange
subordinates report high or low organizational commitment
and organizational citizenship behavior respectively.

Hypotheses 2 and 4 are based on the assumption
presently articulated in Wayne and Green’s (1993) research
suggesting Leader-Member Exchange is positively related to
organizational citizenship behavior. Wayne and Green (1993)
report a significant relationship between Leader-Member
Exchange and subordinates’ organizational citizenship
behavior, specifically, the altruism factor, where

subordinates self-report their acts of citizenship behavior.
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This 1s in contrast with other studies where
supervisors themselves rate the organizational citizenship
behaviors. These particular hypotheses have not been widely
explored from the perspective of the subordinates since the
majority of research to date has studied subordinates’
citizenship behavior from the perceptions of the
supervisors. In previous research, supervisors identify and
report subordinates’ instances or acts of helpful behavior
(Deluga, 1994; Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore

& Liden, 1997).

Instruments

Three extensively pre-tested research instruments are
used in the present study: the Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX-7) Scale for Leaders and Members, Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (0OCQ), and the Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB) Scale. Table 1 (page 48) is a
summary of the instruments used in this study, listing the
name of the instrument, a brief description of the measure,

variable examined, and the source of data for this research.

Leader-Member Exchange (LMX-7) Scale

The LMX-7 Scale is designed to assess the quality of
exchange relationship between a supervisor and his or her

subordinates. The LMX-7 Scale is a standardized and
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validated instrument by Scandura and Graen (1984). 1In their
field experiment using controlled groups in pre- and post-
ieadership intervention treatments, the internal consistency
reliability (Cronbach Alha) for pre-intervention is .86 and
for post-treatment is .84. The stability estimate of the
scale (test/retest correlation) is .67. The LMX-7 Scale
comes in two formats. The LMX-7 Leader Scale is designed to
be filled out by the supervisor. The Leader Scale consists
of seven questions (regarding the supervisor’s relationship
with his/her subordinates) on a 5-point multiple-choice
response range tailored to each question. Likewise, the
LMX-7 Member Scale consists of the same basic set of
questions with the corresponding referent change to fit the
subordinates as the respondents (subordinate rates his/her
relationship with the supervisor) on a 4-point Likert
response scale. Each of the responses are summed up to
obtain an overall Leader-Member Exchange score with a
possible range of scores from 7 (low) to 35 (high) for
leader scores. For members, a score of 7 (low) to 28
(high), with high scores indicating high-quality Leader-
Member Exchange relationships between the supervisors and
the subordinates. 1In the Liden et al. (1997) meta-analysis
review of 48 studies, 18 of the studies cited LMX-7 Scale as

the instrument of choice to measure Leader-Member Exchange.
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Permission to use the instrument for this study is granted

by the first author (see Appendix A).

Organizational Commitment Questicnnaire (0OCQ)

The questionnaire, developed by Mowday, Porter, and
Steers (1982), is designed to measure employees’ commitment
towards the organization. The OCQ is a 15-item measure with
nine of the items positively worded and six of the items
negatively phrased and reversed-scored. This study utilizes
only the nine positively phrased and positively scored items
from the Questionnaire. Settoon conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis and arrived at the same conclusion that
“several researchers have suggested that the six