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ABSTRACT
.- THE RELATIONSIHP BETWEEN LEADER BEHAVIORS AND SUBORDINATE
PERFORMANCE: EXAMINING THE MODERATING INFLUENCE OF LEADER-
MEMBER EXCHANGE
Kurt Obomn

Old Dominion University, 2010
Director: Debra A. Major

Subordinates interpret and react to the behaviors of their leaders. Based on a
theory of organizational trust, it was. argued that greater trust between subordinate and
leader is required to respond appropriately to relations-oriented behaviors than task-

- oriented behaviors due to a higher level of personal risk to the subordinate. As a
consequence of responding appropriately to relations-oriented behaviors, a subordinate
immediately becomes identified with or connected to a leader. Such identification
requires the specific LMX currency of protfessional respect be present in order for an
adequate amount of trust to be developed. In contrast, task-oriented behaviors ally the
subordinate with job and task responsibilities, not necessarily their leader. In these
instances; any of the LMX currencies (i.e., professional respect, affect, contribution, or
loyalty to the leader) may generate sufficient trust to counter the lower risk involved. In
higher-risk situations, professional respect is mandatory for trust to be developed. This
variable importance of LMX currencies in developing adequate levels of trust is both
consistent with theory and a newer area of LMX research expanded upon by the present
study. Therefore, the relationship between a subordinate and leader was hypothesized to
.increase the effectiveness of specific leader behaviors in raising subordinate performance.

- Seven mid-level leader behaviors divided into either a task-oriented or relations-oriented



factor were examined. It was hypothesized that relations-oriented behaviors (i.e.,
supporting, mentoring, recognizing,.aﬂd_-c}dhsulting) required professional respect to be
present in the leader-subordinate rela;[idliship in order to s.ucc'essfully raise subordinate
performance. Task-oriented behaviors (i.e., delegating, clarifying, and inspiring) in
contrast, required only one currency of the. LMX relationship (i.e., professional respect,
affect, contribution, or loyalty) to be present for the behavior to be effective. Data were
collected from 240 subordinates at two different high-technology manufacturing
organizations located in the Western United States. Two surveys, one at three months job
tenure measuring leader behaviors and the LM X relationship and one at six months job
tenure measuring performance, were used. A two-factor leader-behavior structure was
confirmed using structural equation modeling before hierarchical linear regression was
used to examine the relationship between leader behaviors and subordinate performance. -
The interaction of the leader behavior and the LMX currency was added in the second
step of the hierarchical analyses. The relationship between task-ortented behaviors and
performance was moderated by the currencies of LMX such that when high levels of any
of the currencies were present, greater amounts of the leader behavior were related to
higher subordinate performance. For relations-oriented behaviors, only professional
respect moderated the performance relationship. At high levels of professional respect,
higher amounts of relations-oriented behaviors were related to higher subordinate

performance. Implications for both theory and practice are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

-Qver the past century, hundreds of studies have examined the leader behaviors
that enhance subordinate performance (Fleishman, 1995; Judge, Piccolo, & llies, 2004).
Decades of research show that effective leader behaviors are broadly captured by two
categories: relations-oriented which are those focused on building a relationship with the
subordinate, and task-oriented which are those focused on facilitating the
accomplishment of subordinate or team tasks (YM, Gordon, & Taber, 2002). The goal
of this research is to investigate the dimensions of the 1eaaer-sub0rdinate relationship that
influence the extent to which relations-oriented and task-oriented leader behaviors impact
subordinate performance.

Subordinate willingness to take risks influences the extent to which leader
behaviors, especially those that are relations-oriented, will improve subordinate
performance. In a typical interchange, the leader offers help, support, or guidance to the
subordinate through either a relations- or task-oriented behavior. The subordinate can
choose to accept the help, receive the support, and change their behavior accordingly.
The subordinate can also choose to ignore the help or support, not change their behavior,
or change their behavior in a manner inconsistent with the leader’s desires. Despite the
behavior of the leader, the subordinate still has volition over responses. Desired responses

-to relations-oriented behaviors entail more risk to the subordinate than responses to task-

oriented behaviors. Through responses to relations-oriented behaviors, the subordinate

This dissertation adheres to the format of the Journal of Applied Psychology.



identifies or partners with the leader. For example, the leader may become a mentor and
the subordinate a protégé to the leader in the eyes of others in the organization. In
contrast, task-oriented behaviors can be a one-way exchange from the leader to the
subordinate as the leader delegates a fask, corrects a subordinate’s methods, or inspires
the subordinate to set work goals. Less personal risk is involved because personal
alignment with the leader is not required to perform the desired subordinate response to a
task-oriented leader behavior,

The level of risk a subordinate is willing to take is dependent on the amount of
trust in the leader: the greater the trust, the greater the risk a person will accept (Mayer,
Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Since the 1970s, researchers have examined the amount of
trust in leader-subordinate relationships using the leader-member exchange (LMX)
framework (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen, 2003). Using a theoretical model of
organizational trust, the current study explains how different currencies of the LMX
relationship moderate eventual subordinate performance levels by altering the responses
subordinates have to different leader behaviors. Different LMX-level requirements exist
for relations-oriented and task-oriented behaviors to be effective at raising subordinate
performance due to the level of trust required to accept risk.

Leader Behaviors

During the 1950s and 1960s, researchers at two universities established programs
to determine the most effective leader behaviors. At The Ohio State University, over
1800 behaviors were narrowed into a survey of 150 behaviors given to multiple samples
of military and civilian employees to deécribe their leaders’ actions (Fleishman, 1953;

 Halpin & Winer, 1957; Hemphill & Coons, 1957; Yukl, 20006). At the University of



Michigan, surveys as well as interviews and field studies of managers and supervisors in
insurance (Katz, Maccoby, & Morse, 1950), manufacturing (Katz & Kahn, 1952), and
railroad (Katz, Maccoby, Gurin, & Floor, 1951) companies were used to study effective
leader behaviors. Both programs of research came to similar conclusions, classifving the
myriad of behaviors into two meta-categories: task-oriénted (initiating structure) and
relations-ortented (consideration).

- Hundreds of studies have been conducted examining leader behavior using these
two meta-categories (Yukl, 2006) with most confirming this dichotomy of leader
behavior (Fleishman, 1995). However, as Yukl (1998) summarizes: “The results [of
studies examining relations- and task-oriented behaviors] have been weak and
inconsistent for most criteria of leadership effectiveness” (p. 49). This inconsistency is
due in part to relating general behaviors to more specific outcomes such as individual
task performance and job satisfaction.

While keeping within the established two-category framework, more recent
approaches look at leader behavior at a more specific level. One such taxonomy is
represented in the Managerial Practices Survey (MPS), which looks at mid-range leader
behaviors including: delegating, clarifying, and inspiring which are classified as task-
oriented behaviors and supporting, mentoring, recognizing, and consulting which are
classified as relations-oriented behaviors (Yukl, 2006). Briefly exploring each of these
behaviors clarifies the components of the task- and relations-oriented categories.

Delegating behavior involves assigning new responsibilities to subordinates and
providing the extra authority the subordinate needs to fulfill them (Yukl, 2006).

Delegating is a unique and common leader behavior (Yuk] & Fu, 1999) with its own set



of determinants (Leana, 1987). Some have classified delegating as a relations-oriented .
behavior (Yukl et al., 2002) since one outcome may be a more trusting relationship if the
subordinate performs the delegated task well (Bauer & Green, 1996), but delegating is
more accurately seen as a task-oriented behavior (Yukl, 2006) since it specifically
focuses on tasks performed by the subordinate. When done correctly, delegating can
result in increased subordinate task commitment, greater decision quality, and a more
enriched job for the subordinate (Yukl, 20406). Some studies have found the amount of
delegation 1s positively correlated with subordinate performance (Bauer & Green, 1996;
Leana, 1987; Schriesheim, Neider, & Scandura, 1998),

Clarifying is a task-oriented behavior and involves the “communication of plans, -
policies, and role expectations” to subordinates as well as setting goals for their
accomplishment {Yukl et al., 2002, p. 19). Leaders clarity their expectations to
subordinates to ensure tasks are understood. A positive relationship between clarifying
and managerial effectiveness has been shown in many studies (Bauer & Green, 1998;
Kim & Yukl, 1995; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1982; Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990). These
findings, which can be explained using goal-setting theory, have found setting specific,
chalienging goals results in higher performance, as long as the goals are accepted by
subordinates (Locke & Latham, 1990).

Inspiring behavior is defined by Yukl and Van Fleet (1982) as that which
“stimulates enthusiasm among subordinates for the work of the group and says things to
build their confidence in their ability to successfully perform assignments and attain
group objectives” (p. 90). It consists of leaders motivating subordinates to perform

quality work through planning, vision statements, and example. Only one study (Kim &



- Yukl, 1995) was found examining inspiring as measured by the MPS wherein a positive
- relationship between subordinate-reported leader inspiring behavior and subordinate
performance was found.
Supporting 1s showing concern and acceptance of others’ feelings and needs, and
. it is a core component of relations-oriented behaviors (Fleishman, 1953; Stogdill, Goode,
& Day, 1962; Yukl et al., 2002). Supporting is consistently, positively related to
satisfaction with one’s leader (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 1998), but only a weak and inconsistent
relationship has been found with follower performance (Fisher & Edwards, 1988; Kim &
Yukl, 1995; Yukl et al., 1990).

Mentoring, another relations-oriented behavior consists of actions leaders take to
develop subordinates including career-related and psychosocial support (Kram, 1985).
Both forms of mentoring are related to subordinate job satisfaction (Allen, Eby, Poteet,
Lentz, & Lima, 2004), but career-related support, which is the chief focus of the work of
Yukl and colleagues (1990), shows more inconsistent relationships with subordinate
performance (Javidan, 1992; Kim & Yukl, 1995; Yukl et al., 1990).

Recognizing involves praising subordinates for work done well (Yukl et al., 2002)
and is considered a relations-oriented behavior (Yukl, 2006). In a field study involving
manipulation of praise given by the supervisor, this recognizing behavior by leaders
resulted in higher subordinate performance (Wikoff, Anderson, & Crowell, 1983);

“however, survey research asking about more general recognizing behaviors has shown a
more inconsistent relationship (Kim & Yukl, 1995; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam,
-1996; Podsakoff & Todor, 1985; Podsakoft, Todor, Grover, & Huber, 1984; Yukl et al.,

1990; Yuk! et al., 2002).



" Consulting as a leader behavior consists of leaders “invelving followers in
* making important decisions” (Yuk! et al., 2002, p..21). Followers may be asked for their -
opinion on certain matters, bui the leader makes the final decision which may or may not
-reflect the opinions received (see also Vroom & Jago, 1988). Consulting is considered a

relations-oriented behavior as it is often done to strengthen a leader-subordinate
relationship (Yukl et al., 2002}, Possibly because follower opinion is only sought, not
necessarily acted upon, only a weak, inconsistent relationship with follower satisfaction
and performance exists (e.g., Leana, Locke, & Schweiger, 1990; Sagie & Koslowsky,
2000).

Using factor analysis and theoretical reasoning, several other leader-behavior

“taxonomies besides the MPS have been created. They range in their classification of

behaviors from broad, abstract categories to specific actions taken by leaders on a daily
or hourly basis (see Yukl, 2006 for a hist). However, the MPS is an effective measure of
leader behaviors for two reasons: (1) the original task- and relations-oriented divisions
are preserved, and (2) other more specific taxonomies were considered in its creation
(Yukl et al., 1990). The classification of these mid-level behaviors within the task- and
relations-oriented categories is illustrated in Table 1.
Responses to Leader Behaviors

For leader behaviors to be effective at raising subordinate performance, the
subordinate must choose to respond effectively to the behavior exhibited. This process
would typically proceed as follows. First, the leader exhibits the behavior (e.g., clarifying

a task with a subordinate). Specifically, the leader sets a deadiine for task completion.



Table 1

Mid-Level Leader Behaviors Classified into Task- and Relations-Oriented Categories .

Task-Oriented Relations-Oriented
Delegating : - Supporting
Clanfying _ Mentoring

Inspiring ' ' Recognizing

Consulting




- Second, the subordinate decides whether or not to accépt the deadline and to work toward
it. Accepting the deadline leads to hi gher pgrfdnnance becaﬁse the subordinate works
toward accomplishing the task at.the éxpe(;ted ti.me . |

However, accepting the deadline or responding appropriately to any other leader
behaviors has additional consequences besides sﬁbordinate'perfonnance levels. These
additional outcomes entail various levels of ris.k to the.subordin.ate and influence the
subordinate’s decision to respond to the leader’s behavior. The level of risk is higher for
relations-oriented behaviors than task-oriented behéviors.

For relations-oriented behaviors, if a subordinate responds in the desired manner,
a stronger subordinate-leader relationship is created. In supporting, a subordinate would
accept interpersonal (e.g., sympathy when struggling with a difficult task) or expert (e.g.,
advice for a difficult technical problem) help from a leader. To see such information as
valid, a subordinate must respect the leader at some level. Acceptance may imply
eventual reciprocation and at the very least would be seen by others as cooperation with
the leader. In responding appropriately to recognizing behavior, the subordinate’s
acceptance of the leader’s praise or recognition acknowledges agreement with the
leader’s judgment. If the leader is respected by.the subordinate and others in the
organization little risk may be involved. However., .if few others in the organization agree
with the judgment of the leader, the subordinate aligned with sﬁch a leader takes a larger
personal risk. By accepting mentoring advice from a leader, subordinates would be linked
to the leader in the eyes of upper-level management and others in the organization.
‘Again, respect would be needed to accept the provid.ed .c.ar.eer—related advice and

assistance. Finally, consulting requires the leader and subordinate to work together for an



. outcome. Both parties would be seen as cooperating, involved, and responsible for
-results, a potentially risky alliance for both leader aﬁd subordinate. In short, desired

. responses to relations-oriented behaviors. may ereate Imlere opportunity for the
subordinate, but they come with a risk, eSpeciaily if the feputation of the leader is in
question. A positive, professional regard for the leader is needed for their effectiveness.

Task-oriented behaviors, in contrast, involve less risk. While a strengthened

relationship may develop over time from responding appropriately to task-oriented
behaviors (Bauer & Green, 1996), the immediate result is higher subordinate and team
performance (Bass, 1990; Yukl, 2006, 2008). By exhibiting task-oriented behaviors, the
leader may simply be helping a subordinate complete their formally-assigned tasks. The
leader is not necessarily seeking a trusted protégé to develop or a long-term relationship. |
In contrast to consulting, if a leader delegates a task to a subordinate effectively by
thoroughly explaining the task and providing the necessary authority needed for its
accomplishment, the work of the subordinate stands separate from the work of the leader.
Even if the leader were terminated for unethical behavior, the work of the subordinate
could remain unblemished. Also in contrast with consulting and other relations-oriented
behaviors, clarifying and inspiring can be viewed as one-way communications and effort
from the leader to the subordinate. If a leaders decides on a deadline a subordinate does |
not meet, a subordinate could claim immunity from consequeneee as it was not a deadline
he or she set. Less personal investment is required of the subordinate when responding to

- task-oriented behaviors than relations-oriented behaviors, and more opportunity to escape
adverse consequences exist. Task-oriented behaviors may involve changing the way a

task is performed while relations-oriented behaviors involve a responsibility to
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- reciprocate or identify with a leader. In general, heeding or responding to task-oriented
- behaviors entails less risk to the subordi nate'thém relations-oriented behaviors.
The Role of Trust in Leadership
The amount of trust in a relationship determines the amount of risk a person is
willing to take (Mayer et al., 1995}. Trust is “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable
-to the actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a
particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control
that other party” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). An essential component of trust that
separates it from similar constructs, such as cooperation and predictability, s the
- willingness of the trustor to take risks, Trust is not taking the risk, but the willingness to
be vulnerable to the actions of another person based on the belief the other person will
not cause personal harm. People often take risks and cooperate without trusting each
other. Ubiquitous examples include nations forming treaties and companies forming joint
ventures with limited time spans. Obviously, trust can increase the effectiveness of
cooperation, but the two are separate constructs. Trust is also not predictability. A person
can be completely predictable in always making decisions to harm another, but such a
person would not be trusted.

Research from the past 50 years has identified the characteristics a person must
have to be trusted by others and labeled this “trustworthiness’ (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine,
2007). Both early (Hovland, Janis; & Kelley, 1953) and more recent (Lieberman, 1981)
studies identified ‘competence’ and ‘integrity’ as two general dimensions. While much of
the research on trust has focused on relationships in general, Mayer and colleagues

- {1995) created a theoretical model of trust specific to organizational relationships
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-focusing on relationships between a subordinate and leader or between coworkers. Their .

medel includes the ability, benevolence, and integrity of the trustee as three correlated . - -

factors with different weights in the calculation of trustworthiness (Colquitt et al., 2007}
. Ability, the “group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party

.10 have influence within some [job] specific domain™ (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 717), has the

- strongest relationship with trust according to a recent meta-analysis (Colquitt et al.,

2007). As mentioned previously, ability and its synonyms (e.£., competence, expertness)

- have been considered essential elements of trust in many theories (see Cook & Wall,

- 1980; Deutsch, 1960; Giffin, 1967; Jones, James, & Bruni, 1975; Lieberman, 1981; and

Sitkin & Roth, 1993)}.

Benevolence is “the perception of a positive orientation of the trustee toward the
- trustor” (Mayer et al., 1993, p. 719). For a subordinate to trust a leader, the subordinate
must feel the leader has their best interest at heart and wants to help them. This would be
- evidenced by some level of affect or liking and a demonstrated willingness to do specific
tasks or favors for the subordinate. Benevolence has a slightly weaker but moderate
relationship with trust compared to ability (Colquitt et al., 2007).

Integrity is determined by consistency in the actions and words of the trustee
{Mayer et al., 1993). Gabarro (1978) labeled this as ‘character,” which he argued included
integrity: In short, the trustee’s actions are consistent whether in the presence of the
trustor or not. In the organizational setting, the actions of the leader when the subordinate
is present and when the subordinate is absent would be consistent. The leader would

- defend the actions of the subordinate to other leaders or peers. Through meta-analysis,
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" integrity has been shown to have a moderate relationship with trust, slightly weaker thanr =

ability and benevolence (Colquitt et al., 2007).. - . -
Leader-Member Exchange
- One shortcoming of the theoretical work on trust is the lack of measures
specifically designed for leader-subordinate relationships in organizational settings.
Much of the trust research has focused on relationships in general or the relationships
within married couples (Mayer et al., 1995). Relationships in the workplace differ
because they are located within hierarchies and built on professional respect, not just
mutual attraction and friendship. Contemporary to the development of the theoretical
-trust literature has been the empirical work examining the leader-subordinate relationship -
and its individual components, or “currencies of exchange” (Liden & Maslyn, 1998).
This stream of research provides measures for the theoretical dimensions hypothesized by .
Mayer and colleagues (1995) developed specifically for leader-subordinate dyads.
Traditional leadership theorists examined leadership as an individual construct.
The traits and behaviors of the leader were of ultimate concern. In the 1970s Graen and
colleagues began examining leadership from the dyadic level. Their original proposition
stated that as individuals work together, leaders form varied relationships with
subordinates due to time and resource constraints. While some subordinates keep the
original, formal relationship with their supervisor as specified by their employment
contract, others become trusted subordinates. Based on social exchange theory, LMX
theory claims the supervisor provides these subordinates with increased job latitude, more
influence in decision-making, and more Support.in exchange for the irusted subordinate™

taking on more tasks and internalizing the success of the workgroup (Dansereau, Graen,
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- & Haga, 1975). According to Graen (2003) trust is the central core of the LMX
relationship. The benefits received by both subordinate and leader result from the trust
both parties have in each other.
Traditional LMX research identified LMX as a multidimensional construct
without identifying its individual dimensions (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien.
- 1995). More recent examinations by Liden and his colleagues (Dienesch & Liden, 1986;
Liden & Maslyn, 1998) identified the dimensions, labeling them as four ‘currencies’ that
are exchanged in an LMX relationship. These currencies of exchange include

- professional respect, affect, contribution, and loyalty. They mirror closely the three
factors of trustworthiness (i.e., ability, benevolence, and integrity) theorized by Mayer
and colleagues (1995).

Professional respect is defined as “the perception of the degree to which [a
person| has built a reputation, within and/or outside the organization at excelling at his or
her line of work™ (Liden & Maslyn, 1998, p. 50). The professional respect a subordinate
has fora leader i1s based on the abilities of the leader in their specific domain of work.
This is in keeping with the general definition of ability provided by Mayer et al. (1995)
wherein skills, competencies, and characteristics in a specific domain are cited asa
leader’s ability. The three items used to measure professional respect in the LMX-MDM
capture the perceptions of the trustee’s ability in the Mayer et al. {1995) model.

Affect is the amount of liking or affection each person in the dyad has for the
other based primarily on personal factors. 1t is similar to friendship as it is also based
mostly on nen-work factors (Liden & Mastyn, 1998). Contribution is the level of work a

leader.or subordinate puts into accomplishing mutual goals. For a leader, it specificalty -
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-includes the resources, help, and oppertunities given to the subordinate for work

- accomplishment. Taken together, affect and contribution can be seen as a measure of the.

benevolence of a leader. A subordinate rating the benevolence of a leader would consider
- the affect the leader has for the subordinate to determine if the leader’s actions were done
with the intent to help the subordinate. “Benevolence suggests that the trustee has some

. specific attachment to the trustor” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 718). Additionally, the
contributions given in the form of resources and help to accomplish work provide a way - -
for the subordinate to evaluate the benevolence attitude or actual service rendered by the
. leader. Taken together, affect and contribution measure the service provided by a leader
to a subordinate and provide a basis for the motives of such behavior.

In the original work of Liden and Maslyn (1998), trust was limited to the
dimension of loyalty, but trust is something much larger than faithfulness to a
subordinate. For example, the trust a person has in another’s ability is captured by the
professional respect dimension, but they failed to recognize this as trust. Liden and
Maslyn’s (1998) limited definition of trust included only defending the work of a
subordinate to a superior or to other subordinates. Their dimension of loyalty can be seen . -
as equivalent to integrity. It includes knowing a trustee will behave in a similar manner
. when interacting with the trustor or with the trustee’s superiors. By consulting the trust
literature it is seen that trust is bigger than just integrity, it includes the other three
- dimensions of LMX, or the currencies exchanged in the LMX relationship.

The overlap in factors of trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995) and currencies of

‘exchange (Liden & Maslyn, 1998) allow LMX to be viewed as an indication of the trust-a -+ -

. subordinate and leader share. While the theorztical work on trust has developed



sophisticated modeis, the empirical work on LMX measurement has developed practical
.. instruments. Together, trust theory can enhance understanding of information gathered .
using. LMX instruments. This overlap of trust.and LMX confirms the theorizing by LMX
researchers that trust is the central component of the LMX relationship (Graen, 2003). .
Attributions

- Attributions are the explanations people infer as the causes of behavior (Brehm,
Kassin, & Fein, 2002), and they serve as the mediator between trust levels and risk-taking -
behaviors in the concepiual model. Most research on attributions has been conducted
outside of organizational relationships, with a large body focusing on individuals in
marriage relationships (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). While the leader-subordinate
relationship is not ithe same as a marriage relationship, similar attributions may be made
dependent on relationship factors. When individuals are in satisfying, and trusting
relationships, they make different attributions about their partner’s behavior than when
they are in unsatisfying relationships characterized by lower trust. Bradbury and Fincham
(1990, 1992) found that when explaining the same behaviors, happy couples make
relationship-enhancing attributions while unhappy couples make distress-maintaining
attributions. For example:

“A satisfied husband might attribute an unexpected gift from his wife to her
- wanting to do something special for him, whereas a dissatisfied husband might
- view the same act as an attempt.on her part to justify spending money on herself”
{(Bradbury & Fincham, 1992, p. 613).

Bradbury and Fincham (1990) created a framework relating attributions and behavior

partially recreated in Figure 1. Applying this paradigm into the work-relationship context
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suggesis that private attributions made by a subordinate about a leader’s behavior could
affect the subordinate’s subsequent behavior. In the context of the present research, a
leader displays a task-oriented or relations-oriented behavior. The subordinate perceives
this behavior (primary processing) and then assigns a motive to explain it (private
attribution). Notice that all of this occurs without an overt response to the leader who
initiated the behavior, hence the label of private attribution (Bradury & Fincham, 1992).
This explanation for the behavior made by:the subordinate will then influence his or her
own behavior, specifically if they will respond favorably or unfavorably (Bradbury &
Fincham, 1990). For example, if a leader attempts to provide support by giving advice to
a subordinate faced with a problem, the subordinate may or may not accept the advice
based on the attribution made for the helping behavior. If the subordinate has little
professional respect for the leader, the advice given may be seen as a futile attempt by a
leader to appear more knowledgeable than they really are, perhaps to impress third-party
onlookers. Such advice would be disregarded, making the subordinate unlikely to comply
with the leader’s advice.

In marriage relationships, the term stonewalling has been used to describe one
such response behavior. It is one behavior individuals in a dyadic relationship may use if
there is a low level of respect in the relationship (Gottman, 1994). Stonewalling is
“avoiding communication with a partner, either by physically distancing oneself so that

- communication is impossible or by emotionally withdrawing until it seems futile for the

other partner to try” (Harvey, Pauwels, & Zickmuad, 2005, p. 426),
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. Applying the work on attributions and behavior m marriage relationships, two
conclusions can be made about the moderating effect of relationship quality on the
efficacy of leader behaviors in improving subordinate performance. First, it is likely that
‘attributions made by the subordinate about a leader’s behavior will moderate the
‘subordinate’s response. Second, a certain level of respect in any relationship can make
stonewalling less likely to occur. Leader behaviors wili not be effective at increasing
performance if the subordinate is physically or emotionally distanced so as to not receive
the communication.

Conceptual Model

Figure 2 depicts the conceptual model used to gﬁide the current study.
Relationships were based on the previously discussed theoretical and empirical work
completed in the leader behavior, LMX, trust, and attribution research literatures.
Hypotheses

Task-oriented behaviors. As described previously, when subordinates respond to
relations-oriented behaviors they are taking greater risks than when they respond to task-
oriented behaviors. For task-oriented behaviors to be effective, less trust is required
because a lower risk is perceived (Mayer et al.,, 1995). Therefore, any currency
exchanged (i.e., professional respect, affect, contribution, or loyalty) should provide
enough trust to motivate the subordinate to respond positively to the behavior, since
higher levels of one faclor of trustworthiness (;an compensate for lower levels of another

{Mayer et al., 1995).
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- Hl1: For task-oriented behaviors (i.e., delegating, clarifying, and inspiring), all

- dimensions of the LMX relationship will moderate the performance relationship
~such that the task-oriented behaviors will be positively related to subordinate
performance when high levels of any currency are exﬁhaf_lged (see Figure 3a).

- Relations-oriented behaviors. For relations-oriented behaviors (i.e., supporting,
mentoring, recognizing, and consulting) greater trust is required for the subordinate to
respond in-kind to the leader behavicers, due to increased risk lb the subordinate should
the leader be someone in the organization who is not respected. There are two reasons
why professional respect would be needed to generate these higher levels of trust, thus
aliowing relations-oriented behaviors to be effective. First, empirical research shows that
ability is the dimension of trustworthiness most strongly related to trust (Colquitt et al.,
2007), and professional respect from a subordinate is built on the ability of the leader.
Without this critical component, the trustworthiness of a leader would be deficient,
unable to generate sufficient trust. Second, theoretical work explains the importance of
the trustworthiness dimensions can vary based on context. In this instance, the context is
dependent on the leader behavior. For example, Mayer and colleagues (1995) specifically
explain the need for professional respect in a mentoring relationship. Although a person
may have incredible integrity and benevolence enabliﬁg them to offer psychosocial
support, without knowledge of the profession, less-effective or limited carcer-related
advice would be given. Supporting, recqgnizing, and consulting behaviors would also
require some minimum level of prqfessional respect in order for enough trust to be
developed for the behavior to be 're_ceived effectively by the subordinate. Supporting

. behavior involves offering advice, guidance, and explanations. of complicated processes
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. LMX Diniensions: .
Professional Respect,

Affect, Contribution,
or Loyalty

Task-Oriented
Behaviors
(i.e., Delegating,
Clarifying, &

Inspiring)

Subordinate
Performance

Figure 3a. Hypothesized Model for Task-Oriented Behaviors




to subordimates. Without professional respect, the information given may be ignored,
“despite the best of leader intentions. Recognizing behavior requires a leader to understand
the job of the subordinate well enough to cite and reWafd spcci.ﬁc examples of effective
behavior. While a leader may be perceived to have high integrit):r and benevolence, any
recognition without a respect for the leader’s job knowledge and competence would be
viewed by a subordinate as uninformed. Again, consulting requires professional respect
-~ to be effective; without it, the relationship is one-sided. If a subordinate admires a
leader’s integrity and benevolence, bu_t has little respect for the leader’s competence,
consulting could appear to be an ignorant person asking advice. Instead of empowerment
© resulting from collaboration, the subordinate may feel used. Professional respect is
needed for relations-oriented behavior to be effective.
H2: For relations-orien.tcd bcha\}iors (i.e., supporting, mentoring, recognizing, and
consulting), only professional respect will moderate the performance relationship;
relations-oriented behaviors will be posttively related to subordinate performance
when high levels of professional respect are exchanged. Other currencies (atfect,

contribution, and loyalty) will not moderate the relationship (see Figure 3b).
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LMX Dimension:
Professional Respect

Relations-Oriented
Behaviors
-(i.e., Supporting,

Mentoring,
Recognizing, &
Consulting)

-

h 4

Suberdinate
Performance

Figure 3b. Hypothesized Model for Relations-Oriented Behaviors
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CHAPTER 2 -
Method

Participants

- Archival data were used to test the hypotheses. New emplqye;es of two large high-
technology manufacturing organizations headquartere_d in the V{iestefn United States were mailed
- surveys-at three months job tenure. Employees were asked.about their leader’s behaviors and the
relationship that had formed with their leader. They also answered démographic: questions.
Performance was assessed through a second survey mailed .three months later. The overall
response rate across both time periods was 23%. The majority of ﬁarticipants held a bachelor’s or
graduate degree (77.2%) with their ﬁverage age being 36.05 years (S D=8.26). Most were
Caucasian (76.6%) and the average nurﬁber of hours worked per week was 45.78 (SD=7.23).

A uniform sample size was soug_ht for the festing df all hypotheses. According to
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), deletion of cases with missing data is not appropriate when
greater than 5% of data are missing. Employing listwise deletion (i-.e., requiring a participant to
have answered all items on every scale used in every énalysis to be included) for all variables to
create a uniform sample for all analyses would result in a sample size of 169. In some instances,
using this sample would exclude over 60 people (over 26% of the sampie). To avoid this
resulting loss of power, variable mean substitution was used creating a final sample of 240
participants for all analyses. Table 2 lists the mean value and number of casc substitutions for
each variable.

Measures
.. Leader behaviors. Leader behaviors were assessed with the MPS (Yukl et al., 19%0)
wherein subordinates were asked to rate the frequency of leader behaviors using a scale ranging

- from L (Never, not at allmot applicable/don’t inow) to 4 (Usually, to a great extent). Kim and



Table 2

Summary of Mean Substitution by Variable

- Variable Mean No. of Substitutions % Missing

Age 35.86 7 - 2.92
Education 1 4.02 - 3 1.25
Tenure 110.03 -3 : -1.25
Hours Worked per Week 45.83 8 3.33
Affect 5.40 1 0.42
Loyalty ' 5.28 -5 2.08
Contribution 5.58 : 2 0.83
Professional Respect 5.72 1 _ 0.42
Support 3.08 31 12,92
Mentor 2.79 32 13.33
Recognize 2.98 49 20.42
Consult 3.10 28 11.67
Delegate 3.04 16 6.67
Clarify 3.00 9 3.75

Inspire 2.94 22 9.17
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- Yukl (1995) found subordinates more accurately rated leader behavier than leaders did - .
- themselvés. Delegating (¢ = .75) was measured with three items, mentoring (a = .8§2) with four
items; supporting (¢« = .85) and consulting (a = .86} with five items, and recognizing (o = .88),
clarifying (o = .89), and inspiring (¢ = .89) with six items eé;:h.- _ |
A two-factor leadership behavior solution was verified using confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) via LISREL 8.80. The fit of the model to the data was assessed. using fitness indices: the
normal theory-weighted least squares chi-square, the root mean square error of approximatién
(RMSEA), the non-normed fit index (NNFI), and the comparative fit index (CFI). According té
Browne and Cudeck (1993), RMSEA values below .05 inciicate a close-fitting model, whe.re
values between .03 and .08 indicate the model fits reasbnably well. NNFI and CFI Value-s; 906 .or
* higher indicate reasonable model fit (Bentler, 1990; Tucker & Le;vis, 1973). The RMSEA,'
NNFI, and CFI are unaffected by sample size unlike the chi—sqﬁare test which will often be
significant when a complex model is examined. Therefore, it is recommended to use more than
one index to examine fit. The first loading of each factor was fixed to one with all other paths
freely estimated. Delegating, clarifying, and inspiring loaded onto the-task behaviors factor and
supporting, mentoring, recognizing, and consulting loaded onto the relations behaviors facfor.
Figure 4 depicts the CFA model with path coefficients included. The following goodness-;)fQﬁt
statistics were obtained: ¥ (544) = 1208.57, p < .03, RMSEA = .07, NNFI = .97, and CFI = ..97(
- For hypothesis testing, two leader behaviors were éreated by averaging.items: delegating,
clarifying; and inspiring for task-oriented behaviors and supporting, mentoring, recognizing, and
consulting for relations-oriented behaviors. Therefore, task-oriented behaviors (o = .92) were
‘measured using 15 items and relations-oriented behaviors (a ~ .93) were measured using 20

items.



27

— .94

Delegating 1

- 1M

Delegating 2

— 57M

Delegating 3

— .43

Clarifying 1

A2

Clarifying 2

— 57®

Clarifving 3

= .50W

Clarifying 4

— 57™

Clarifying 3

Task-Oriented

= A5P

Clarifying 6

Behaviors

~ 54M

Inspiring 1

— .57M

Inspiring 2

— .397™

Inspiring 3

— .30™

Inspiring 4

— AC>

Inspiring 3

— 539

Inspiring 6

= .73¥

Supporting |

- 74

Supporting 2

- .60

Suppotting 3

— .50™

Supporting 4

— .66M

Supperting 5

A

Mentoring 1

- 567m

Mentoring 2

= .69W

Mentoring 3

— 57

Mentoring 4

Relations-

— 4iM

Recognizing 1

Oriented
Behaviors

— 41M

Recognizing 2

— .50

Recognizing 3

— 3w

Recognizing 4

— .48™

Recognizing 5

— 84

Recognizing 6

= .51~

Consulting 1

—_ .61

Consulting 2

— 57™

Consulting 3

— 535P

Consulting 4

— .66

Consulting 5

Figure 4. Confirmatory factor analysis results
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S0 LMX EMX was measured using the LMX-MDM (o = .93; Liden & Maslyn, 1998) which

has convergent validity with the LMX-7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), the most commonly used o

‘measure of LMX (Gerstner & Day, 1997). The I;MX-MDM was chosen because of its ébility to
divide LMX into its four currencics of exchange: affect 3 it;:ms; o =.91), loyalty (3 items; « =
~.88), contribution (4 items; a = .69}, and _brofeésional .respe.ct (3 i.tems; a = .95). In the original
research validating the LMX-MDM, three items were deveioped to measure contribution, but
showed a low Cronbach’s alpha of .77 in a sample of productioﬁ workers (Liden & Maslyn,
1998). In an attempt to increase the reliability of this scale, cne item was not used and two new |
contribution items were created for this Sfudy. Unfértunately, a lower reliability was obtained. B
All ratings for all four scales were made using a response scale ranging from 1 (strongly ‘
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Performance. Self-reported performance (o = .76) was measured by combining a five-
item scale (o = .74) developed by Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997) with a sixth item assessing
the subordinate’s overall level of performance on a scale ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (superior).

Demographics. Subordinate age, organization tenure, education level, and hours worked

per week were also assessed in the first survey.
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~CHAPTER 3
Results

Overview of Analyses
- Organization, subordinate ége, educatidh lé_ve.l, orglanizétiC;H tenure, and hours w.orl.ie.d

per week were examined as possible con.trol. vafiablés but none h.ad a.. Signiﬁcant bivariate |
correlation with subordinate performance and tﬁeré_fbre were n.ﬁt.incl.uded in subse-quen;[ aﬁaiyses
{(see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Correlzitioﬁs betweén ail Vaﬂables, basic descriptive statistics,.
and Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates afe shoWn n Table 3 1"01'.1;1.'16 sample with and without
mean substitution. |

Hierarchical linear regression was used to examine the hypotﬁeses. In step 1, the .t.ask—
oriented or relations-oriented leader behaviors variable v;fas eﬁtered along with the individual |
LMX dimension of affect, loyalty, contribution, or professional respect. To determine the
amount of additional variance predicted, the interaction between the leader behavior and the
individual LMX dimension score was added in step two. Four regréssion analyses were
conducted for the leader behavior, one for each LMX dimension, with each analysis consisting of
two steps. All variables except subordinate_ performance were méan ce;lfered.
Task-Oriented Behaviors

To support Hypothesis 1, all dimensions of the LMX relationship should have moderated
- the refationship between task-oriented leader behavior and subordinate performance. Increases in
task-oriented behavior should have been related to higher subordinate performance when there
was a high level of professional respect, affect, contribution, or loyalty. Four hierarchical linear
regression analyses were conducted. Affect was examined first, followed by loyalty,
contribution, and professional respect as main predictors and as moderators of the leader

behavior/performance relationship.
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~ The results of these analyses are found in Tables 4 through 7. If a significant interaction was
. found, the results were graphed following procedures outlined by Cchen, Cohen, West, and
- Aiken (2003) with low and high levels of the moderating V.ariable defined as one standard
deviation below and above the variable mean, resPectivély'.

The main effects of task-oriented behaviors (B = .09, ns) and affect (§ = .06, ns) were not
significantly related to subordinate performance at step 1 of the analysis examining affect as a
moderator, This pattern continued into step two where the main effects were not signiticant for
task-oriented behaviors (B = .10, ns) and affect (B = .. 13, ns), but the interaction between task-
oriénted behaviors and affect was significant (§ = .18, p <.05; see Table 4). As seen in Figure 5,
at low levels of affect, task-oriented behaviors were not related to subordinate performance, but
at high levels of affect, as task-oriented behaviors increased, so did subordinate performance.

A similar pattern of results was fo uﬁd for task-oriented behaviors and loyalty (see Table

'5). Neither task-oriented behaviors (f = .12, ns; B = .14, ns) nor loyalty (B = .00, ns; = .07, ns)
had a significant relationship with performance in step one or in step two; however, the
interaction between task-oriented behaviors and loyalty was significant (§ = .16, p <.05). At low
levels of loyalty, no relationship is seen between task-oriented behaviors and performance but at
high levels of loyalty, a pattern showing that increases in task-oriented behaviors were related to
increases in performance emerged (see Figure 6).

- Analyses examining contribution and task-oriented behaviors as predictors of future
performance are depicted in Table 6 and Figure ’? In Step one, task-oriented behaviors (§ = .00,
ns) were not significantly related to performance, but contribution showed a positive relationship

- (B= 24, p<.01). When the interaction was entered in'step two, again task-oriented behaviors



Table 4

"Regression Analyses for Task-Oriented Behaviors. and Affect Predicting Performance

32

i

F

SE B

- Predictor .B | B t-value
Step 1 01 1.96 .
- Task-Oriented Behaviors .0? 06 0% 1.11
Affect 03 03 06 79
Step 2 .03 3.52%
Task-Oriented Behaviors 08 06 10 1;33.
Affect 05 03 13 1.61
< Task-Oriented Behaviors X Affect .09 .03 18% 2.56

Note. N =240,

*p < 05. **p < 0.
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Figure 5. The interaction of task-oriented behaviors and affect on performance
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Table 5

. Regressian Analyses for Task-Oriented Behaviors and Loyalty Predicting Performance

34

K

Predictor R £ B .- SE B -value
Step 1 .01 1.65
Task-Oriented Behaviors 10 06 A2 1.53
Loyalty 00 .03 00 06
Step 2 02 2.83*
Task-Oriented Behaviors 1 .06 14 1.80
Loyalty .03 .04 07 83
Task-Oriented Behaviers X Loyalty 09 04 6% 2.26

Note. N = 240,

5 < 05, **p < 0.
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Figure 6. The interaction of task-oriented behaviors and loyalty on performance
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Table 6

‘Regression Analyses for Task-Oriented Behaviors and Contribution Predicting Performance

- Predictor - ). F B SER B i-vafue

Step 1 05 7.18%*
Task-Oriented Behaviors 00 A6 00 -.05
Contribution : 14 04 24x# 3.31

Step 2 .08 6.55%%
Task-Oriented Behaviors .03 06 .04 A7
Contribution 16 04 J28F* 3.78
Task-Oriented Behaviors X . 11 05 16* 2.24
Contribution

Note, N = 240.

T < 05, ¥¥p < 01,
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Figure 7. The interaction of task-oriented behaviors and contribution on performance
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- were not significantly related to performance (p = .04, ns), but contribution ( = .28, p <.01) and
the interaction between task-oriented béhaviors and c-ontribﬁtié-n-(ﬁ =16, p <.05) were |
significantly related to performance. At low le_vels of contribution, a rﬁore negative relatioﬁsh-ip
was found between task-oriented behaviors and performance meaning aS more task-oriented
behaviors were displayed, performance decreased. At .high levels of contribution, the opposite
‘relationship was found with higher levels of task-oriented behaviofs being related to higher
levels of performance (see Figure 7).

For professional respect, neither task-oriented behaviors ( = .11, ns) nor professional
respect (B = .01, ns) were significant predictors at step one. Again, at step two the same pattern
emerges with neither task-ortented behaviors (B = .13, ss) nor profes.sional respect (f = .16, ns)
having a significant main effect on performance; however, the interaction between task-oriented
behaviors and professional respect ( = .26, p <.01; see Table 7) was significant. At low levels
of professional respect, greater displays of task-oriented behaviors were related to slightly lower
levels of performance but at high levels of professional respect, task-oriented behaviors were

related to higher levels of performance (see Figure 8).



Table 7

.- Regression Analyses for Task-Oriented Behaviors and Professional Respeet Predicting -

39

Professional Respect

Performance

Predictor o R F B SEB B t-value

Step 1 01 1.66
Task-Oriented Behaviors 09 07 11 1.39
Professional Respect .01 03 01 A7

Step 2 03 4.76%*

Task-Oriented Behaviors 10 .06 A3 1.62
Professional Respect .06 .04 16 1.77
Task-Oriented Behaviors X 10 03 26%* 3.29

Note. N = 240.

*p <05, ¥*p < 01.
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-+ Summary. Task-oriented behaviors (i.e., delegating, clarifying, and inspiring) were not
. consistently related to performance, but. 2 pa-ﬁem of coﬁsistent interactions was found. The |
effectiveness of task-oriented behaviors ai increasing peffonﬁance’“}z;s moderated by individual
LMX dimensioné‘. There was a significart _-differei;ce iﬁ thé 'rélation;ship between task-orieﬁted -I
behaviors and performance when LMX dimensions were low versus high. In situations where
- high-quality relationship dimensions wére observed, inc:rcases in task-oriented behaviors were
. related to increases in performance. Hypothesis 1 was suppOi’téd by these findings.
Relations-Oriented Behaviors
- To support the second hypothesis, only professional respect should moderate the leader
behavior and subordinate performance relationship. In other words, increases in relations-"
oriented behaviors will be related to higher subordinate performance only when there is a high
level of professional respect. Increases in affect, contribution, or loyalty would not have the same
moderating effect. Four hierarchical linear regression analyses were conducted with performance
regressed on the combination of relations-oriented behaviors (i.e., supporting, mentoring,
recognizing, and consulting) and a dimension of LMX, controlling for both relations-oriented
behaviors and the LMX dimension. Affect was examined first followed by loyalty, contribution,
- and professional respect. The results of these analyses are depicted in Tables 8 through 11. If 3
significant interaction was found, the results were graphed following the same procedures used
for task-oriented behaviors.
When only the main effects of relations-oriented behaviors (B = .12, rs) and affect (B =

. .04, ns) were examined, neither were related to performance. Again, no evidence for main etfects

- . of task-oriented behaviors (} = .13, ns) or affect (B = .07, ns) were found when the interaction (J

= (7, ns) was added in step two (see Table 8).
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When examined with loyalty, relations-oriented behaviors were significantly, positively

- related to performance (ff = .15, p = .05), but loyalty was. not (B = -.02, ns). As more relations-- -
oriented. behaviors were shown by leaders, subordinate performance also increased.. In step two

- when the interaction was entered, relations-oriented behaviors fémained a significant predictor of
performance (B = .16, p < .05), but neither loyalty (B =01, »s), nor the interaction (B = .09, ns)

were significantly related to performance (see Table 9).



Table 8
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Regression Analyses for Relations-Oriented Behaviors and Affect Predicting Performance

*p < 05. ¥*p < 01.

- Predictor R? F "B - SEB B t-value

Step 1 01 2.52
Relations-Oriented Behaviors 09 .06 12 1.53
Affect 02 03 .04 .59

Step 2 01 2,04
Relations-COriented Behaviors 10 06 13 1.63
Affect .03 04 07 85
Relations-Oriented Behaviors X 04 03 .08 1.05
Affect

Note. N = 240.
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Table 9

- Regression Analyses for Relations-Oriented Behaviors and Loyalty Predicting Performance

- Predictor B R Fo B - SEB B -value

Step 1 01 2.41
Relations-Oriented Behaviors : 12 .06 le* 2.10-
Loyalty B -.01 03 -.02 -.28

Step 2 .01 2.10
Relations-Oriented Behaviors A3 06 d6* 2.10-
Loyalty 00 04 01 12
Relations-Oriented Behaviors X 04 .04 .09 1.21
Lovalty

Note. N =240,

p < 05. *p < 01.
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.. A different pattern was found for contribution. Relations-oriented behaviors were hot
‘significantly related to performance at step one (B = .03, ns) or step two (B = .05, ns), but - -
- contribution was positively, significantly related to performance at step one (f = .23, p <.01) and
. step two (B = .25, p<.01). As more contribution from leaders was perceived at three months job
tenure, greater subordinate performance was exhibited at six months job tenure. No evidchcé for
moderation was found (B = .10, ns; see Table 10).

- For professional respect and relationé-oriented behaviors predicting performance, a
significant relationship was not found between relations-oriented behaviors and performance at
step one (P = .14, »s), but was at step two (B = .17, p <.05). As more relations-oriented
behaviors were demonstrated at three months job tenure, ﬁerformanée was higher at six Iﬁonths
job tenure. Professional respect was not significantly related to performance at step one (f =-.01,
ns) or step two (B = .11, ns). However, a significant interaction between professional respect aﬁd
relations-oriented behaviors was found (E =.23, p<<.01, see Table 11). At a low level of |
professional respect, greater relations-oriented behaviors were not related to changes in
performance, but at 4 high level of professional respect, greater relations-oriented behaviors were

related to much higher levels of performance (see Figure 9).



46

Table 10

Regression Analyses for Relations-Oriented Behaviors and Contribution Predicting Performance - . .

Predictor R F B SEB B t-value
Step 1 .05 7.24%%
Relations-Oriented Behaviors 02 06 .03 34
Contribution 13 04 3% 3.09
Step 2 05 5.52%*
Relations-Oriented Behaviors 04 .06 05 67
Contribution 14 .04 25F#* 3.33

Relations-Oriented Behaviors X 07 05 A0 1.42

Contribution

Nore. N = 240,

*p < .05, **p < 01,
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... Regression Analyses for Relations-Orierited Behaviovs and Professional Respect Predicting

Performance
Predictor R F B - SEB B tvalue
Step 1 01 2.37
Reljations-Oriented Behaviors 1 06 14 1.83°
Professional Respect 00 .03 -.01 -.09
Step 2 : 04  4.45%=*
Relations-Oriented Behaviors 14 06 A7* 2.23
Professional Respect .04 04 g1 1.21
Relations-Oriented Behaviors X 09 03 23E*E 2.91

Professional Respect

Note. N = 240.

*p < 05, **p < 01,
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" -Summary. Evidence for only professional respect moderating the leader behavior and
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performance relationship was found with relations-oriented behaviors. This pattern of results - -

supported Hypothesis 2.
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CHAPTER4
Discussion - ¢

Overview

Evidence was found supporting both hypotheses. Task-oriented behaviors will be

discussed first with relations-oriented behaviors covered second. Limitations of the current study

will be discuissed next followed by considerations and directions for future research. This chapter
concludes with the implications of these research ﬁndin.gs for pr-actice;
Task-Oriented Behaviors

A pattern of all LMX currencies moderating the task-oriented behaviors-performance

- relationship emerged, supporting the first hypothesis. When trust based on affect, loyalty,

contribution, or professional respect is high, greater amounts of delegating, clarifying, and
inspiring are related to higher subordinate performance than when trust based on one of these
currencies is low.

The bivariate correlation between task-oriented behaviors and performance was not
significant. However, while low amounts of affect and loyalty perceived in a leader negated the
effectiveness of task-oriented behaviors (see Figures 5 and 6), low amounts of contribution and
professional respect showed a significantly different, reversed relationship. In these latter
circumstances, when contribution and professional respect are low, increases in task-oriented
behaviors are related to decreases in performance (see Figures 7 and 8). When high amounts of

‘any currency of LMX are perceived in the leader, enough trust is present for task-oriented
behaviors to be eftective at raising subsequent performance.

Task-oriented behaviors can be effective across many situations; they are effective

- provided that at least one currency of LMX is perceived. Nearly all leaders, including those
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~newly-assigned to a group or subordinate should be taught to de.legate, clarify, and inspire. As

. long as subordinates perceive or feel affect, loyalty, coﬁtri.bu;cioﬁ-, 61‘ Iprofessi(mal respect,
increased performance should result when these behaviors are displayed.

Relations-Oriented Behaviors .
Professional respect 1s necessary for relations-oriented behaviors to be most effective.

" Based on the significant bivariate correlation between relations-oriented behaviors and
performance, increases in relations-oriented behaviors at three months job tenure were related to
higher subordinate performance at six months job tenure. However, this relationship becomes -
stronger only when there is a high-level of professional respect present in the relationship. Trust

“ built on other.currencies of exchange is not able to'counteract the risks involved with accepting
and reciprocating appropriately to relations-oriented behaviors.

Limitations

- All constructs were measured from the subordinates’ perspeciive using a survey method
thus raising the possibility that results might be attributable to common method variance (i.€.,
observed relationships among variables are spurious and due to a common source and
measurement method). Although this criticism has been raised repeatedly since Campbell and
Fiske {1959} first showed that some systematic variance can be attributed to measurement.
methods, many researchers believe the true threat has been overstated (Crampton & Wagner,
1994}, with some labeling it urban legend (Spector, 2006). However, because of ongoing debate
{(Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009} precautions were taken to reduce the threat. First,
data collection was separated temporally: measures of leader behaviors and LMX dimensions
were obtained at three-months job tenure and performance data were not collected until six-

- months job tenure, thus creating a time gap of three months. 1t has been acknowledged by



résearchers who believe common method variance is a serious problem that temporally -
separating the data collection of predictor and criterion variables can mitigate the risk of
-¢ommon method variance (Campbel! & Fiske, 1959: Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). Second, the focus of the hypotheses was on the moderating influence of particular
variables. Interactions are difficult to explain based on common method variance alone
{Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989; Major, Kozlowski, Chao, & Gardner, 1995).

It would have been ideal to obtain both leader and subordinate perspectives on all
measures, However, most LMX research of the past 30 years has viewed only the subordinéte
perspective (Gerstner & Day, 1997}, and other research has shown that subordinates actually
provide more accurate ratings of ieader behaviors than leaders do themselves (Kim & Yukl,
1995). Perhaps the greatest opportunity for future improvement is in the use of an objective or
supervisor-rated performance criterion to confirm these findings, as some studies have found low
correlations between objective and self-reported measures of performance (Ford, Kraiger, &
Schechtman, 1986) and between self and supervisor ratings (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). In
general, low performers usually inflate self ratings while high performers will often deflate
ratings (Dunning, Johnson, Ehrlinger, & Kruger, 2003). However, dismissing findings as invalid
due to self-report data would be imprudent. Attributton theory does not support the logic of
subordinates biasing performance upward because of higher levels of external factors such as
feader behaviors and relationships. Instead, it would predict that individuals tend to explain their

- own successtul performance on internal factors (e.g., abtlity), not the behaviors of others (i.e.,
" leader behaviors; see Gioia & Sims, 1985; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). Thus, the current study’s.

findings may be a conservative estimate. . -
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- Although twe organizations were sampled, both were high-technology companies where
-only newer employees were surveyed. Generalizability to other organizations and more -
- experienced populations could be limited. Future research should attempt to replicate findings -
- using different samples. However, LMX researchers have found that LMX at two-months job
© tenure is highly correlated with LMX at 34-weeks job tenure (Bauer & Green, 1996), thus
providing some evidence that employee tenure beyond three months may play a minor role in
LMX levels. Addttionally, job experience has also been shown to have only a minor relationship
with future employee performance (r = .18; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). However, employee
. tenure is usually negatively related to task-oriented leader behaviors (Bass, 1960; Badin, 1973).
While new employees need more direction in structuring their roles and tasks, more experienced
employees would need more relations-oriented behaviors to keep them motivated in completing
their tasks and preparing for future roles. Therefore, the results are likely applicable to more
experienced employees, but fewer task-oriented behaviors may be observed in samples of
longer-tenured employees.

Relatively small effect sizes were found (R-squared values ranged from .01 to .08), but
practical and statistical significance differ. Any increase in performance should be taken
seriously. A-five or 10 percent increase in performance in these competitive, high-technology
organizations sampled could equate to practically significant increases in profits and innovations. -
Often it is the company to first propoese a product or solution that benefits most, thus
organizations will go to great lengths to increase individual performance. Theoretical models -

. show that these small increases in individual performance transiate into large increases.in

organization performance {Rucci, Kirn, Quinn, 1998).
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.- Additionally, the criterion in this research was perforinance, and many factors besides the- .-+ ©

"behavior of another person can have an effect on performance. Many studies that relate - .
- -subordinate characteristics such as ability or personality to subsequent performance rarely find. - -
effect sizes larger than .25 (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). This study looks beyond individual - -
differences to leader behaviors and relationships for factors affecting performance, thus -
providing a way that incremental variance in performance could be explained beyond what
ability or-personality can predict before the hiring decision is made. While some links have been
established between individual difference variables and LMX quality (e.g., conscientiousness & .
. extraversion; Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2008) and between individual -
difference variables and leader behaviors (e.g., perceived subordinate ability; Howell & = .+ -
Dorfman, 1981) in general the relationships halve been relatively small (# .07 to .35). This study
focuses on predictors of performance that are conceptually more orthogonal than other internal
qualities to the established general mental ability and conscientiousness predictors of
performance
Contributions and Future Research

‘This study contributed to the theoretical literature and provided practical guidance ftor
managers. It added to the short list of studies looking at LMX longitudinally (e.g., Bauer &
Green, 1996; Major et al., 1995; Wakabayashi, Graen, Graen, & Graen, 1988) thus confirming
~~the direction of the LMX to performance relationship seen in numerous cross-sectional studies
(Gerstner & Day, 1997). Future research should continue adopting longitudinal methodologies.
Two rich leadership traditions, leader behaviors and LMX, were partiafly integrated

showing that richer conclusions can be made when viewed together. The three studies that

. looked at LMX and leader behaviors previously (Bauer & Green, 1996; Schriesheim et al., 1998;



- Yukl & Fu, 1999) focused on-only one or two specific behaviors (e.g.; delegating). This study
examined a broader range of leader behaviors covering both the relations- and task-oriented
realms. Future studies should work to include more leader behaviors and also use different-

- research methodologies besides surveys. A study by Amabile, Schatzel, Moneta, and Kramer
(2004) took a first step. They asked individuals to record leadership behaviors using diaries, and
showed that when and how behaviors were performed was often more important than the type of
behavior shown. While affect was their major outcome variable examined, future studies should
involve varied data collection methods and could examine how all leader behaviors may
influence all individual LMX currencies over time:

This was the first study using the specific currencies of exchange in the LMX relationship
as moderators. Most studies use the LMX-7 measure and neglect examining which part of the
relationship is having the greatest effect. This study moves LMX research down a path of greater
specificity in the identification of relationship components. Such exactness can lead to more
specific theory building, incorporating literatures that overlap the individual currencies of affect,
loyalty, contribution, and professional respect. While the original LMX-MDM development -
study examined convergent validity with another overall measure of LMX, the LMX-7, no
known studies have examined convergent validity with other measures of the individual
currencies. As future studies examine individual currencies both as main effects and moderators,
_greater insights into what makes LMX a potent predictor of employee outcomes will be gained.. .

[n the employee journey, this study fits in the onboarding stage, between the time an
employee is selected and the time he or she is fully-trained. Selection research has found best
practices include general mental ability testing, personality assessments, and structured -

interviews to hire employees with the highest likelihood «of succeeding. This study looks at the
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- time directly after these emiployees were selected and hired. Does subordinate general mental” ©

-ability affect the development of LMX? In other words, is one reason intelligence is a potent-

- predictor of performance that subordinates who are more intelligent develop better relationships

or encourage more effective leader behaviors? Subordinates with greater general mental ability
- may be eventually trusted more due to their ability to fulfill delegated tasks (Bauer & Green,
1996). Leader behavior effectiveness may also be moderated by subordinate ability and
individual personality characteristics. For example, individuals with a higher general mental
- ability or higher levels of conscientiousness may respond effectively to task-oriented behaviors
because they prefer high levels of structure. However, if relations-oriented behaviors are not also
exhibited, these same individuals may react negatively to task-oriented behaviors as they may
feel the leader does not trust them enough to make their own decisions or believes they are
incapable of completing their tasks. Therefore, many factors and their interactions may influence
LMX quality level and eventual performance. .
Additional outcomes such as job satisfaction and turnover should also be examined.
Leader behaviors have been shown to have a positive relationship with satisfaction, but may be
made more effective by examining modcrators (Allen et al., 2004; Bass, 1990; Leana, Locke, & -
Schwetger, 1990; Sagie & Koslowsky, 2000; Yukl, 1998)
Practical Applications
Practically, this study benefited managers by describing the optimal situation for the use
of certain leader behaviors. This study should help HR professionals including leadership
development trainers and executive coaches provide better guidance for when certain leader

behaviors will be most effective at increasing subordinaie performance.
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- Leaders should be encouraged to develop professional respect, the most powerful .

‘moderator of the leader behavior and performance relationship, regardiess of leader behavior
- category. Professional respect was needed for relations-oriented behavior to effectively influence
- performance and its inclusion as a moderator showed a larger effect size change than affect,
loyalty, or contribution. Leaders should remember that the professional respect a subordinate has
for them is based on their abilities in their specific line of work. For this reason, ieaders should
be encouraged to attend learning events and take their own personal development seriously.
Leaders also should be encouraged and provided opportunities to give accurate and timely -
feedback to employees. Creating a feedback-rich environment and being viewed as a credible -
source of information has been shown to eventually raise employee performance (Kinicki,
Prussia, Wu, & McKee-Ryan, 2004).

Leaders should exhibit more task-oriented behaviors at the start of a relationship until
they are confident there is a high-level of professional respect. Although it is possible that a
subordinate may enter a reporting relationship with high protessional respect for the leader due
to a leader’s reputation or previous contact with the leader, 1t is likely that this professional
respect would need to be developed. Relations-oriented behaviors would lead to higher
performance, but only once this professional respect is established. Task-ortented behaviors will
lead to higher performance as long as there 15 at feast a high-level of affect, loyalty, perceived
contribution, or professional respect. Leaders should therefore be conscious of their individual
relationships with subordinates and may need to vary their behaviors based on relationship .
quality.

Organizations should do all they can to encourage the growth of high-quality LMX

relationships and to train effective leader behaviors. After selection, it is the next thing
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organizations can-do to increase performance. The advantage of attempting to improve leader
behaviors and relationships is that they likely have a lower correlation with subordinate ability or -
personality than other additional selection practices that could be enacted (see Schmidt &

- Hunter, 1998). Therefore, while the highest predictive validity of using both a measure of
general mental ability and conscientiousness to predict performance is about .65 (R-squared =
.42), adding a more orthogonal variable that is external to the subordinate such as leader -

. behavior and leader-subordinate relationship quality after a person is hired could increase the
ability of organizations to maximize individual performance beyond what selection practices

alone can do.
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APPENDIX A

..~ LEADER-MEMBER EXCHANGE MULTIDIMENSIO.NAL MEASURE

Currency

Items

. Professional
Respect

Affect

Contribution

Loyalty

[ am impressed with my supervisor's knowledge of his/her job
I respect my supervisor's knowledge of and competence on the job
I admire my supervisor's professional skilis

I like my supervisor very much as a person
My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend
My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with

-1 do work for my supervisor that goes beyond what is specified in my job

description :

[ am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to further the
interests of my work group .

My contributions are important to my supervisor

My supervisor provides me with resources and opportunities to make a
meaningful contribution

My supervisor defends my actions to superiors, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question

My supervisor would come to my defense if | were "attacked" by others

My supervisor would defend me to others in the organization if | made an honest
mistake
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APPENDIX B

PERFORMANCE MEASURE

Items

Overall, [ have been effectively fulfilling my roles and responsibilities
- Overalli, I have been performing my job the way my superw sor would like it to be performed
I get my work done very eftectively : S
It your supervisor had his’her way, he/she would change the manner in which you perform your
job
Allin all, I am a very competent employee
Please rate your overall level of performance by circling the appropriate number on the
following scale: 1=Poor, 2=[no label], 3=Average, 4=|no label}, 5=Superior
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