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Abstract

A model of the interpersonal relationships among work group members was
developed and tested. Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory and Team-Member
Exchange (TMX) theory provided the foundation for this werk. The mode! extends the
findings of a quarter-century of LMX research to all dyadic relationships within a work
group. This cluster of dyadic member-member relationships (MsMyXCO), as well as the
Leader-Member relationship (LMX) and Team-Member relationship (TMX), were
analyzed for their association with individual job outcomes. Four hundred (400)
individual workers’ networks of work relationships were tested in a field study of three
organizations in two North American countries.

The leaders in the sample did not differentiate their relationships with their
followers to the extent that previous research had established. Subordinates within the
work groups, however, made clear distinction among their relationships with co-workers
and reported having relatively different relationships with the leader as well.
Respondents reported relationships with higher levels of trust, support, and loyalty with
individuals whom they perceived to be similar to themselves in values, perspective, and
work behaviours.

The leader-member relationship (LMX) was confirmed as a correspondent with
the outcomes of job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment. The cluster of
dyadic member-member relationships (MxM,;XCO) was related to an individual's
perceptions of group cohesiveness, group effectiveness, and group performance. The
relationship between an individual and the work group as a whole (TMX) proved to be
the rﬁost significant of the three relationships, as it was related to ali five of the job

outcomes tested. Significant interactions were minimal.

vi



Introduction

The chronicle of leadership research throughout the twentieth century is one of
shifting focus and emphasis. Researchers have attempted to predict emergence of
leadership and its effectiveness by examining personal traits and behaviours of those in
positions of leadership, by incorpeorating characteristics of the follower and the situation.
and by investigating leader-member relationships. The Leader-Member Exchange
model of leadership has demonstrated the important role of differentiated leader-
member relationships in individual member outcomes. As businesses embrace
teamwork and team building, the hierarchical position of leaders and their influence on
the effectiveness of the organization is being supplanted by recognition of the influence
and contributions of all members. The development of the team environment implies
that all relationships, not just those between leader and members, may contribute to
member outcomes. This paper presents a model of the network of working relationships
that an individual forms within a work unit, develops hypotheses reiating that network to
individual outcomes, and reports the results of a field study that tested the model and

hypotheses.



CHAPTER 1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

At the outset of the twentieth century, leadership concepts were framed by the
"great man theory" which postulated that leaders were born with certain characteristics
that would enable them to take their rightful place in positions of leadership, power, and
authority. This perspective guided the research on leadership until mid-century, when
Stogdill (1948) and Mann (1959) provided review articles in which they concluded that,
although there was a positive relationship between some traits and leadership status,
the strength of the relationship was insufficient to explain or predict leadership on the
basis of personal traits. They further suggested that researchers turn their attention to
behaviours exhibited by the leaders as the focus of leadership research.

In response to these reviews, researchers (Lewin & Lippitt, 1938; Likert, 1967,
Stogdill & Shartle, 1948) turned to a leader behaviour approach. Common to the studies
was identification of two distinct styles of leader behaviours: consideration (concern for
people) and initiating structure (concem for task or performance). Studies found that
effective leaders focus on both performance and interpersonal behaviours, but also
determined that patterns of behaviour, and the effectiveness of such behaviours, vary
with the situation. This finding effectively changed the direction of leadership research
again, this time toward contingency theories, or the implication of situational variables in
determination of performance.

Contingency theories identify situational variables that moderate the relationship
between leader behaviour and effectiveness of group performance. Situational variables
identified include leader-member relations, task structure, and position power of the

leader (Fiedler, 1954); personai characteristics of group members, the work



environment, and the work group itself (Evans, 1970; House, 1971); and job-relevant
maturity of subordinates (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). Research on contingency theory
has sought to discover how situational variables moderate the relationship between
leader behaviours and leader effectiveness. According to path-goal theory (Evans,
1970; House, 1971), effective leader behaviours, i.e., those leading to goal achievement
and high performance in subordinates, are contingent upon aspects of the situation and
characteristics of the subordinate. The work environment and task structure are two of
the situational variables thought to influence selection of appropriate behaviours. This
stream of research parallels that of some research on motivation, particularly Job
Characteristics Theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980). Job Characteristics Theory
concemns the relationship of specific job characteristics, such as feedback and
autonomy, to job satisfaction and work motivation. The original Job Characteristics
Model (JCM) suggested that feedback, autonomy, task identity, task significance, and
task variety create psychological states that, in tumn, lead to favorable job outcomes such
as job satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and effective work behaviour. Recent research
provided general support of the JCM and the role of task characteristics in individual job
outcomes (Johns, Xie, & Fang, 1992). Job design elements were also found to be
influential in predicting effectiveness in work groups (Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993).
Several of the models referenced establish that the follower and the situation are
important elements in researchers’ attempts to explain and predict organizational
effectiveness, but the primary focus of leadership research has been the leader. While
there is an ongoing need to assess the contributions of the leader, there is an equally
compelling need to investigate the implications of the social network that exist within a
work unit (Meindl, 1993). To focus entirely on the leader is to ignore the richness of the
socially interactive processes that occur when people are configured in structured work

groups. These working relationships are a special case of interpersonal relationships, in



that they generally focus on task achievement within an organizational context (Gabarro,
1987). The working relationship between leader and member has been addressed by
the Leader-Member Exchange model (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and its derivative,
Leadership-Making (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Leader-Member Exchange theory was developed as a descriptive model of the
interactive processes between leaders and each of their subordinates. These processes
were especially evident in the context of unstructured tasks (Graen & Scandura, 1987)
rather than with tasks of a repetitive and highly structured nature. The theory has
evolved to take on a more prescriptive tone by identifying relationship behaviours that
can lead to greater effectiveness (Graen & Uhi-Bien, 1995). Most theories of leadership
have emphasized the average leadership style in which the leader exhibits consistent
behaviours with all subordinates. However, the leader-member exchange theory model
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen & Scandura, 1987)
stresses the differentiated relationships a leader develops with his/her members. A
leader enters into a different quality relationship with each of his/her subordinates, based
on an exchange of personal and positional resources between leader and member. The
definition of the LMX cannot be clearly distinguished from the constructs used to
measure it. The early studies measured the amount of latitude a leader allowed a
subordinate in defining his/her role. In over a quarter century of research, LMX has
evolved into a general assessment of a work relationship between leader and member,
measured by the extent to which there is a mutual sense of trust, loyaity, understanding,
and support.

The distinction among leader-member relationships was only one departure that
Leader-Member Exchange theory took from traditional leadership theories. While other

theories fixed the work group as the unit of analysis, the Leader-Member Exchange
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(LMX) view of leadership focuses on the dyadic relationship between leader and
member as the unit of analysis.

The foundation of dyadic organizing can be traced to Chester Barnard (Graen &
Scandura, 1987) and his sense that cooperation between individuals in an organization
was based on acts of negotiation in which individuals sought balance between
contributicns and inducements. Simon (1957) expanded on this process of balance
between contributions and inducements by stating that the negotiations take place
largely at the dyadic level. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958;
Hollander & Julian, 1969) also proposed that each party to an exchange offers
contributions deemed vaiuable to the other with expectation of mutually derived benefit.
Individual interaction patterns between two people can be seen as the basis for more
complex patterns of social behavior in groups (Jacobs, 1970). These pattens of
interlocked behaviour (Weick, 1969) represent the process through which individuals
come to know their roles in the organization (Graen, 1976).

Leadership in the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) modei is developed from this
role-making process, in which leaders and members exchange behaviours and develop
mutual expectations about future behaviours (Gabarro, 1987). In role-making, leaders
may develop relationships marked by high levels of support and trust with some of their
subordinates and relationships based strictly on the formal employment contract with
others (Graen & Cashman, 1975). A leader thus builds a working team or unit
composed of some members with whom he/she shares a high quality relationship (“in-
group™) and others with whom he/she shares a low quality relationship (“out-group”)
based on these differential leader-member exchanges.

Research has shown that in 85% or more of work units, members have
differential relationships with the leader (Graen & Cashman, 1975; Liden & Graen,

1980). The individuals who perceive the leader to be relatively open to the member for
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individual assistance (negotiating latitude) are those identified as having high quality
relationships with the leader. The leader will then delegate some of the work to those
whom he/she considers most capable and trusted (Deinisch & Liden, 1986; Liden &
Graen, 1980). This group ("in-group") receives in exchange more organizationai
resources, more supportive and sensitive treatment from the leader, greater latitude in
decision-making, and greater invoivement in administration and boundary spanning
activities (Graen & Cashman, 1975) than do members of the “out-group”. They also
receive higher performance ratings and feel greater ievels of organizational commitment
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), reduced propensity to quit, and greater satisfaction
with the supervisor (Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984) than those in the "out-group”. The leader
expects more from members of the “in-group” and they tend to act according to those
expectations and are rewarded for it. The "out-group”, in contrast, deviates more from
the behavioural preferences of the supervisor and experiences less satisfaction, more
problems with the supervisor, and more turnover (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). A
large number of empirical studies have confirmed the relationship between the quality of
the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) relationship and individual member outcomes. A
recent meta-analysis (Gerstner & Day, 1995) of 86 studies reported that LMX was
correlated at significant levels with member-reported outcomes of organizational
commitment (.35), overall job satisfaction (.46), satisfaction with supervisor (.64), role
clarity (.34), and role conflict (-.29). Organizational measures of performance ratings
(.29), and tumover (-.12) were also significantly correlated with the quality of the leader-
member relationship (LMX).

Individual outcomes of a high quality leader-member relationship (LMX) may be
well established, but studies to establish the antecedents of those relationships are
fewer and the results more equivocal (Deinisch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1995).

Demographic variables have been inconsistent, but generally non-significant indicators

12



of strong LMX relationships (Basu & Green, 1895; Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986;
Gerstner & Day, 1995; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993).
Conflicting resuits have been shown in studies using relational demographic
(demographic differences) variables. Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell (1993) reported non-
significant correlation of demographic similarity with LMX, but Basu & Green (1995)
found education similarity to be positively related to LMX. Tsui & O'Reilly (1989) found
that differences in gender, age, education level, and job tenure were negatively related
to supervisor affect and assessed effectiveness and were positively related to roie
ambiguity. Actual similarity of work attitudes (Basu & Green, 1995) and perceived
similarities between leader and member are strongly correlated with high quality LMX
relationships (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Phillips & Bedeian, 1994).

Despite relative uncertainty about the antecedents of differentiated leader-
member relationships, their presence in the workplace is well-established (Graen &
Cashman, 1975), and the process by which they evolve is well-developed (Graen &
Scandura, 1987: Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Role development provides an archetype for
that process, and Graen & Scandura (1987) have outlined a three-stage model of the
LMX development process. This process is dynamic as each exchange causes
reciprocal behaviours and expectations, but it is also relatively stable, because with each
exchange, expectations may be confirmed and reinforced. The first stage (role-taking),
which may last for only a few hours or for months, is dominated by leader-initiated
activities during which he/she discovers the member’s job growth potential and his/her
motivation to go beyond the job description (Graen & Cashman, 1975). The role-making
phase, or second stage, involves mutually reinforcing interlocking behaviour cycles.
Although the leader continues to initiate much of the activity, the leader and member
develop a working relationship by acquiring an understanding of how each will behave in

various situations. [n the third stage, role routinization, the leader and member reach a
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stage of mutual interdependence that is characterized by high levels of trust, respect,
support, and loyalty. These interlocked expectation and behaviour response pattemns
form a reciprocal process of reinforcement in the relationship and contribute to the
stability and continuity of relationships at differentiated quality levels. This interactive
process in which partners in the dyad affect behaviours and attitudes of the other was
confirmed by Herold (1977).

Recent theoretical development (Graen & Uhi-Bien, 1895) re-configured this role-
making process as the more prescriptive Leadership-Making, based on studies (Graen,
Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Scandura & Graen, 1984) showing improved productivity
and satisfaction among employees following an LMX-based intervention. This
intervention, a seminar presentation, encouraged leaders to use ‘active’ listening skills,
to be attentive to the member's probiems, concemns, and expectations; to share their
expectations regarding their own and the member’s jobs and the relationship; and to
resist imposing their own frame of reference on issues discussed. Subordinates who
responded to these overtures from the leader to develop a high quality relationship with
the leader showed dramatic improvement in perfformance. The Leadership-Making
model, like the role-making model, is illustrated as one in which leaders and members
progress through the three phases in the development of a dyadic relationship to
become “partners”. The “stranger” phase is seen as existing on a nearly pure exchange
basis, as the individuals act within the prescriptions of the job contract. There may then
be an ‘offer to extend the relationship beyond the contractual confines of the “stranger”
phase to the “acquaintance” stage. In this second stage, there is an extension of the
relationship to exchanges beyond those required, but the relationship is still in the
formative stages. If the ‘offer’ is accepted, the relationship then moves into the third, or
“mature”, phase. Individuals come to depend on one another and develop high levels of

trust, loyalty, and respect.
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While the role-making model focused primarily on the expectations and
behaviors of the [eader, the Leadership-Making model emphasizes the participation by
both members of the leader-member dyad. Both the role-making and the Leadership-
Making perspectives on the evolution of dyadic relationships suggest that leader-
member relationships develop differentially, both in time and ultimate configuration.

There are several points that have not been addressed by either the role-making
or the leadership-making models. Leader-Member Exchange, as a descriptive model,
does not address the desirability or the fairness of such differentiation within a work unit.
The prescriptive emphasis in the Leadership-Making model, however, is on both the
process of differentiation and the benefits that can accrue to a work unit in which greater
numbers of “mature” relationships are formed. Additionally, both of these models are
confined to the leader-member relationship.

The recently developed Team-Making model (Uhl-Bien & Graen, unpublished)
extends the role making (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and the Leadership-Making (Graen
& Uhl-Bien, 1995) processes to all relationships in a work unit. The focus here is the
dyadic relationship each member of the unit forms with each other member, including
the leader. The relationship building process does not assume that all relationships will
reach the mature stage; rather, some will remain at the “stranger” or “acquaintance”
stage. This i consistent with empirical findings regarding leader-member relationships
(Graen & Cashman, 1975; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Other research also supports a
four-stage development process and the stabilization of relationships at varying degrees
of mutuality, efficacy, and intensity (Gabarro, 1987). The team model (Katzenbach &
Smith, 1993) also acknowledges that the leader does not treat all members equally, but
recognizes different contributions to the team at different times.

Current business practices call for investigation of this entire network of

relationships. Since the 1980s, business in North America has been increasingly
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influenced by an emphasis on teamwork, team building, collaboration, and
empowerment. Most major U.S. companies are using, or considering the use of, some
form of work teams (Manz & Sims, 1995). These authors also estimated that, by the end
of the 20™ century, nearly half of the U.S. work force would work in some type of
empowered work team (p. 12). The manufacturing sector has led this movement, with
the service and public sectors lagging in the institution of the team-based organization.
Improved productivity and quality, as well as cost savings, are the goals of this
restructuring and there is strong evidence that teams can effect such change. Large
corporations (Alcoa, Weyerhaeuser, Rubbermaid, and Corning) report a variety of
improvements, such as increased productivity, reduced waste, improved customer
service, improved workflow, and cost savings resulting from team-based structures.
Proctor and Gamble reports a 30 to 50 percent savings in manufacturing costs as well
as improvements to quality, customer service and reliability (Manz & Sims, 1995).
Thus, the team-based organization may transcend the status of the latest management
fad and fundamentally transform the way work is done.

In a team environment, the leader assumes a significantly different role than in a
hierarchically structured organization. Leadership effectiveness in this setting cannot be
measured by the level of influence exerted on the followers, but rather on the
partnerships and common goals the leader is able to establish with his/her team
members (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). Hirschhom (1991) asserts that leaders must
balance empowerment and collaboration and create a setting in which peopie are
authorized to think for themselves and are also able to collaborate with one another.
Teams that work effectively depend on highly developed levels of trust and
interdependence among its members. In such a setting, the focus thus expands beyond
the leader-subordinate relationship to the web of interlocking relationships and

processes among all members of the work unit. This makes acknowledgment of all
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intra-group relationships more important, as each member establishes a network of
relationships: with the leader, with each individual co-worker, and with the whole group
as a single entity

Although the theoretical framework for the growth and influence of these
relationship processes is well developed, there has been very little empirical
inyestigation beyond that of the leader-member relationship. One notable exception is
that of Seers and his colleagues (Seers, 1989; Seers, Petty, & Cashman, 1995), who
have examined the reiationship between an individual member and the work group as a
whole. Conceptualized as comparable to leader-member exchange relationship (LMX),
the team-member exchange relationship (TMX) is founded on the reciprocation of
influence and behaviours between the member and the entire team as a group. High
quality team-member relationships (TMX) significantly influenced job satisfaction beyond
that demonstrated by LMX (Seers, 1989). Members of self-managed teams reported
higher levels of TMX than those of traditional groups and the higher the quality of TMX in
those self-managed groups, the higher was the group’s effectiveness (Seers et al.,
1995).

Despite the implication of relationship influence on individuals in a work group
and on the group as a whole, examination of an individual's network of work
relationships and its antecedents and consequences is in its infancy. Given the
increasing importance of collaborative work groups and teams in the work place, this is

an area in need of both theoretical development and empirical testing.
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CHAPTER 2
DESIGN
Model

The model and study detailed in this paper address the need for theoretical
development and empirical testing of the association between the full complement of an
individual's working relationships and that individual's job outcomes. The proposed
model of an individual's network of working relationships and its antecedents and
consequences is found in Figure 1. For the sake of simplicity, a four-member group is
illustrated. As the size of a work group increases, the number of dyadic relationships
becomes larger and the network increasingly complex. The quality of each of the
interpersonal relationships is a latent variable, as illustrated by the oval in the model.

The model defines the network of relationships that an individual member
(Member ,in the model) forms within a work unit as a cluster of differentiated dyadic
relationships, with both peers and leader. The dyad is the basic unit of relational
analysis, which has been widely applied in the social sciences (Anderson, 1994). Its
application in work unit research has been the leader-member dyad (Duchon, Green, &
Taber, 1987; Tsui & O'Reilly, 1989), and the proposed model acknowledges both the
importance and the differentiation of the leader-member relationship and extends it to
member-member relationships. Thus, an individual will form a relationship with the
leader, marked by particular characteristics and quality level; this relationship is
identified as the Subordinate Leader-Member Exchange Relationship or SLMX. The
leader’s perspective of that dyadic relationship is the Leader-Member Exchange
Relationship or LMX.

The individual will also form a relationship with each of a number of co-workers
and a quality level characterizes each of these member-member relationships (e.g.,

MM and (M,M)). The combination of the member-member relationships among peers is
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the Cluster of Member-Member Relationships (MxM;XCO) indicated in the model. The
quality level, or value, of this cluster is the averaged quality of all the member-member
relationships an individual has within the established work group.

The third type of work relationship illustrated in the model is that of the individual
with the team as an entire group, based on Team-Member Exchange (TMX) (Seers,
1989; Seers, et al., 1995). Studies have suggested that an individual member may
evaluate the relationship he/she has with individual group members differently than
he/she would evaluate the relationship with the group as a whole (Cartwright, 1968).
Thus, it is expected that perception of dyadic relationships and the average of those
dyadic relationships (MsM,;XCO) will be distinct from the relationship an individual
perceives with the group as a whole (TMX).

The proposed model thus addresses three discrete types of intra-group
relationships: leader-member (LMX and SLMX), member-member (MMX), and team-
member (TMX). Each of these relationships is characterized by a degree of quality,
based on the levels of mutual support, trust, and loyalty found in the relationship. The
model also includes the averaged quality value of the cluster of member-member
relationships (MxMyXCO).

Individuals may form differentiated working relationships with the leader and
members of their work units for a number of reasons. Studies examining the
antecedents of these relationships are far fewer than those that have looked at effects
(Gerstner & Day, 1995). Demographic variables such as gender, age, race, group size,
job tenure, and organization tenure were all found to be non-significant in predicting LMX
relationships (Basu & Green, 1995; Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986; Liden, Wayne, &
Stilwell, 1993; Phillips & Bedeian, 1984). One demographic variable that was significant
in predicting LMX was education level (Phillips & Bedeian, 1994) and education similarity

(Basu & Green, 1995). Basu & Green (1995) also found organizational citizenship
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behaviours and attitude similarity to be positively related to LMX relationships. Similarity
in attitudes toward family, money, career strategies, goals in life, and overall perspective
were significant predictors of LMX (Phillips & Bedeian, 1994) as were expectations,
liking, and a member’s perceived similarity to the leader (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell,
1993). Based on these results, demographic variables are not considered predictors of
either the leader-member or the member-member relationships in this model. The focus
of the proposed model is work relationships within a task group; thus it is perceived
similarity of work behaviors—perspective and values, and the methods used to approach
and solve problems—that are likely to influence the quality of the work relationship
(Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993). The model proposes that perceived similarity of work
behaviors will contribute positively to the quality of ali the interpersonal work
relationships that an individual develops.

The effects of the entire network of working relationships on behavioural
outcomes can be derived from LMX research. That research, spanning several
decades, documents the mediating role that LMX has on the relationship between leader
behaviours and outcomes of the follower and work unit (Gerstner & Day, 1995). High
quality LMX relationships have consistently led to the most positive outcomes for the
member and the work group as a whole (e.g., Crouch & Yetton, 1988; Kozlowski &
Doherty, 1989). Members who have high quality relationships with the leader have been
found to enjoy greater job satisfaction (Gerstner & Day, 1995; Graen, Novak, &
Sommerkamp, 1982; McClane, 1991; Turban, Jones, & Rozelle, 1990) and higher levels
of organizational commitment (Gerstner & Day, 1995; Kinicki & Vecchio, 1994; Seers &
Graen, 1984). Members who reported higher quality relationships with the group as a
whole (TMX) were also found to have greater job satisfaction (Seers, 1989).

Katzenbach & Smith (1993) have noted that high performance teams are characterized

by members’ deep commitment to one another, implying that working relationships
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among members will influence outcomes as well. Extending these findings to the
relationships identified in the model, Figure 1 suggests that the quality level of the cluster
of member-member relationships (MyM,XCO) and the quality level of the team-member
relationship (TMX), as well as LMX, will be positively related to individual outcomes and

perceptions of the group and its work.

Hypotheses

Extending the findings in Leader-Member research to the full complement of
relationships among co-workers, individuals will form distinct and differentiated
relationships with other members of the work group. In the model, the quality of the
cluster of member-member relationships (MuxMyXCO) derives from the individual
relationships themselves. Likewise the quality of the Leader-Memiber relationship
reported by the leader (LMX) and the quality of that same relationship reported by the

member (SMLX) draw from the perceptions of the relationships themselves

Hi- Individuals will form differentiated refationships with co-workers in the

work group.

Extending previous findings relating the influence of perceived similarity of leader
and member on the quality of a Leader-Member relationship (LMX) (Dockery & Steiner,
1990: Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Philips & Bedeian, 1994), individuals are expected
to form higher quality relationships with co-workers whom they perceive to be like

themselves in work behaviours.
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H.:  Individuals will form higher quality relationships with those whom they

perceive to be like them in work behaviours.

Job satisfaction, an emotional response to different facets of a job, is orie of the
most-often-studied outcome variables in organizational behaviour, and has been shown
to be related to a variety of organizational factors, such as organizational commitment
and turnover. Furthermore, LMX has been shown consistently to influence levels of job
satisfaction. The interpersonal work relationships are expected to be positively related

to job satisfaction.

Hsa.  The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX ,will be positively
related to an individual’s job satisfaction.

Ha.  The average quality of Member-Member relationships, MuM,XCO, will be
positively related to an individual’s job satisfaction.

Hix:  The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related to an individual's job satisfaction.

The second outcome variable is that of affective organizational commitment,
defined as an emotional attachment to the organization such that a committed individual
identifies with the organization, is involved in it, and enjoys membership in the
organization. Organizational commitment is strongly and positively related to job
satisfaction (Tett & Meyer, 1993) and has been found to positively influence one’s
performance (Matheiu & Zajac, 1980). This emotional facet of organizational
commitment has shown to be more closely related to job satisfaction and turnover
intention than has the continuance component, defined as a motivation to stay with an

organization because of the high cost of leaving it.
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Hda:

Hdb:

Hae:

The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX, will be positively
related to an individual’s affective organizational commitment.

The average quality of Member-Member relationships, MiM,XCO, will be
positively related to an individual’s affective organizational

commitment.

The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related to an individual’s affective organizational commitment.

Group cohesiveness may be defined as an interpersonal attraction among

members and between a member and the group as a whole, a closeness or

identification with the group, and the extent to which members feel they want to remain

in a group. Itis thought to contribute to a group’s strength and viability as well as

increasing the importance of group membership for an individual (Cartwright, 1968). ltis

expected that as the quality of an individual's relationships increase, so too will his/her

perception of group cohesiveness.

HSa:

H 5b:

Hsc.

The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX will be positively
related to an individual’s perception of group cohesiveness.

The average quality of Member-Member relationships, MMXCO, will be
positively related to an individual’s perception of group cohesiveness.
The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related to an individual’s perception of group cohesiveness.

Intra-group processes, such as open communication of ideas and feelings,

supportiveness, and low interpersonal conflict, are likely to be present in high quality
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relationships. These processes have been found to be a significant predictor of

member-rated effectiveness and satisfaction (Gladstein, 1984). Therefore, the higher

quality relationship will produce positive perceptions of group effectiveness.

Effectiveness has diverse definitions, but the literature (Gladstein, 1984; Sundstrom et

al., 1990) confirms the inclusion of the two factors of productivity and satisfaction with

group output. it is expecied that individuals who believe that their group is effective will

rate the performance of the group as superior and will report satisfaction with the

productivity of the group.

Hsa:

Hsa:

Hec:

H7a:

H7b2

H?c:

The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX, will be positively
related to an individual's perception of group effectiveness.

The average quality of Member-Member relationships, MuM,XCO, will be
positively related to an individual’s perception of group effectiveness.

The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related to an individual’s perception of group effectiveness.

The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX, will be positively
related to an individual’s perception of group performance.

The average quality of Member-Member relationships, MM,XCO, will be
positively related to an individual’s perception of group performance.

The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related to an individual’s perception of group performance.
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Hsa:  The quality of the Leader-Member relationship, LMX, will be positively
related fo the group performance as assessed by the leader.

Hew:  The average quality of Member-Member relationships, M.M;XCO, will be
positively related to the group performance as assessed by the leader.

Hse  The quality of the Team-Member relationship, TMX, will be positively

related fo the group performance as assessed by the leader.

Although there is no empirical foundation to support such a hypothesis, it is
unlikely that the three types of relationships will be completely independent of one
another. Because the relationships between leader and the member and between the
member and his/her co-workers involve a single individual, they are likely to be related to
one another. One worker may compensate for a less-than-ideal relationship with the
superior by forging strong relationships with co-workers. Another individual may find
him/herself in high quality relationships with co-workers who all share an equally good
relationship with the leader. Therefore, interactive effects from the quality of the Leader-
Member relationship (LMX), the quality of the cluster of Member-Member relationships
(MxM,XCO), and the quality of the Team-Member relationship (TMX) on individual job

outcomes are possible and were explored in the analysis of data.
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Chapter 3

METHOD

Sample

In February 1994, the city council of a medium-sized city in mid-western Canada
recommended a significant reform of the city administrative structure to achieve more
affordable municipal administration. City commissioners then undertook the task of
restructuring the civic administration and of reducing the management structure. Overa
three-year period. there would be a reduction in management and professional staffing
from 977 to approximately 750, with an average reduction of 23% across all departments
(Frost, 1994).

The restructuring process within the civic administration offered a research
opportunity to investigate relationships in evolving, newly developed, and ongoing work
units in a wide variety of civic departments. The Chief Commissioner outlined the
proposed research project in a letter to group leaders and invited participation from all
units affected by the restructuring. The researcher further detailed the project in an open
meeting for potential participants and followed that with individual phone calls to the
contact person in each unit. A total of 23 work units, varying in size from 5 to 21 agreed
to participate for a total sample size of 139 (23 leaders and 116 members). All members
of a work unit agreed to participate so that a complete picture of a single unit could be
achieved.

The work units were from diverse departments: corporate services, parks and

recreation, water and waste, streets, land and development, transit, civic buildings, and
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libraries. Within departments, there was also diversity among specific work groups.
Some of them were more consultative and collaborative in nature and others were more
highly interactive and interdependent. Some groups not only interacted frequently, but
also accomplished their work in close physical proximity to one another. This
heterogeneity both within and between groups was balanced by the fact that all the
participants were employees of a single organization with common policies, procedures.
and overall mandate. Further, the focus of the administration had been that of systems
thinking, continuous improvement, and team building, and many of the research
participants had undergone training in those areas.

Following completed data collection from employees in that city, it was concluded
that the sample size (107 individuals; 5 complete groups) was inadequate to assure the
validity of the conclusions drawn. Therefore, administrators of two relatively large
employers in a small northern U.S. city were contacted in early 1998 to request their
participation in the study. One organization was a multi-specialty medical clinic and the
other was the municipal govemment. The clinic employed approximately 250
employees (excluding doctors) in health-related and administrative units. The municipal
employees numbered approximately 350 in units ranging from police and fire officers to
street, sanitation, engineering, and finance departments. The municipal government
was a stable organization, with change occurring only gradually. In contrast to the
municipal government in the Canadian city, there has been relatively little training in
continuous improvement processes, systems thinking, or team-building.

The clinic operated in a fairly dynamic industry, with change occurring rapidly
and being precipitated by many sources, both internal and external. The local medical
community had become extremely competitive and volatile in recent years. Both of the
U.S. organizations agreed in principle to participation, and presentations were

subsequently made: first to the department heads, and then to each department of
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employees. The purpose of these meetings was to introduce the researcher and the
study, to establish a sense of trust, and to assure employees of their confidentiality.
These meetings were invaluable in setting a professional tone for the study and for
answering employees’ questions and concems. Had the survey been distributed without
such an introduction, it is unlikely that the response rate would have been as high as it
was.

The sample was thus comprised of professional and non-professional employees
in both the public and private sectors. This diversity of occupation, structure, and
individuals provided a strong sample with which to test the hypotheses of this work.
Nearly all departments in all three organizations were well represented, given the
number of employees in each. One hundred seven (107) of the140 surveys distributed
were completed and retumed in the Canadian city (76%), 232 of the 350 sent to the U.S.
municipal employees were completed (66%), and 193 of 250 sent to clinic employees
were completed (77%). This represents an overall response rate of 72%; however,
some of the departments in two of the organizations were not organized in appropriate
structures to assess relationship data. When those surveys were removed from the
database, 429 surveys remained, representing a 58% response rate. All members of
forty-four of 115 possible work groups (38%) retumed complete relationship data. The
entire group of 429 respondents was used for individual analysis purposes.

Of the 429 respondents retained in the database, 43.8% were male and 55.5%
female. They had a relatively high level of education, with over 30% having a bachelor's
degree or more and another 32.4% reporting a professional designation or 1-2 years of
college. The sample tended to be in the 36-55 year age groups (63.4%), with much
smaller numbers in the younger and older age categories.

The employees in this sample had relatively short tenure in their present jobs,

with 55.5% reporting less than 5 years in the current position. Other data suggest that
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employees move from one department to another or from one work group to another, as
46.2% had worked for their specific organization in some capacity for more than 10
years. The groups in which these employees work were of four different sizes: 19.3% in
very small groups (1-3 people); 47.6% in medium size (4-8); 19.8% in large groups (7-
10); and 13.3% in very large (over 10) groups. The demographic and organizational
profile of the sample is shown in Table 1 below. Complete content of all demographic

questions may be found in Appendix A.

Table 1
Sample Characteristics (reported in % of total sample)*
[Gender % of sample  |Education Completed % of sample
Male 43.8 elementary 2
Female 55.5 some high school 1.6
high school or equivalent 35.0
Age 1-2 yrs college 29.6
2.1 fessi ignati 2.3
less than 20 years professional designation
21-25 years 6.8 bachelor’s degree 18.9
26-30 years 8.2 some grad school 5.8
31-35 years 124 graduate degree 5.4
11.2 i
3640 years Tenure in Organization /Job
41-45 years 21.0 less than 6 mos 26 1 5.1
46-50 years 19.1 6 mos to 1 year 11.2 /7 184
51-55 years 129 1to Syears 224 / 35.0
56-60 years 4.7 5 to 10 years 16.6 / 20.0
16 10 to 15 years 8.9/ 54
reater than 60 years y
15 to 20 years 128/ 89
Organization 20 to 25 years 166 7/ 3.3
Canadian City 24.9 more than 25 yrs 7917 26
U.S. City 32.9
Medical Clinic 42.2 Group Size (under 1 leader)
Very Small (1-3 members) 19.3
Small (4-6 members) 47.6
wLarge (7-10 members) 19.8
Very Large (over 10 members) 13.3

* Totals may not equal 100%, due to non-responses and rounding.
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Measures

In this study, as in much of social science research, the constructs of interest
cannot be measured directly. Attitudes such as job satisfaction and perceptions of task
characteristics such as autonomy must be extrapolated from cbserved variables. In this
study, these constructs were measured by responses to survey questions. With nearly
all measured variables, the scales that were used had been tested for reliability and

validity in previous research.

Demographic Variables

Individual Demographics

Individual demographic data was gathered on age, gender, and education levels.
Age was measured by 5 year categories, with the first “less than 20 years” and the last
“‘greater than 60 years.” Gender was a dichotomous variable with Male (1) and Female
(2) as the responses. Education was identified by 7 categories ranging from “completed
elementary schoofl to “graduate degree”. Individual demographic variables have been
largely insignificant in predicting the quality of a relationship, but may influence the
connection between the relationship variables and job outcomes. They were used as

control variables in assessing that relationship.
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Employment-Related Demographics

Tenure.
Employment tenure was measured both in terms of present position and length
of employment with the employer. They were both measured by 8 time length

categories, from “less than 6 months” to “more than 25 years”.

Task Characteristics.

Task characteristics of autonomy and feedback from others, and task
interdependence were assessed using items from the Job Descriptive Survey (Hackman
& Oldham, 1980). These three facets of a job are interpersonal in nature and thus may
influence the correlation of the relationships to job outcomes, and were used as control
variables. Each characteristic was measured by three items with two different types of
response scales. The first type of scale asks the respondent to what extent a
characteristic is present in a job. Feedback from others was measured by items such
as: “To what extent do managers or co-workers let you know how well you are doing on
your job?”. The interdependence, or dealing with others, items are represented by
items such as: “To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other
people in your group?” The response was a 7-point Likert-type scale anchored by Very
Little (1) and Very Much (7). The second type of question was also a 7-point Likert-type
scale of Strongly Agree (7) to Strongly Disagree (1). An example of an item measuring
autonomy was: “The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how | do the work”. The wording of some items was adapted slightly so that
the responses were limited to intra-group processes. These nine items constitute a
composite measure of task characteristics, named “job complexity”, derived by

averaging the responses.
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Relationship Antecedents

Perceived Similarity

Perceived similarity of work behaviours between members of each dyadic
relationship was measured by four items that were adapted from Turban & Jones (1988)
and Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell (1993) to be suitable for ail to complete. The items were
then summed tc create the measure of perception of similarity, which has had high
reliability in previous research (a=.91 and a=.92 in Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1893).
Examples of these items included: “My leader (co-worker) and | are similar in terms of
our outlook, perspective, and values”, and “My supervisor (co-worker) and | analyze
problems in a similar way”. Respondents answered on a 5-point scale ranging from

Strongly Agree (5) to Strongly Disagree (1).

Relationship Variabies

The relationship variables were hypothesized both as dependent and
independent variables. The relationships were predicted to derive from the antecedent
variable, perceived similarity, and to influence the outcome variables. Each dyadic
relationship in an individual's network was assessed and data was collected from both
partners of each relationship (Anderson, 1994). High quality (“partnership”) relationships

are characterized as having high levels of trust, loyalty, respect, and support.

Leader Member Relationship

The LMX VI scale (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1895) was
designed to reflect the multi-dimensionality of the leader-member relationship. Of the
many scales used to measure the LMX construct, the LMX VI scale has been used

most widely (Gerstner & Day, 1995). It has proven to have high reliability (e.g., «=.87 in
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Phillips & Bedeian, 1994) and consistent criterion-related validity (Liden, Wayne, &
Stitwell, 1993). Six of the items of the LMX VIl scale were used to measure both the
leader's and the member’s perceptions of their dyadic leader-member relationship. Item
#5, “Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority he/she has, to what extent can
you count on your leader to ‘bail you out’ at his/her own expense when you really need
it?" was eliminated due to apparent repetitive language. The reliability of this six-item
scale was equivalent to that of the seven-item scale. All LMX items may be found in

Appendix A.

Member Member Relationship

The LMX V1! scale was also used to measure the MMX construct. The items
were altered only to replace “leader” with “this member”. Reliability and validity were
high for this scale, as illustrated in analysis results in Chapter 4. As with the LMX, {tem
#5 was not included in the composite scale, but this exclusion did not affect the validity

of the scale. The MMX items are found in Appendix A.

Team Member Relationship

it was proposed that the quality of the dyadic relationships an individual formed
with other individuals would be distinct from the perception that the individual has of the
relationship between him/her and the group as a single entity. The relationship between
the member and the group was measured by the ten-item Team-Member Exchange
scale developed by Seers (1989). A sample item, measured with a S-point Likert type
scale of Strongly Agree (5) to Strongly Disagree (1), was “In busy situations, other group
members often volunteer to help me out.” Half of the items deal with the contributions of

the individual to the group and the other half with what the person receives from the



group. Reliability of the 10-item TMX scale was o=.83 in a recent field study (Seers et

al., 1995). Complete items of the TMX scale are found in Appendix A.

Constructed Relationship Variables

The quality of the cluster of member-member relationships, MxMyXCO, is an
average of all dyadic relationships that an individual has with his/her peers in the work
group. This average is calculated by dividing the summed values of all member-member

relationships by the number of peer relationships an individual has.

Outcome Variables
Outcome variables for this study included the personal job outcomes of general
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Also included as outcome variables
were the individual's perception of group effectiveness and group cohesiveness, as well

as the leader's assessment of the group’s performance.

Job Satisfaction

General job satisfaction was measured with the three general job satisfaction
measures from the revised Job Descriptive Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1880). This
measure has been widely used in the organizational behaviour literature. The “affective
responses” facet, of which general job satisfaction is one factor, has shown Spearman-
Brown intemal consistency estimates from .56 to .84 (Bearden, Netemeyer, & Mobley,
1993). Meta-analysis of 14 samples reported reliability scores in a range of .65 to .95 for
the overall job satisfaction items, with the median of .82 (Fried & Ferris, 1987). A
sample item is, “Generally speaking, | am very satisfied with this job.” The response

scale was a 5-point Likert-type scale of Strongly Agree (5) to Strongly Disagree (1).



Affective Organizational Commitment

Affective organizational commitment was assessed with items developed by
Allen and Meyer (1990). These authors conceived of organizational commitment as a
muiti-dimensional construct of afiective, riormative, and continuance commitment. While
evidence confirms both conceptual and empirical distinction among the three
components (Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994), the affective component has shown the
lowest error variance of the three (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Hackett, et al, 1994). Affective
commitment bears the closest resemblance to the often-used Organizational
Commitment Questionnaire (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979), but without the
behavioural aspects such as intention to leave the organization. This affective
component of organizational commitment was found to be associated with increased job
satisfaction and decreased turmover intentions (Jenkins & Thomlinson, 1992) and better
performance record (Hackett et al., 1994). Based on this research, organizational
commitment was measured using the 8 affective commitment items from the Allen and
Meyer scale. An example of those items is “This organization has a great deal of
personal meaning for me”. The response scale was a 5-point Likert-type of Strongly

Agree (5) to Strongly Disagree (1).

Perceived Group Cohesiveness

Several approaches have been taken to measuring group cohesiveness. Among
them are measures of interpersonal attraction among members and between a member
and the group as a whole, closeness or identification with the group, and an expressed

desire to remain with the groun. There are also composite indexes that capture these



diverse dimensions, and for this study, we used a composite index based on items
developed by Seashore (1954). This scale had a Cronbach's alpha reliability score of

o = .88 in a recent study (Bushe & Coetzer, 1995). An example of the four items was “If
you had the chance to do the same kind of work for the same pay in another work group
within the organization, would you do s0?" and the response categories ranged from
Definitely Would (5) to Definitely Wouid Not (1). Tnis particuiar item was reverse-scored.
Another example was “Do you feel that you are really a part of your work group?” with a

response scale ranging from Definitely Yes (5) to Not Sure (3) to Definitely No (1).

Perceived Group Effectiveness and Performance

Each member of the group, including the leader, was asked to assess the
group's effectiveness in its contribution to the organization. The two items developed by
Bushe & Coetzer (1995) that measure the perception of the group's work are: “/ am
satisfied with the work of this team”, and “We do an excellent job for this department and
the organization” and were shown to have a reliabiiity score of a=.85 (Bushe & Coetzer,
1995). The third item included in the perceived group effectiveness measure was
developed for this study and has not been tested for reliability, but has face validity and
complements the other two items: “Our group’s efforts have positively affected the
organization”. The response scale for these three items was Strongly Agree (5) to
Strongly Disagree (1).

In a second format based on judgments of perfformance (Campion, Medsker, &
Higgs., 1993), respondents are asked to rate “quality of work”, “customer service®, and
“productivity” on a scale of Exceptional (5) to Very Poor (1). In the Campion et al. study

(1993), items were averaged into a composite scale after principal components factor
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analysis revealed a single factor. The intemal consistency was .82 and inter-rater

reliability was .75 in that study.

Performance Indicators

Objective performance measures could not be included in this test of the model,
as such measures were not avaiiable from the participating organizations. Furthermore,
the diversity of the positions and tasks of the individuals and groups involved precluded
any realistic comparison. The perceived quality or level of effectiveness measured from
members of a group, and the leader's assessment of that performance, were substituted

for actual performance indicators.

Procedure

Data Collection

Due to the personal nature of the data being gathered and the requirement of
identification for dyadic matching, the researcher met with nearly all of the work units in
all three organizations participating in the study. Employees were given a careful
explanation as to the purpose of the research, the methods to be employed in the
project, and means by which confidentiality was assured. These meetings took place
over a two month period in early fall of 1996 in Canada and in early spring of 1998 in the
u.s.

Data were collected frcm each member of a work group and from the group’s
leader by means of a survey questionnaire. Survey questionnaires were delivered to
each employee via the internal mail system of each organization (see Appendix A for a

complete copy of the survey questions). The survey was to be completed on the



individual's own time and returned directly to the researcher by postage-paid mail.

Follow-up memos were sent to all employees to encourage full response.

Data Analysis

The data was analyzed using the SPSS for Windows (version 9.0) statistical
software. Prior to any analysis, items that were reverse-scored were re-coded to make
the responses compatible, and multi-item scales were averaged to derive a single score
that reflected the original scale. The first step in the data analysis involved descriptive
statistics, internal reliability estimates, and principal components and confirmatory factor
analysis of the scales. Abstract constructs such as refationship quality and job attitudes
cannot be measured directly or on strictly interval scales; thus, the normality of such
measured data is questionable. This data was examined for skewness and kurtosis and
while not perfectly normal in nature, all variables were judged to be sufficiently normal to
meet the assumptions required.

The reliability estimates and factor analysis resufts are reported in Chapter 4.
The confirmatory factor analysis was done with AMOS 3.61, structural equation
modeling software (Arbuckle, 1997). This analysis allows the researcher to more
carefully examine the validity and reliability of scale items.

Analysis of the model hypotheses included multiple regression analysis and
structural equation modeling. These procedures attempt to establish relationships
between predictors and outcomes—in this study, the influence of relationship quality on

perceived job outcomes.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Scale Testing
Most of the scale items used in the survey instrument had documented reliability
and validity data and could be used with confidence in this study. Some items were

adapted to suit the specific situation. Full results of scale item testing follows.

Perceived Similarity

Each respondent in a work group was asked to complete a one-page
questionnaire about the relationship with, and perceived similarity to, another individual
in the group. If there was a group of five members and a leader, each person completed
five of these individual assessments. The questionnaires were labeled with names to
avoid any confusion in responding. During data entry, each member of a group was
assigned a number and that number was used to record all data suppiied by and about
that individual person.

The first scale to be tested was that of perceived similarity of work behaviour with
the leader. Internal consistency was high on this composite scale for this sample (a =
.91). Results of confirmatory factor analysis for the leader similarity construct are found

in Table 2 below.
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Table 2
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Perceived Similarity to Leader

Standardized | Squared Multiple
item Regression Correlations
Weight
Leader & | Alike in Values .807 651
Leader and | Think Alike .852 726
Leader & | Alike in Number of Areas | .850 723
Leader & | Handle Problems Same .878 T71

The output of this analysis includes standardized regression weights, similar to the factor
loadings of principal components factor analysis and an indication of the amount of
variance in the latent construct explained by this observed item. The squared multiple
correlation estimates the amount of variance in the observed variable that is accounted
for by the variance in the latent variable. If this variance could be attributed to
measurement error only, it would be an estimate of reliability; however, the variance may
also comprise systematic unique variance components in addition to the random error.
The squared multiple correlation output can then be identified as a “lower-bound
estimate of the reliability” (Arbuckle, p. 401) of the observed variable. The resuits of
confirmatory factor analysis verify the content validity of the similarity construct,

measured by the four items.

Job Complexity

The three task characteristics, autonomy, feedback, and interdependence, were
measured by three questions each, and the nine items were then combined into a single
measure of “job complexity”. Meta-analytic results (Fried & Ferris, 1987) revealed
reliability scores in the range of a=.35-.90 for the autonomy variable and a=.36-.94 for
the feedback items. Reliability data were not available for the interdependence items. In
this study, reliability of the autonomy construct (3 items) was o = .68; of the feedback

scale (3 items) a = .80; and of the interdependence scale (3 items) was o = .60. The
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nine-item “job complexity” scale had a reliability score of @ = .67. Furthermore, the
principal components factor analysis, as detailed in Table 3 below, revealed the three
components of autonomy, feedback, and interdependence. Items intended to measure
each of the components loaded appropriately on each factor, as indicated by the
underiined loading scores in Table 3. The table also illustrates the results of

confirmatory factor analysis of the nine items comprising job compiexity.

Table 3
Principal Components® & Confirmatory Factor Matrix: Job Complexity

Standardized [Squared
Item IRegression ultiple Factor 1 | Factor2 | Factor3
Weights Correlations

'You can decide how to go |.784 .614 -3.459E-03 |.825 9.132E-02
@bout work
Personal initiative in 524 .275 167 .489 225
carrying out work
Opportunity for .658 .433 6.200E-02 |632 15.232€-02
independence

hers let you know how (819 .671 . 767 7.062E-02 8.889E-02

Il you're doing
Supervisors & co-workers |.777 .603 791 .199 .161
give feedback
Supervisors let me know |.700 .490 722 -3.246E-03 |-2.343E-02
how I'm doing
Work closely with other 1744 .554 9.457E-02 [7.362E-04 (534

ple

Job can be done alone (R).523 .273 -2.061E-02 |4 976E-02 |.542
Requires a lot of .568 .323 9.420E-02 |143 746
cooperative work

*Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Rotation converged in 4 iterations. % Variance Explained: 65.28%

Although the job characteristics scales have been used extensively, the reliability
and validity of the items has been mixed in previous research and the moderately
consistent results in this study were congruous with previous findings. None of the items
were found to be unusabie, however, and all scale items were inciuded in hypothesis

testing.
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Leader Member Relationship
Cronbach'’s alpha for the six items of the LMX Vil scale (tems 1, 2, 3, 4,6, 7)
was a = .92, indicating a high level of inter-item reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis,

the resuits of which are found in Table 4 below, verify the viability of this scale.

Table 4
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: LMX

Standardized | Squared Multiple
item Regression Correlations

Weight

| know where | stand .803 645

Leader understands my problems .865 730

Leader recognizes my potential .822 .676

Leader would use powertohelpme | .813 .660

| have confidence in leader .803 .644

Description of relationship .819 672

The Member-Member Exchange (MMX) items, measuring the quality of a dyadic
peer relationship, were adaptations of the LMX scale items; they were altered only to
refer to “this member” rather than “my leader”. This scale was equally reliable as the
LMX, as evidenced by the Cronbach’s alpha, a = .91. All items are detailed in Appendix
A

Team Member Exchange
Reliability of the Team Member Exchange (TMX) scale (10 items) in this study

was nearly identical to that reported in a previous study (o =.82). The scale (TMX) has
not been tested frequently, and some of the items appear to more clearly define the
construct than other items. In subsequent analysis, the item “| often make suggestions
about better work methods to other team members” was eliminated from the scale. This
decision was based on slightly improved reliability (from o =.82 to o =.83) if the item
were removed and the relatively low regression weight and squared multiple correlation

score for the item.
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Table 5
Confirmatory Factor Analysis: TMX

ftem Standardized Multiple Squared
Regression Weights Correlations
Others recognize my potential 406 .165
Others let me know when | help 480 230
Others volunteer to help me 712 .508
| volunteer to help others 742 .551
| let others know when they help 515 .265
Others willing to help me finish .663 .440
Others understand my needs .609 471
1 make suggestions to others .375 .141
i'm willing to help others finish .648 .420
I'm flexible about switching resp .567 322
Job Satisfaction

The job satisfaction scale had relatively low internal consistency (a = .58) for this
sample. Analysis indicates that the reliability (as measured by Cronbach’s alpha) would
not be appreciably improved by removing any one item from the scale, and the three

items were used as a composite scale in subsequent analysis.

Table 6
Principal Components® and Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Job Satisfaction

Standardized | Squared
ftem Regression Multiple Factor 1*
Weight Correlations
Generally speaking, | 1.031 1.062 718
am very satisfied with
this job.
Most people in this .357 .128 416
group are very satisfied
with their jobs.
I am generally satisfied | .490 .184 .520
with the kind of work 1
do in this job.

3 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, 1 component extracted
% of Vanance Explained: 55.167



Affective Organizational Commitment

Principal components factor analysis of the affective organizational commitment
scale revealed one factor. The eight-item scale has sufficiently high reliability («=.80)
and deleting item 7, which had fairly low loading on Factor 1, from the scale would only
marginally improve the reliability. Therefore, the full scale was used in further analysis.

Table 7

Principal Components® and Confirmatory Factor Analysis Matrix:
Affective Organizational Commitment

Standardized Squared
item Regression Weight | Multiple Factor 1
Correlations
Sense of belonging .626 .391 .666
Emotionally attached .822 .676 .812
Personal meaning .720 .518 760
Part of the family 716 .512 755
Remain for career .570 .325 667
Attached toorg . .447 .200 .543
| Org problems are mine | .301 .091 377
Discuss organization 426 182 .553

“Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, 1 component extracted
% of Variance Explained: Component 1~ 42.992%

Perceived Group Cohesiveness

The perceived group cohesiveness scale had an intemal consistency of a = .74.
Principal components factor analysis indicated one component for this muiti-item
construct, but also showed that item 2 (“If you had the chance to do the same kind of
work for the same pay in another work group within the organization, would you do so?")
loaded very low (.16) on that component. Further, the reliability analysis indicated that
the alpha score would have been a = .85 had this item been deleted. Based on these

results, item 2 was deleted from the composite scale for subsequent analysis.



Table 8
Principal Components® and Confirmatory Factor Analysis:
Perceived Group Cohesiveness

Standardized | Squared
item Regression Muttiple Factor 1

Weight Correlations

Feel a part of group .559 .313 696

Same kind of work, .124 .015 .164

other group

People get along .866 .751 .880

People stick together | .862 744 .884

People help each 791 .626 .861

other

“Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, 1 component extracted
% of Vanance Explained: 56.171

Perceived Group Effectiveness

In this study, three items formed a single component construct of perceived

group effectiveness and this scale had an intemal reliability score of a = .65.

Table 9
Principal Components® and Confirmatory Factor Analysis:
Perceived Group Effectiveness

Standardized | Squared
item Regression Muitiple Factor 1
Weight Correlations
Satisfied with the work of .696 .484 .800
this team
Group efforts had positive .511 .261 716
effect on org
Group does an excellentjob | .667 .445 793
for org

* Extraction Method: Principal Compaonent Analysis, 1 component extracted
% of Variance Explained: 59.430

Perceived Group Performance
Internal consistency for the three perceived group performance items was o =

.76 and factor analysis revealed one component for the three items, explaining 68.30%



of the variance. Complete results of principal components and confirmatory factor

analyses for each of these performance items are shown in Table 10 below.

Table 10
Principal Components® and Confirmatory Factor Analysis:
Perceived Group Performance

| | Standardized | Squared
Regression Muttipie Factor 1
item Weight Correlations

Quality of .808 .652 .855
Work

Customer .656 430 798
Service

Productivity | .714 .509 806

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis, 1 component extracted
% of Variance Explained. 68.303

Inter-Rater Reliability
Inter-rater reliability regarding perceived similarity and the nature of the dyadic
relationships was assessed using bi-variate correlations. The resuits of that analysis are
detailed in Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14 below. There was a relatively low level of
agreement between leader and member and between members in regard to both
perceptions of similarity and the quality of their relationships, based on the correlation
coefficients (177, .100, .382, and .263). Furthermore the variance accounted for by this

perceived similarity is very small (3%, 1%, 7.6%, and 4.6%, respectively).
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Table 11

Inter-Rater Reliability: Leader Member Relationship

Relationship Quality Relationship Quality wit
with Membery by] Leader by Member,
Leader
Relationship Quality Pearson i
with Member, by] Correlation 1.000 A77
Leader
Relationship Quality, Pearson A
with Leader by] Correlation A77 1.0
Member,
N 395

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 12
Inter-Rater Reliability:
Perceived Similarity Leader & Member

Perceived Similarity | Perceived Similarity
with Member, by with Leader by
Leader Member,
Perceived Similarity] Pearson .
with Member, by | Correlation 1.000 .100
Leader
Perceived Similarity] Pearson .
with Leader by | Correlation .100 1.000
Membery
N 395 395
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 13
Inter-Rater Reliability: Member Member Relationship
Relationship Quality | Relationship Quality
with Member, by with Member, by
Member, Member,
Relationship Qualityy Pearson .
with Member, by | Correlation 1.000 .382
Member,
Relationship Quality Pearson .
with Member, by | Correlation .382 1.000
Member;
N 395 395

= Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).




Table 14
inter-Rater Reliability:
Perceived Similarity Member & Member

Perceived|  Perceived Similan'lj
Similarity with{ with Member, b
Member, by Membery
Member,
Perceived Pearson
Similarity with Correlation 1.000) .263™"
Member, by
Membery
Perceived Pearson
Similarity with Correlation .263™" 1.000
Member, by
Member,
N 395 395

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

In the absence of objective performance data, perceptions of the group members
and the leaders were used. Although there were some differences among individuals as
to the quality of the group's performance, those differences were not significant. Itis
especially notable that the leader's assessment of the performance did not differ greatly
from those of the members. For all respondents, the averaged group performance

measure ranges from 3.47 to 4.12, with the leaders’ average at 4.10 on a 5-point scale.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Means and standard deviations of all relationship and criterion variables are

shown in Tables 15 and 16. Means are based on five-point scales, except for “job

complexity”, which was measured on a seven-point scale. With the exception of

organizational commitment, the mean of which falls just above the median point of the
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scale, all variables show mean scores that approach 4 on the 5-point scale. The job
complexity mean score is just above 5 on the 7-point scale.

Zero-order correlations among criterion variables are also displayed in Table 15.
The data in Table 15 is based on bi-variate correlation analysis, using pairwise deletion,
of the individual-level data (n=429). it reflects each individuai's perception of his/her
relationships and the workplace, as well as job attitudes. Performance variables (group
cohesiveness, perceived group effectiveness, and perceived group performance) are
highly correlated with one another, as are job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Of more interest is the significant correlation between relationship
variables and those of individual job outcomes. As illustrated in previous studies,
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) and Team Member Exchange (TMX), were
significantly correlated (p<.001) to all other variables except leader-assessed
performance. Member-Member Exchange Compaosite (MuM,XCO), the average quality
of dyadic relationships that an individual has with peers in the work group, aiso showed
significant correlation (p<.001) with other relationship variables and with all job
outcomes, including leader-assessed performance.

Partial correlations among the same variables are found in Table 15, above the
diagonal. These are correlations among relationship and criterion variables, controlled
for the influence of age, gender, education, organization, group size, tenure in the
organization and tenure in the job. Some differences are evident between the partial
correlations and the zero-order correlations, but those differences are confined to
relationships between Leader-Assessed Performance and other variables. When effects
from the group and the organization (and the corresponding leaders) are removed, the
resulting partial correlations are rather distinct. Reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha)

of each variable are found on the diagonal of Table 15.
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Table 15
Descriptive Statistics, Zero-Order Correlations, and Partial Correlations® °¢

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Cohesiveness 3.717 747 .85 .549** | .409** | .345** | .250 | .267* 303 512 346 309"
2. Group 3.866 665 557 .65 .542* | 446" ) .278* | .358* | .218* | .399** | .329** | .206**
Effectiveness
3. Group Performance 4.149 .574 389 | .522** .78 314*+ | .235** | 1.00* | .187* | .342* | .323** | .202*
4, Job Satisfaction 3.552 .643 .364** | .456* | .297* .58 .585** | 653 | .423* 331 223" 425"
5, Affective Organizational 3.066 .668 .269** | .285™ | .179** | .582** .80 | .570*" | 413~ | .276* | .231~ | .369*
Commitment
6. Leader-Assessed 410 409 1656 | .262* | .954** | .466* | .298" .63 .054 .b66* | .281*
Performance
7. Leader Member Exchange 3.623 .904 322+ | 257** | 470" | .440** | 416" | 141 .92 346" | .381* | .504*

- (LMX)

8. Team Member Exchange 3.622 .570 497 | .418* | .328** | .332** | .257 | .058 .394* .82 .305** | .263**
{TMX) =
9. Member Member Exchange 3.746 671 .384™ | .328* | .356* | .225** | .190** | .487** | .370* | .323" .91 .261**
MuM,XCO)
10. Job Compiexity 5.688 .870 330" | .215" | .191* | .404** | .324*" | .163 437" .194* 316" n/a

“Partial correlalions, controlling for age, gender, education, group size, organization, tenure with organization and tenure in the job,

shown above the diagonal

® Individual-leve) outcomes only

*Significance level p< .05, two-tailed

“Reliability estimates (a) of scales on the diagonal

**'Significance level p<.01, two-tailed
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The descriptive statistics and correlations of the perceived similarity and
relationships within dyads (two-person groups) are detailed in Table 16. The data used
in this analysis was at the dyadic level and included only those dyads for which there
was complete relationship data (n=395). Means, based on a 5-point scale, and standard
deviations are provided for each variable. Zero-order correlations were calculated using
pairwise deletion. Members and leaders show some agreement regarding their similarity
to one another, although not at a significantly high level (r =.100, p<.05). Co-workers
show stronger agreement conceming their likenesses (r =.263, p<.01).

In regard to the quality of their dyadic relationships, there is correlation between
the perceptions of the two individuals involved. Leaders’ and members' understanding
of their relationship were correlated (r =.177, p<.01) and co-workers’ perceptions of their
relationships with one another were more closely related (r =.382, p<.01). The strongest
correlations are between an individual's perception of similarity to the other person and
the reported quality of that dyadic relationship. An employee’s perception of similarity to
his/her leader was very strongly correlated to the employee’s opinion of the relationship
quality between the two (r =.777, p<.001). The leader’s sense of similarity was also
correlated with his/her observation of the refationship (r = .413, p<001). Co-workers’
relationships are also significantly correlated with the level of similarity (r = .738, p<.001
and r = 632, p<.001), as measured from both persons in each dyad.

The partial correlations, found above the diagonal in Table 16, were derived by
controlling for age, gender, education, group size, organization, tenure in the job, and
tenure in the organization. Based on a large number of differences between the bi-
variate and partial correlations of these interpersonal variables, demographic variables
were instrumental in many of the correlations. In analysis of Canadian sub-sample,
there were no significant correlations among the relationship variables and individual

outcomes, sO organization was a crucial control variable.
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Hypothesis Testing

Respondents were asked to assess the quality of their relationship with a particular
individual in the work group and to indicate whether they perceived their work behaviours to
be similar to those of the other person. To assure consistency, names were used so that a
specific member was the same individual to everyone in the group.

Hypothesis 1, “Individuals will form differentiated relationships with co-workers in
their work groups”, was tested by determining the minimum and maximum and the range of
the assessed quality of relationships within a specific work group. The first data examined
were the leaders’ assessments of the leader-member relationship within each group. The
wider the range, the more differentiated is the leader's assessment of the leader-member
relationship among his/her subordinates. The resuit of this analysis is found in Table 17. A
range of two or more on a five-point scale was determined to indicate fairly high distinction
among relationships. Over half of the leaders assessed relationships with their subordinates
to be highly similar; in only one case are the leader’s relationships highly differentiated.
When the leader-member relationship is assessed by the member, however, the results are
altered significantly. The members perceive much more differentiation of leader-member
relationships within a work group. Therefore, the data does not support Hypothesis 1 in the
case of the leader-member relationship reported by the leader, but does support Hypothesis
1 when the relationship is assessed by the subordinate. In nearly one-third (1/3) of the
groups, members report relationships with the leader that differs from other members of the
group by more than 1.5 points on a 5-point scale. Members' perceptions are probably

closer to the truth, as the variance explained is 68.7%.



Table 17
Range of Differentiation by Leaders of Leader Member Relationship

Range Range Range Range Range
No 01-5 51-10 | 1.01-150 | 1.51-20 more
Range than 2.0
#of
Groups in 8 26 18 7 3 1
this
[ Category | | | a L 1 J
Table 18
Range of Differentiation by Members of L.eader Member Relationship
Range Range Range Range Range
No 01-5 51-10 | 1.01-150 | 1.51~-2.0 more
Range than 2.0
# of Groups
in this 5 12 14 14 6 11
Category

The individual members also differentiate their reiationships with one another. This
is evident from the number of groups within which there is a significant size range. Nearly
30% of the groups have a range of more than 2 (on a scale of 1-5) when assessing their
relationships with their peers. It may be argued that the differentiation is between members
of a group rather than a single individual distinguishing his/her own relationships. An
examination of a cross-tab analysis provides evidence that the distinction is at the individuai
level. This provides partial support for Hypothesis 1. The leaders in these work groups do
not form differentiated relationships with their subordinates, but those subordinates clearly
distinguish among their peer relationships and differ in their reported relationships with the

leader.
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Table 19

Range of Differentiation by Members of Member-Member Relationship

Range Range Range Range Range
No 01-5 51-10 {1.01-150 | 1.51-20 more
Range than 2.0
# of
Groups in 2 14 9 16 3 18
this
Category

Hypothesis 2 stated, “An individual will form higher quality relationships with those
whom they perceive to be like themselves in work behaviors”. Correlational analysis
provided strong evidence favoring this hypothesis. Hierarchical regression analysis was
conducted, with the control variables of age, gender, education, group size, organization,
tenure in the job, and tenure in the organization entered first, followed by job complexity,
and finally the independent variable of perceived similarity. The effects of perceived
similarity on the quality of leader-member relationships are illustrated in Tables 20 and 21.
Both the models were found to be highly significant; thus, from the perspectives of leaders
and subordinates, the more they perceive the other to be similar to them, the higher the
quality relationship is reported. In addition to perceived similarity, group size, the group and
the organization to which both leaders and members belonged, all were related significantly
to the quality of the dyadic relationship. Age was also a factor from the member’s
perspective.

Table 20

Summary of Regression Analysis
Dependent Variable: Leader-Memher Relationship Assessed by Member

Independent Variable Standardized g t Significance
Age 104 3.125 .002
Group -.089 -2.967 .003
Group Size -.070 -2.095 .037
Organization -.098 -2.409 .016
Job Complexity .282 8.739 .000
Perceived Similarity to Leader 77 24490 .000

Overall Model: F = 85.996, p<.000; Adjusted R* = .687



Table 21

Summary of Regression Analysis
Dependent Variable: Leader-Member Relationship Assessed by Leader

Independent Variable Standardized B t Significance
Constant) 13.783 .000
Group 114 2.605 .010
Group Size -.345 -7.099 .000
Organization -134 -2.270 024
Perceived Similarity to Member 413 8.998 .000

Overall Model: F = 20.389, p<.000; Adjusted R* = .333

Similar results were found in analyzing member-member dyadic relationships, i.e.,
the quality of the relationship an individual (Member,) has with another (Member,) is heavily
influenced by the perceived similarity between the two, based on the perception of Member,
(Table 22). The resuits are equally significant, as perceived by Member, (Table 23). The
more similarity an individual perceives between him/herself and another, the more likely
he/she is to report a high quality relationship. In addition, group size has a significant
negative effect and job complexity is related positively.

Hypothesis 2, that individuals will report higher quality relationships with those whom
they perceive to be similar to them, is strongly supported for both leader-member

relationships and member-member relationships.

Table 22
Summary of Regression Analysis
Dependent Variable: Member,-Member, Relationship Assessed by Member,

Independent Variable Standardized § t Significance
(Constant) 3.364 .001
Group Size -131 -3.351 .001
Job Complexity 11 3.177 .002
Perceived Similarity to Member, .694 19.702 .000

Overall Model: F = 52.334, p<.000; Adjusted R? = 570



Table 23

Summary of Regression Analysis
Dependent Variable: Member,-Member, Relationship Assessed by Member,

independent Variable Standardized B t Significance
(Constant) 3.844 .000
Group Size -.144 -3.193 .002
Job Complexity .095 2.359 .019
Perceived Similarity to Membery .595 14.863 .000

Overall Model: F = 29.219, p<.000; Adjusted R* = .421

Structural equation modeling was also used to analyze the role of similarity in
determining quality of a member-member relationship, as it was with the leader-member
relationship. Squared multiple correlations (amount of variance accounted for in the
outcome variable {relationship] by the indicator variable {similarity of work behavior}) for the
model in Figure 2 is .567. Resuits revealed that the path coefficient (similar to beta weight
in linear regression) linking perceived similarity to the quality of the leader-member
relationship, as measured by the LMX items, was .753. The critical ratio of the indicator
variable (similarity) to the dependent variable (relationship quality) is 14.71. This ratio is the
estimated regression weight divided by the standard error. Any critical ratio larger than 1.96
would indicate that the null hypothesis, i.e., that the regression weight would be zero, can be

rejected at the .05 significance level.

Perceived Leader-Member
Similarity to 753 Relationship
Leader

Figure 2. Influence of Perceived Similarity of Work Behaviors on
Leader-Member Relationship Quality

In the analysis of a Member-Member relationship, the relationship between

perceived similarities is even stronger (see Figure 3, below). The estimated regression
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weight is .810 and the squared multiple correlation is .656. Both of these resuits confirm the

link between perceived similarities in assessing the quality of the relationship.

Perceived Member-Member
Similarity to 810 | Relationship
Member

Figure 3. Influence of Perceived Similarity of Work Behaviors on
Member-Member Relationship Quality
Hierarchical regression analysis was used to test the hypotheses concerning the
connection between relationship quality on job outcomes. In each test, the control variables
of age, gender, education, organization, tenure in the job and in the organization, group size
were entered in the first step, followed by job complexity in the second step, followed (in
order) by LMX, MyMyXCO, and TMX, in steps three, four, and five. Results of the analysis

regarding job satisfaction follow in Table 24 below.

Table 24
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction

Independent Variable | Standardized 8 t Significance | Changein R°
(Constant) 3.062 .051
LMX 225 3.274 .001 .054

| MxMyXCO 015 227 821 .002
TMX .183 3.010 003 .026

*Overall Mode!: F = 10.320, p<.000; Adjusted R® =.289

Thus, Hypotheses 3., “The leader-member relationship (LMX) will be positively related to job
satisfaction” and 3., “The team-member relationship (TMX) will be positively related to job
satisfaction” were supported. Hypothesis 3y, “The average quality of member-member

relationships (MuM,XCO) will be positively related to job satisfaction was not supported.
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Hypothesis 4;, “The leader-member relationship will be positively related to affective
organizational commitment” was supported as evidenced by the results in Table 25, below.
Member-member relationships (MxMy;XCO) did not enter the model at significant levels and
the team-member relationship (TMX) was marginally significant (p=.051); therefore,
Hypotheses 4, “The member-member relationship will be positively related to affective
organizational commitment.” and 4., “The team-member relationship will be positively

related to affective organizational commitment”, were not supported.

Table 25
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Affective Organizational Commitment

Independent Variable Standardized t Significance | Change in
(Constant) 1.961 .051

LMX .260 3.626 .000 .065
MM,:XCO .049 .720 472 .004
TMX 125 1.965 .051 012

*Overall Model: F = 7.907, p<.000; Adjusted R* =.232

Table 26 reveals the results of testing Hypotheses 5,, 5u, and 5. The leader-member
relationship was found to have a naon-significant correlation to this outcome, perceived group
cohesiveness. Thus, Hypothesis 5, “The Leader-Member relationship (LMX) will be
positively related to an individual's perception of group cohesiveness” was not supperted.
The relationships involving co-workers or peers in a work group were both determining
factors in an individual's perception of group cohesiveness. Thus, Hypotheses S,
(“Member-member relationships (MxMXCO) will be positively related to an individual's
perception of group cohesiveness”) and 5. (“The Team-Member relationship will be
positively related to an individual's perception of group cohesiveness”) were both well

supported (p=.003 and p<.000, respectively).
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Table 26
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Perceived Group Cohesiveness

Independent Variable Standardized S t Significance | Changein R*
Constant) -.133 894

LMX 022 337 .736 .027
MsMyXCO .183 2.961 .003 .050

TMX 415 7.134 -000 131

*Overall Model: F = 13.539, p<.000; Adjusted R =.354

In predicting an individual’s perception of group effectiveness, both the relationship
between the individual and the team as a whole and the cluster of dyadic peer relationships
were significant predictors (p<.000 and p<=.001, respectively). Therefore, Hypotheses 6y,
“The Member-Member relationships (MyMyXCO) will be positively related to an individual's
perception of group effectiveness” and 6. “The Team-Member relationship (TMX) will be
positively related to an individual's perception of group effectiveness” were strongly
supported by the data, but Hypothesis 6, “The Leader-Member relationship (LMX) will be

positively related to an individual's perception of group effectiveness” was not.

Table 27
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Perceived Group Effectiveness

Independent Variable Standardized S t Significance | Change in R;
(Constant) 3.005 .003
LMX -.010 -.144 .885 .017

- MM XCO .235 3.441 .001 .064
TMX 327 5.078 .000 .081

*Overall Model: F =7.045, p<.000; Adjusted R* = .209

Table 28, below, details the results of hypothesis testing of Hypotheses 7,, 7y, and
7.. Those hypotheses stated that the leader-member relationship (LMX), the member-
member relationship (MyMyXCO), and the team-member relationship (TMX) would each be
positively related to an individual's perception of group performance. Similar to other

hypotheses that address perceptions of the group rather than individual attitudes, the data
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indicate that both the team-member relationship (TMX) and the member-member
relationship (MxsMyXCO) are associated significantly with the group’s performance, but the
Leader-Member relationship (LMX) is not. These results indicate support for Hypothesis 7y,
“The Member-Member relationship will be positively related to an individual's perception of
group performance” and 7., “The Team-Member relationship will be positively related to_an
individua!'s perception of the group’s performance” and non-support for Hypotheses 7., “The

Leader-Member relationship will be positively related to an individual's perception of group

performance”.
Table 28
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Perceived Group Performance

Independent Variable Standardized £ t Significance | Change in R’
(Constant) 3.731 .000

LMX -.039 -.535 .593 .009
M:M,XCO 247 3.624 .000 .063
TMX 261 4.068 .000 .052

*Overall Model: F = 7.236, p<.000; Adjusted R* =.214

Evidence from the results of this study indicates that relationship variables are not
well correlated with the level of leader-assessed performance. The statistics couid not be
calculated, as the variance-covariance matrix was singular. The collinearity statistics
indicate that the independent variables are functionally dependent on one another. Most of
the statistics could not be calculated. From this analysis, Hypotheses 8,, 8, and 8, “The
Leader-Member relationship... The Member-Member relationships... The Team-Member
relationship will be positively related to leader-assessed performance” were not supported.

Details of the analysis for Hypotheses 8,, 8, and 8; follow in Table 29.



Table 29
Summary of Regression Analysis*
Dependent Variable: Leader-Assessed Performance

Independent Variable Standardized r Significance’

{Constant) .

Organization -.050

Group Size .091

Education -.091 . .

Tenure in Organization -.227 . . _{
*Overall Model: F=. p=. Adjusted R*=.071 *could not be calculated

The General Linear Mode! was used to explore the question of whether the three
types of relationships in the model interact with one another to affect perceptions of group
dynamics or individual job attitudes. Interactions among the relationship variables are
detailed in Table 30, below. Very few of the interactions were significantly related to the
outcome variables.

The Leader-Member and Member-Member relationships interact to account for
14.5% of the variance in perceived group effectiveness (p=.003). The Team-Member
relationship (TMX) interacts significantly with both the Leader-Member relationship (LMX)
and the Member-Member relationship (MxMyXCO) in affecting perceived group
effectiveness (p=.023 and p=.029, respectively). The two-way interaction between
MxM,XCO and TMX and the three-way interaction of LMX, M;MyXCO, and TMX were not
significantly related to any of the outcome variables. The statistically significant interactions

accounted for relatively small amounts of variance, based on the & statistic.
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Table 30

Interactive Effects: Relationship Variables on Outcome Variables

LMX* MzM,XCO | LMX-TMX | MgM,XCO * | LMX - MgM,XCO
TMX * TMX
Job Satisfaction ns° ns" ns® ns”
Affective Org ns® ns® ns® ns®
Commitment
Perceived ns’ ns" ns® ns®
Group
Cohesiveness
Perceived ns’ F=4174 ns’ ns’®
Group £ = 146
Effectiveness
Perceived F=3459" F = 3.334° ns® ns®
Group £ = 145 £ = 120
Performance

*non-significant; “p<.01; “p<.01; “p<.01 £ is interpreted as the proportion of the variability

accounted for by the independent variable.

Hypothesis Testing Using Structural Equation Modeling

Structural equation modeling (SEM) has emerged, in the past 20 years, as a
valuable tool with which social science researchers can assess theoretically sound models
using empirical evidence and, if the model is of adequate fit, to estimate model parameters
(Aquino, 1997; Fan, 1998; Kacmar, 1997). Traditionally, the chi-square test has been used
to assess model congruence. !t is essentially a comparison of two covariance matrices (the
one estimated by the original sample and one that is reconstructed based on the specified
model). If there is a substantial discrepancy between the two, it will be an indication of poor
model fit. The utility of the chi-square test is compromised, however, by the influence of
sample size on the chi-square statistic. SEM requires large sample sizes and as sample

sizes become large, the chi-square statistic becomes inflated, thus making it possible to



reject null hypotheses that are in fact true (Type | error). There have been alternative
indices developed in recent years in response to this concem over chi-square. These
indices are essentially descriptive and are not intended to test a null hypothesis.

The first type of aiternative index is one that may be considered comparable to the
coefficient of determination in regression analysis. These indices assess model fit by
assessing the degree to which a repreduced covariance matrix based on the specified
model accounts for the sampie covariance matrix. The goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and the
adjusted goodness of fit (AGFI) are two such indices (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989).

Comparative model fits are the second type of altemative index. These assess a
model's goodness of fit by comparing it to a more restricted null model (usually specifying no
relationships among measured variables). The normed and nonnormed fit indices (NFI and
N-NF1) are two such indices.

The comparative fit index (CFl) also uses a null model for a basis of comparison, but
uses the sample noncentrality statistic (Bentler, 1990). Recent interest has also been
shown in using the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) as a method to
quantify model misfit (Steiger & Lind, 1980).

In structural equation modeling (SEM), there are a number of considerations relative
to the viability of the results. As addressed above, the influence of sample size represents a
threat to correct interpretation of the chi-square statistic. Data normality is another issue in
SEM, as it is in other analytical techniques. Unfortunately, researchers are unsure of the
exact effect non-normal data may have on the results of SEM.

The proposed model (Figure 1) represented the full complement of hypotheses
outlined in Chapter 2. This model was analyzed with AMOS 3.61, structural equation
modeling software and was found to contain too many unconstrained parameters and too
few degrees of freedom. The results of regression analysis provide evidence that ieader-

member exchange quality did not contribute to perceptions of group behaviour, such as
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effectiveness, performance, and cohesiveness. Those paths were removed, as were the
paths from the MyMyXCO to the outcomes of job satisfaction and organizational
commitment, also based on previous analysis. The model shown in Figure 4, below, was

then analyzed and the results follow in Tables 30 and 31, below.
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Table 31
Maximum Likelihood Estimates: Regression Weights*®*¢

Job Organizationat Perceived Perceived Perceived
Satisfaction Commitment Effectiveness Performance Cohesiveness
LMX 297 .309 . . *
M,M,;XCO * * .164 .266 .218
TMX 277 167 .456 .341 615
Squared .187 142 187 .219 .281
Multiple
Correlations

57=11536 df=6

p=.073

®Standardized Regression Weights given for each predictor on corresponding outcome
Squared Multiple Comrelations represent the amount of variance in outcome variable accounted for by the
model. *path not drawn in the model

Table 32
Maximum Likelihood Estimates: Critical Ratios*®

Job Organizational Perceived Perceived Perceived
Satisfaction Commitment Effectiveness Parformance Cohesiveness
LMX 6.753 6.526 * * °
MM, XCO ° ® 3.847 6.127 5.218
TMX 4. 894 2.749 7.953 7.225 10.069
%*=11.536 df=6 p=.073

®Critical ratios provided for each path between indicator variable and outcome variable
*path not drawn in the model

“The critical ratio is the parameter estimate divided by an estimate of its standard

error. If the appropriate distributional assumptions are met, this statistic has a standard
normal distribution under the null hypothesis that the parameter has a population value of
zero. For example, if an estimate has a critical ratio greater than two (in absolute vaiue), the
estimate is significantly different from zero at the .05 level.” (Arbuckle, 1897).

Although attempts were made to improve the model, the chi-square score (3 =
11.536) is an indication that the model may not be a particularly good fit. Furthermore, the
probability level (p = .073) indicates that the model is less than a ‘perfect’ fit. “The

probability is the 'p value’ for testing the hypothesis that the model fits perfectly in the
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population” (Arbuckle, 1997, p. 554). Several indices, described earlier, were employed to

assess the overall model. Goodness-of-fit tests applied are as follows:

CMIN/DF (x1df) 2.137

This test (CMIN/DF) is the minimum discrepancy divided by the degrees of freedom.
Several researchers have suggested this ratio as a goodness-of-fit indicator. The ratio
should be as close as possible to 1 for correct models. Writers disagree as to how far one
can deviate from 1 before rejecting the model. The most conservative indicates a * ¢ / df
ratio greater than 2 represents an inadequate fit” (Byrne, 1989, p. 55). The ratio for this

sample thus indicates an inferior model fit.

CFiI .999 RFI .989

The CFI, or comparative fit index, relates the fit of the tested model against a
baseline model. Values range from 0 to 1, with values close to 1 indicating a very good fit.
The RFI, or Bollen's relative fit index, also measures the tested model against a baseline
model and values close to 1.00 indicate a very good fit. In contrast to the two indices above,
the CFi and RFI figures indicate a fairly close fit with a baseline or hypothetical model.

RMSEA .071

The RMSEA test calculates the square root of the ratio of F to degrees of freedom or
“root mean square of approximation”. The lower and upper limit of a 90% confidence

interval on this value is .000 and .07. Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest that the



interpretation of this is subjective, but also state that a RMSEA of .05 or less indicates a
‘close fit'. By this index, the model is not a good approximation.

The selected tests represent a variety of well-accepted methods for testing the
model. The chi-square test and resulting p value, as well as the CMIN/DF are tests of
minimum sample discrepancy. CFl and RFI both measure the adequacy of the tested model
against a baseline model. The RMSEA uses the population discrepancy function to test the
adequacy of the tested model. These tests give somewhat conflicting resuits, but several
indicate a less than adequate fit. These results do not suggest that there is no validity to the
model; rather, that the model is incomplete, i.e., there are variables that are not included in
the model that are responsible for variance in the outcome variables.

The complete analytic resuits provide good evidence that interpersonal relationships
within a work group play a role in at least some of an individual's job outcomes. The
relationship with one’s work group as a whole (TMX) is most influential, as it affects job
satisfaction, affective organizational commitment, and perceptions of group effectiveness,
group performance, and group cohesiveness. The averaged quality of dyadic Member-
Member relationships, measured by MyMyXCO, proved to be a significant factor in the
outcomes related to the group and its work, i.e., group cohesiveness, perceived group
effectiveness, and perceived group performance. The Leader-Member relationship (LMX)
was a significant variable in relationship with job satisfaction and affective organizational
commitment, confirming many previous studies (Gerstner & Day, 1995). Interaction among

the relationship variables was minimal.
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CHAPTER S

Discussion and Conclusions

This study moves the research of interpersonal work relationships within formal work
groups forward at a time when organizations are increasingly assigning work. and resultant
accountability and rewards, to groups rather than individuals (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993).
Prior research has repeatedly confirmed the influence of the leader-member relationship
upon individual job outcomes (Gerstner & Day, 1995; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982;
Kinicki & Vecchio, 1994; McClane, 1991; Seers & Graen, 1984, Turban, Jones, & Rozelle,
1990). There has also been some early research into the relationship of an individual with
his/her work group as a whole (Seers, Petty, & Cashman, 1995). The current study is the
first to test the influence of an individual's entire network of dyadic relationships on his/her

aftitudes toward, and perceptions of the work group and organization.

Data Set

The data set employed in this study is a large and diverse one. Respondents were
from both Canadian and U.S. employees in the public and private sectors. These
individuals were from a wide range of employment levels (professional to unskilled), ages,
and education. They worked in variously sized work groups and were both male (44%) and
female (56%). The ethnicity of the Canadian subset is considerably more diverse than
those from the U.S., but that characteristic is reflective of the general populations of both
cities. There was no limit as to the type of work that was performed, and most job
categories in municipal government and health care were included.

There was clearly some differentiation in responses according to the organization to

which the respondent belonged. The medical clinic was significantly different from both
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municipal organizations relative to levels of organizational commitment, but was not different
from the Canadian city employees in regard to job satisfaction. The Canadian city was
significantly different from both American employers relative to perceived group
effectiveness and was different from only the clinic when it came to perceived group
performance. There were no differences among the organizations as to group
cohesiveness. When the Canadian sub-sample was analyzed using regression analysis,
none of the three relationship variables had a significant effect on any of the outcome
variables. This was an unexpected result, especially given the extent to which that
organization had delivered training in team-building concepts. One possible explanation,
which was illustrated by the model tested with structural equation modeling, is that other
factors in that organization (but not included in the model) were substantially more influential
in establishing job attitudes and perceptions. This is perhaps one reason that the model as
proposed is not a good fit; there could be higher inter-correlations among the reiationship
variables in the Canadian sub-sample that would reduce the unique effects.

The data set draws strength from the response rates as well as the diversity of
people and jobs. A total of 58% of possible individual respondents returned completed
surveys and 38% of the work groups returned complete data. The overall return rate was
considerably higher (73% average), but many did not include information on their work
relationships and were excluded from further analysis. While it is possible that the non-
respondents differ significantly from those who did respond, the size and quality of the data
set inspires a level of confidence in the results and permits at least limited generalizability to

the work force population.
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Measurement

With few exceptions, the scales used in this survey instrument had been well
validated in prior research, and most performed very well. There have been some recent
revisions to the LMX scale, some of which have demonstrated validity and reliability.
However, it was decided to use the favoured form of this scale, the LMX VIL. In an attempt
to control the size of the survey, one item (deemed to be repetitive) was not used in the
Canadian questionnaire, while all seven items were used in the two U.S. questionnaires.
The reliability of this LMX construct was uniformly high, whether it was the six-item or the
seven-item scale, and in order to maintain consistency among the three sub-samples, the
six-item scale was used in all analyses.

To effectively measure the quality of dyadic relationships, the perception of such a
relationship must be assessed by both parties to it. The relationships were not perceived
similarly by both members, as evidenced by low correlations between perceptions of the two
members of a single dyadic relationship. This result is not consistent with previous LMX
research .

The distinguishing advancement made by LMX research was to propose and then
repeatedly confirm the differentiation with which leaders interacted with followers. That
differentiation results in quite distinct job outcomes for individual followers (Crouch & Yetton,
1988; Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). This study failed to confirm those resulits, but did
establish that most individuals had clearly differentiated relationships with their co-workers.
By using an adaptation of the LMX VIl scale for co-workers, each individual assessed the
nature of his/her relationship with each of his/her peers. This form of the scale used for
member-member relationships (MMX) also had high internal consistency, confirmation that

the scale can be adapted to fit several types of relationship.



The Team-Member Exchange scale (TMX) may need some minor modification, as
evidenced by the confirmatory factor analysis. However, the scale did prove to be valid in
its relationship to all outcome variables. The relationship an individual has with his/her team
did account for variance separate from that accounted for by the LMX construct, as reported
earlier (Seers et al., 1995). There also appears to be discemible differences between the
relationships measured by TMX and the network measured by a series of Member-Member
Exchange relationships (MxMyXCO). In predicting the individual job outcomes, the TMX
was the stronger of the two scales with MuMXCO having non-significant main effects on job
outcomes of job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment.

The job satisfaction items, taken from the Job Descriptive Survey (JDS), did not
measure up to previous use. Only one of three items had high validity and reliability, but
the Cronbach’s aipha of .586 for the composite scale would not have been appreciably
improved by leaving out either of the other two items. The other widely used measure of
Job Satisfaction is the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. While comprised of numerous
items, this scale would perhaps have been a better choice.

Allen and Myer (1990) developed a construct to measure the affective, normative,
and continuance dimensions they hypothesized to make up organizational commitment. In
previous research, the affective component was associated with increased job satisfaction
and decreased turnover intentions, while continuance commitment was related to decreased
job satisfaction and showed a weak negative correlation with tumover (Jenkins &
Thomlinson, 1992). The relationship between this affective compaonent and job satisfaction

was confirmed in this study by a correlation of .342 (p<.000).

Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 was only partially supported by the data. It stated that individuals

would differentiate their relationships with co-workers, distinguishing one from the other.
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The leaders in the work groups sampled did not form significantly different relationships with
members of their work groups. In only one group was the range large enough to be
considered significant (2 on a 5-point scale). This may be accounted for by social
desirability bias, as the subordinates in the relationships detected much more distinction
than the leaders. Subordinates also made very clear distinctions among their co-worker
relationships and had a much broader range of differentiation in their clusters of
relationships. Most of the published research on LMX does not report the extent of
relationship differentiation.

Furthermore, these results contradict earlier findings (Graen & Cashman, 1975;
Graen & Schiemann, 1978; Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989) that there is relatively strong
agreement between dyadic partners as to the quality of their relationship, although many
studies have gathered relationship data from one party only. Reports of member-member
relationships were more closely correlated than those between a leader and a member. The
implication of this finding is that there is unclear, or nonexistent, communication between
individuals as to the character of their work relationships. The understanding of where one
stands with one’s co-workers and leader are important to a sense of well-being in an
organization.

Hypothesis 2, that individuals will form higher quality relationships with those
perceived to be similar to them in work behaviour, was convincingly supported by the results
of this study. While perhaps not surprising, these results do have implications in this era of
increasing diversity in the work force. Companies have spent billions of dollars on diversity
training, much of which has been ineffective in developing tolerance of, respect for, and
value of those different from oneself (Flynn, 1998). The results reported here indicate that
employees feel a closer kinship with those perceived to be similar in several ways. The
stronger implication of this issue is found in other resuits, which indicate greater job

satisfaction and organizational commitment and more positive assessment of performance
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by those having higher quality relationships. In order to promote more positive job
outcomes, it appears that managers should first address the issue of stronger relationships
among all employees, but especially among those who may perceive one another to be
dissimilar.

it was expected that the relationships one develops in a work group would influence
the attitudes toward, and perceptions of, the workplace and one’s work. The role of the
leader-member relationship is well documented over many years of research and the
positive effect it has on job satisfaction and organizational commitment were confirmed
here. 1t did not affect perceptions of the work group and its effectiveness and performance;
however, it did interact with the other relationship variables to produce correlations with
cohesiveness and effectiveness, as well as affective organizational commitment. Clearly, in
the organizations sampled, the role of the leader remains central to an employee’s feelings
of job satisfaction and the desire to remain in the organization, but the leader’s influence
does not extend to opinions about the work group.

The relationship between a member of a work group and the group as a whole was
first explored by Seers (1989) and Seers et al. (1995). This study confirms the distinctive
role the Team-Member relationship has in determining positive personal job outcomes. It
was the strongest and most consistent of the indicator variables and had significant
correlations with all five of the measured job outcomes. The TMX scale does not define
members of the “team" and the respondent may assume that it includes both leader and co-
workers. This would help explain its significant role in relation to the job attitudes.

It was hypothesized that the cluster of dyadic relationships that a worker has with
each of his/her co-workers would be a distinctive construct from that described in the
previous paragraph. The two variables were operationalized in unique ways, and the two
constructs differed in their effect on individual perceptions of personal and group outcomes.

The Team-Member Exchange (TMX) measure was a significant factor in all of the outcomes,
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while the cluster of Member-Member Relationships (MsM;XCO) was related only to the
group level outcomes of effectiveness, performance, and cohesiveness. The Team-Member
Exchange may imply the inclusion of the leader as well as co-workers and that may account
for its being related to all of the outcome variables, where LMX correlates with only job
satisfaction and affective organizational commitment and MyM;XCO connects only group
cohesiveness, effectiveness, and perfecrmance.

These results indicate that the extensive data-gathering process involved in
measuring each dyadic relationship may not be worth the effort. The Team Member
Exchange construct, measured by answers to ten survey questions appears to be more than
adequate to capture the essence of those relationships. The MiM;XCO measure did,
however, contribute unique variance beyond of LMX and TMX in the group-based variables
of cohesiveness, effectiveness, and performance.

We can conclude that interpersonal relationships within organizational work groups
are formed for a variety of reasons, but one of the predominant forces in developing positive
relationships is perceived similarity between two people. This has implications for an
increasingly diverse workforce. A work group comprised of individuals with complementary
skills and perspectives actually strengthens the group and improves its contributions
(Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). The responsibility of organizational development experts is to
educate people to not only recognize and appreciate their differences, but also to value
those differences. In this way, other factors than similarity may play a larger role in the
development of high quality work relationships.

We can also conclude from this study that individuals differentiate among their peers
as to the quality of their relationship, to an even greater extent than the leader differentiates
among subordinates. The leaders’ reports in this study may stem not from the actual
practice of treating all subordinates similarly, but rather from a social desirability bias and a

reluctance to admit that differentiation exists. The origin of the differentiation has not been
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addressed in this study. Whether it is based on liking as some authors have suggested
(Liden, Wayne, & Stiliwell, 1993) or on supportive work behaviours, as the LMX scale is
intended to measure, it is worth pursuing in subsequent research. Another line of inquiry
that offers opportunity is the lack of agreement between dyadic partners as to the quality of
their shared relationship. It is possible that it is an anomaly of this sample, but the low
coirelations bear testing with another sample.

These results reveal the importance of not only the leader-member relationship, but
also the peer relationships in developing attitudes of job satisfaction, affective organizational
commitment, perceived group performance and effectiveness, and group cohesiveness.
The structural equation modeiing results reveal that the model, as proposed and tested is
not a good fit with the population. This suggests that there are factors other than these
relationships that play a role in forming an individual’s job attitudes. Given the number of
elements that an employee encounters during his/her tenure in an organization, it is not
surprising that factors beyond interpersonal work relationships would be related to one’s job
satisfaction and other attitudes. The organizationai structure and culture, its leadership,
characteristics of the task, as well as personal characteristics such as needs, are just a few
of the additional factors that may influence an individual's job attitudes. However, it has
been demonstrated here that the relationships are a significant influence on job outcomes.
Given that influence, it is crucial for an organization to nurture the existing relationships and

to engage in team-building or organizational development efforts that can build others.

Limitations
Aithough fairly diverse, the employees may share some characteristics not evident in
other regions of either country. This sample may reflect regional similarities that are
different from those in other geographic areas of North America. With a sample size of over

400, the resuits may be statistically significant, but not substantively significant.



When data is coilected by survey questionnaires from individuals only, the issue of
common method variance is a concem (Avolio, Yammorino, & Bass, 1991). To address that
issue, the dyadic reporting of the relationships helps to confirm the value or quality of each
relationship. It should be noted that, while the relationships are clearly at a dyadic level, the
job outcomes were measured and analyzed at an individual level only. Had an objective
measure of job performance been available, it would also have helped to address the issue
of common method variance.

The data for this study was collected at one time only, thus yielding cross-sectional
data. Any attempt to interpret causal effects among the variables would violate standard

research protocol. The results must be read as correlational in nature only.

Further Research

The strong implication of perceived similarity in the development of positive
relationships is a major issue for a8 workforce with increasing diversity. Attempts have been
made previously to establish the antecedents of these relationships and this study confirms
the role of perceived simitarity. Investigating the role of actual similarity of work attitudes
and values may provide more insight.

We have now established that high quality relationships help employees to have
positive attitudes toward the job, their performance, and the workplace. However, we have
no definitive evidence that a happy employee is a productive employee. By testing the
influence of relationships on a quantitative measure of job performance or group output, we

would further validate the interpersonal needs of the individual in a work setting.

As noted in the discussion above, the data were coliected at the individual level only.
Although there were no attempts in this study to aggregate the data to a group or

organizational level, it would be useful to employ the within-and-between analysis technique
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(WABA) to mine the data for further understanding (Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1994;

Yammarino, Dubinsky, Comer, & Jolson, 1997).

All of these avenues offer rich opportunity for continued research into the
connections between interpersonal relationships within a work setting and other

organizational characteristics.
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Appendix



May 8, 1998

Dear City Employee,

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this research project. The results of this project will
help me to understand working relationships and resulting work attitudes, will assist the City in its
ongoing effort to address the needs of municipal employees, and will give you a chance to
express your opinions.

It is critical that all questions are answered by all individuals, so that the data is
complete and meaningful. Any information you provide will be kept in strict confidence
and at no time will any of your individual responses be revealed with identification.
Results of this study will be released in composite form only.

This package contains a copy of the survey and a postage-paid return envelope.
Please take a few minutes to answer the questions and return the completed the
questionnaire forms to me at the University. If you have any questions or concerns
about this survey, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you for taking some of
your valuable time to complete this survey.

Sincerely,

Linda C. Keup



SPONSORED BY
The University Facuity of Management

State University

City

Please retum completed questionnaire to: Linda C. Keup
College of Business




GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

The following instructions are provided to assist you in quickly and accurately completing the questionnaire.

The questionnaire is designed to assess individual work attitudes and relationships in organized work groups. It
includes items about yourself and your relationships with your supervisor and co-workers, as well as items
regarding your opinions about your job.

Please remember that is very important that you respond to the questionnaire honestly and independently.

Most of the questionnaire items ask you to locate your response on a scale provided either below or to the right of
the item. There is a brief description at the top of each scale specifying what each response of the scale
represents. Please be sure that you provide a response to every questionnaire item. Also, make sure that you
mark only one answer for each item, unless the instructions specify otherwise.

There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, and this is not a test of your ability or consistency in
marking answers. Although a number of items may appear similar to each other, they express differences that are
important in describing your work situation.

First impressions are usually best on questionnaires such as this one, so please do not spend a great deal of time
on any one item.

When you have completed the questionnaire, please seal all forms into the postage-paid, return envelope
provided. Then simply drop the envelope into the nearest mailbox.



SECTION1

INSTRUCTIONS: Below are several questions related to your personal background. This information is used for statistical purposes only.
Please answer each item by circling the number that corresponds with your response to that item.

1. What is your age?

1. less than 20 years 6. 411to45 vears

2. 2}1o25years 7. 4610 50 vears

3. 2610 30 years 8. 351to 55 years

4. 311035 years 9. 356to 60 vears

5. 361to 40 vears 10. greater than 60 vears
2. What is vour gender?

1. Male 2. Female
3. What is the highest level of education vou have obtained?

1. compieted elementary school 5. bachelor’s degree

3. some high school 6. some graduate school

3. completed high school or equivalent 7. graduate degree

4. 1 or 2 year college degree/certiticate

4. For how long have you worked for the City of Minot (in any capacity)?

less than 6 months 5. 10 yearsto 15 years
6 monthsto 1 year 6. 15 vearsto 20 years
[ vear to 5 vears 7. 20 vears to 25 years
3 years to 10 years 8. more than 25 vears

o Gd D =
DEERE i

5. For how long have you worked in your present job?

I. less than 6 months 5. 10 vearsto IS years

2. 6 monthsto | year 6. 15 years to 20 vears

3. 1l yearto$ years 7. 20 years to 25 years

4. 5 vearsto 10 years 8. more than 25 years
6. In what department do you presently work?

I. Assessor 8. Property Maintenance
2 Auditorium/Recreation 9. Sanitation

3. Building Division 10. Shop & Bus

4. Engineering Division Il. Streets

5. Fire 12. Water & Sewer

6. Library 13. Water Treatment

7. Police 14. Traffic Division

7. Do vou currently work full-time or part-time?

[. Full-time 2.  Pan-time



SECTIONII

This section of the questionnaire asks you to describe your job, as objectively as you can. This is not designed to describe
how much you like the job, but rather how you see the tasks that you do. Circle the number which most accurately describes
your job.

8. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people (cither “clients™. or people in related jobs
in your own organization)?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very little; dealing with Moderately: some dealing Verv much: dealing with
other people is not at all with others is necessary. ather people is an absolutely
necessary in doing the job. crucial part of the doing the job.

9. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your job permit you to decide on your own
how to go about doing the work?

1 2 3 4 ] 5 7
Very little; the job gives me Moderate autonomy: many Very much: the job gives
almost no personal “say” things are standardized and me almost complete responsibility
about how and when the not under my control. but | tor deciding how and when the
work is done. can make some decisions work is done.

about the work.

10. To what extent do managers or co-workers let vou know how well you are doing on vour job?

! 2 3 4 S & 7
Very little; people almost Moderately; sometimes Very much: managers or
never let me know how well peopie may give me “feed- co-workers provide me with
[ am doing. back™; other times they don’t almost constant “feedback™

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used to describe a job. Plesse indicate by placing the appropriate
number on the line preceding each statement whether that statement is an accurate or inaccurate description of your job.
Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in deciding how accurately each statement describes your job,
whether you like or dislike your job.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightiy Mostly Very
[naccurate  [naccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate Accurate

__ 11, The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying out the work.

______ 12, The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never give me any ~feedback™ about how well I am doing in my work.
_____13. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone—without talking or checking with other people.

_____ 14.The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and treedom in how I do the work.

15, Supervisors often let me know how well they think [ am performing the job.

16. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people.



Indicate how important each of the following job characteristics is to you, whether or not it is present in your current job:

Highly Somewhat Somewhat  Highiy
Ajob that...............is: Unimportant Unimportant Neutra Important__[mportant
17. gives me social status and prestige 1 2 3 4 5
18. leaves me relatively free of supervision by others 1 2 3 4 5
19. gives me an opportunity to be helptul to others l 2 3 + 3
20. provides me with adventure 1 2 3 4 5
21. provides an opportunity to use my special abilities or aptitude 1 2 3 4 5
22. provides me with a chance to camn a good deal of money 1 2 3 4 5

23. gives me the opportunity to work with people rather
than things I

"~
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24. permits me to be creative and original 1

[ F9]
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s

25. gjves me a chance to exercise leadership 1

~
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26. enables me to look forward to a stable. secure future I
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SECTIONIII
This section of the questionnaire deals with your attitudes regarding your job.
For the following questions, feam and group refer to the group of people you work most closely with. Organization refers to the

overall corporation of the City of Minot. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following
statemeants by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
27. 1 do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization. i 2 3 4 5
28. | am satisfied with the work of this team. I 2 3 4 5
29. [ do not feel “emotionally attached™ to this organization. 1 2 3 4 5
30. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. I 2 3 4 5
31. Generally speaking, [ am very satistied with this job. 1 2 3 4 5
32. Our group’s etforts have positively affected the
organization. 1 2 3 4 5
33. The city provides adequate team skills training for my group [ 2 3 4 3

(for example. communication. interpersonal. etc.).

34. [ do not feel like “part of the family™ at my organization. 1

~
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Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagres nor Disagree Agree Agree

35. [ would be very happy to spend the rest of
my career with this organization. !
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36. [ am satisfied with my current pav. 1

37. [ think [ could casily become as attached to another organization

as [ am to this one. i 2 3 4 5
38. Most people in this group are very satisfied with their jobs. ! 2 3 4 5
39. Our group does an excellent job for this department and the

organization. 1 2 3 4 5
40. | am generally satistied with the kind of work I do in this job. I 2 3 4 5

(39
[
£
A )

41. The city provides adequate training for me and my work group. |

42. L really teel as if this organization's problems are my own. 1 2 3 4 3
43. The pay for my job is excellent l 2 3 4 5
44. [ enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it. 1 2 3 4 5
45. My benetits package is inadequate. 1 2 3 4 3

On my job. this is how [ feel about:

Very Neither Satistied Very
Dissatisfied  Dissatistied _ nor Dissatistied _ Satisfied _ Satistied
46. the way my boss handles his/her employees. 1 2 k) 4 5
47. the competence of my supervisor in making decisions. 1 2 3 4 5
48. my pay and the amount ot work [ do. 1 2 3 + 5
49. the chances for advancement in this job. 1 2 3 4 5
50. the praise I get tor doing a good job. I 2 3 4 3
51. the benefits [ receive as part of my compensation. 1 2 3 4 3

52. Do you feel that you are really a part of your work group?

1 2 3 -4 5
Detinitely No Not Sure Definitely Yes

53. If you had the chance to do the same kind of work for the same pay in another work group within the organization.
would you do so?
| 3 4 5
Definitely No Not Sure Definitely Yes

"~
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How does your group compare with other work groups in city government on each of the following points:

54. the way people get along with one another

1 2 3 5

P

Others get along About the same We definitely get
much better than as other groups along much better
our group does than other groups
55. the way people stick together
! 2 3 4 5
Other groups stick About the same We detinitely stick
together more than as other groups together more than
we do other groups do
56. the way people help cach other on the job
1 2 3 -4 3
People help cach other About the same We definitely help each
more in other groups as other groups other more than people
than we do in other groups do

How would you rate the following items relative to the work your group pertorms?

Very Barely Reasonably
Poor Acceptable Medium Good Exceptional
57. Quality of Work 1 2 3 + 5
58. Customer Service l 2 3 4 5
59. Satistaction of Group Members 1 2 3 4 5
60. Productivity ] 2 3 4 5

This section deals with your opinions of the relationships you have with your supervisor and your co-workers.
Please be sure that you record your feelings as of today.

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree  Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
61. Other group members clearly recognize my potential. 1 2 3 ) 5
62. Other group members usually let me know when ["ve done
something that makes their jobs easier (or harder). i 2 3 i 5
63. In busy situations. other group members often volunteer
to help me out. 1 2 3 4 5

64. When other group members are busy, [ often volunteer
to help them out. 1
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Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree

63. | often let other team members know when they've done

something that makes my job easier (or harder). l 2 3 4 5
66. Other group members are willing to help tinish work
that was assigned to me. 1 2 3 4 5

67. Other group members clearly understand my job-related
problems and needs. 1

~
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68. I often make suggestions about better work methods 1
to other team members.
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69. I'm willing to help tinish work that had been given o
other group members. 1
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70. I'm flexible about switching job responsibilities to make
things casier tor other team members. 1
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Use the place provided below to make comments or suggestions. air concerns, or highlight areas that you believe should be brought to the
attention of the Human Resources Department or administration.

Please check here if you would like to receive a report of survey results



Your Name
Leader’s Name

The following set of questions asks about your relationship to the ieader of your group. Indicate your response to each question refarive o that
person by circling the number of that response.

Do vou know where you stand with your leader... do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?
. Rarely

. Occasionally

. Sometimes

. Fairly often

. Very often

W de LI 19—

How well does vour leader understand your job-related problems and needs?
. Not a bit

. Alittle

. A fair amount

. Quite a bit

. A great deal

W dm ted §) ==

How well does vour leader recognize your potential?
1. Not at all

2. Alinle

. Moderately

. Mostly

. Fully

W = W2

Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into his/her position. what are the chances that he/she would be personaily inclined to use
his/her power to help you solve problems in your work?

. None

. Small

Moderate

. High

. Very high

W e W 1D -

Again. regardless of the amount of formal authority he/she has. to what extent can you count on your leader to "bail you out™ at his’her own expense
when vou really need it?

. No chance

. Might or might not

. Undecided or neutral

. Probably would

. Certainly would

o —

U fe Lo

I have enough confidence in my leader that [ would defend and justify his/her decisions if he/she were not present to do so?
. Strongly Disagree

. Disagree

. Neutral

. Agree

. Strongly Agree
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How would you characterize vour working relationship with your leader?
. Extremely ineffective

. Worse than average

. Average

. Better than average

. Extremely effective

¥ I

Please turn to the reverse side.



Please answer the following set of questions, refative to your leader, by circling the appropriate response:

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree  Disagree nor Disagree ~ _Agree Agree

My leader and [ think alike in terms of coming up

with a similar solution for a problem. | 2 3 4 5

My leader and | are similar in terms ot outlook.

perspective, and values. 1 2 3 4 5

My leader and [ are alike in a number of areas. l 2 3 4 5

My ieader and [ handle problems in a similar way. 1 2 3 4 5

How much intluence does vour leader have on your everyday activities?

1 2 3 -4 5
Very Moderate Very
Little Amount Much

On the blanks provided below. rank the members of vour work group (including your leader) as to the amount of influence they have on your everyday
work tasks. Write their names on the blanks provided.

The MOST Intluence

The LEAST Intluence




Your Name
Employee’s Name

The following set of questions asks about your reiationship to an employee in your group. Indicate your response to each question refative fo that
person by circling the number of that response.

Does this member know where he/she stands with you... does he/she usually know how satisfied vou are with what he/she does?
. Rarely

. Occasionally

. Sometimes

. Fairly often

Very ofica

Vode W -

How well do you understand this member’s job-related problems and needs?
. Not a bit

. Alitde

A fair amount

Quite a bit

. A great deal

UI;‘—?JIQ-

How well do vou recognize this member’s potential?
. Notatall

. Alitle

. Moderately

. Mostly

. Fuily

N 2t —

Regardless of how much formal authority you have built into your position. what are the chances that you would be personatly  inclined to use vour
power 1o help this member solve problems in his/her work?

. None

. Small

. Moderate

. High

. Very high
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Again. regardless of the amount of formal authority you have. to what extent would you “bail this person out™ at your own expense when he/she really
needs it?

. No chance

. Might or might not

. Undecided or neutral

. Probably would

. Certainly would
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[ have enough confidence in this member that he/she would detend and justify my decisions if I were not present to do so?
1. Strongly Disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neutral
4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree

How would you characterize vour working relationship with this member?
1. Extremely ineffective
2. Worse than average
3. Average
4. Better than average
5. Extremely effective

Please turn to the reverse side.



Please answer the following set of questions, refative to this specific employee, by circling the appropriate response:

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Di nor Disagree Agree Agree
This member and I think alike in terms of coming up
with a similar solution for a problem. I 2 3 4 5
This member and [ are similar in terms of outlook,
perspective, and values. 1 2 3 4 5
This member and [ are alike in a number of areas. ! 2 3 1 5

This member and | handle problems in a similar way. 1
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Your Name
Co-Worker’'s Name

The following set of questions asks about your relationship to a co-worker in your group. Indicate your response to each question refative to that
person by circling the number of that response.

Do you know where vou stand with this member... do you usually know how satistied he/she is with what you do?
. Rarely

. Occasionally

. Sometimes

. Fairly often

. Very often

W e LYt —

How well does this person understand your job-related problems and needs?
. Not a bit

. Alittle

. A fair amount

. Quite a bit

A great deal

o -
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How well does this person recognize your potential?
1. Notatall
2. Alittle
3. Moderately
4. Mostly
5. Fully

Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/her position. what are the chances that this person wouid be personaily inclined to use
his/her power to help vou solve problems in your work??

. None

. Smail

. Moderate

. High
. Very high

W e N -

Again. regardless of the amount of formal authority he/she has. to what extent can you count on this person to “bail you out™ at his'her own expense
when vou really need it?

. No chance

. Might or might niot

. Undecided or neutral

. Probably would

. Cenainly would

W e N —

I have enough confidence in this person that I would defend and justify his/her decisions if he/she were not present to do so?
1. Strongly Disagrec
2. Disagree

4. Agree
5. Strongly Agree

How would vou characterize your working relationship with this individual?
1. Extremely inetfective
2. Worse than average
3. Average
4. Better than average
5. Extremely effective

Please turn to the reverse side.



Please answer the following set of questions, relative to this specific group member, by circling the appropriate response:

Strongly Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree
This member and | think alike in terms of coming up
with a similar solution for a problem. 1 2 3 4 5

This member and [ are similar in terms of outlook.

perspective, and values. 1 2 3 4 5
This member and [ are alike in a number of areas. 1 2 3 4 3
This member and | handle problems in a similar way. H 2 3 4 5





