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ABSTRACT

The study explores the impact of gender-match, LMX tenure, and supervisory support in predicting the quality of
leader-member exchange. Additionally, it aims at establishing whether there are significant variations in the
quality of exchange within a group. Drawing a sample of 201 Malaysian employees from different supervisory
levels, we tested several causal hypotheses pertaining to antecedents and impact of leader-member exchange
(LMX) by means of structural equation modeling. The analysis indicated individual-level analysis for LMX.
Whereas gender match influenced LMX-Affect, perceived supervisory support positively affected both currencies
of LMX and organizational support (POS). The impact of gender match on POS was mediated by LMX-Affect.
Contrary to our expectations, LMX tenure did not influence LMX-Affect, and LMX-perceived contribution did
not influence organizational support. Implications of the findings are discussed and directions for future research
are suggested.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Research on leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership has advanced significantly, in various
directions, over the last 30 years after the seminal study by Dansereau, et al., (1975). A substantial amount of
research has focused on the outcomes of LMX; however, there are some areas that need a little more attention.
First, LMX conceptualization began by addressing the issue of analysis of levels at which it (LMX) occurs, but
there has been little research (Dansereau, Yammarino, Markham, Alutto, Newman, Dumas, et al., 1995)
addressing this issue. Second, there is very little research identifying the antecedents of LMX (see such works as
those of Gerstner and Day, 1997; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Schyns, et al., 2005).

We first analyze whether the quality of exchange between a leader and different members varies within the
workgroup. Next, we assess the impact of gender match, length of association with the leader (LMX tenure), and
perceived supervisor support on the quality of exchange between a leader and a member. Finally, we assess
whether the quality of leader-member exchange leads to a perception of support from the organization as a whole
(Perceived Organizational Support). It will not only advance understanding of Leader-Member Exchange theory,
but it will also have practical implications for leader development.

* Corresponding author: Kanika T. Bhal, Department of Management Studies, Vishwakarma Bhawan, Indian Institute of
Technology Delhi, Shaheed Jeet Singh Marg, New Delhi 110 016, India. E-Mail: kanika@dms.iitd.ernet.in

International Journal of Business and Society (2007), Volume 8, No. 2, pp. 63-80.



FORTHCOMING ARTICLE

The study addresses the following research issues. To begin with, in most of the previous studies, LMX has
been assessed as a one-dimensional construct consisting mostly of on-the-job leader-member interactions. In this
study, LMX is assessed through a two-dimensional scale consisting of “contributions” on the job and “affective”
interactions off-the-job. Second, following the varient approach (Dansereau, et al., 1984) it tests whether there are
significant within- or between-group variations in subordinates’ perceptions of the two dimensions of LMX.
Third, it assesses the impact of relational demographic variables like gender match and LMX tenure (i.e.,
member’s length of association with the leader) and supervisor support on LMX. Fourth, it assesses the impact of
LMX on perceived organizational support. Fifth, most of the studies, barring a few on the Chinese and Japanese
samples (Hui, et al., 1999; Wakabayashi and Graen, 1984), have been conducted in the United States. This study
adds to the literature by testing the proposed model in the Malaysian context, thus providing some empirical
cross-cultural validity to LMX-subordinate-related work outcomes relationships. It should, however, be noted that
we are not advocating that the proposed relationships hold true for the Malaysian context only and are not likely
to be replicated in the other contexts.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

In the following sections, we first discuss the two dimensions of LMX and the issue of levels of analysis. We then
discuss the impact of gender match, LMX tenure, and supervisor support on the two dimensions of LMX. In the
last section, we discuss the role of LMX as a predictor of perceived organizational support. Six hypotheses, thus
generated, are built into a model, which is tested against some alternate models—see Figure 1.

LMX: Issues of Level and Dimensionality

The effectiveness of leadership lies in its impact on the subordinates. In the LMX or dyadic conceptualization of
leadership, the unique relationship of a leader with each of the subordinates is counted. The dyadic study of
leadership focuses on leader-member dyads and the quality of interaction in those dyads (Dansereau, et al., 1975)
wherein the nature of exchanges and the quality of interaction of a leader might vary across different subordinates
in the work-group.

Most of the earlier conceptualizations treated LMX as a one-dimensional construct in predicting subordinate-
related outcomes. In such conceptualizations, the exchange or the quality of interaction in a leader-member dyad
was limited to the job and tasks at hand, with little or no focus on assessing social interactions. The development
of varying quality of interaction in a leader-member dyad has been understood in terms of role development
(Graen, 1976; Jacobs, 1971; Katz and Kahn, 1978) and social exchanges (Blau, 1964; Graen and Scandura, 1987).
The leader assesses the competencies and motivation of the subordinates through role making episodes and offers
different inducements to high quality subordinates for collaborating on unforeseen (unstructured) tasks. How a
subordinate defines the role then determines the quality of interaction in a leader-member dyad. According to role
theory (Jacobs, 1971; Katz and Kahn, 1978), roles are multidimensional and are likely to have different
combinations of task focus and social interaction (Bales, 1958). Further the nature of interaction in different
quality dyads is maintained through social exchanges. These exchanges too are conceptualized as
multidimensional involving material and non-material rewards like advice, workflow, and friendship.

Given that both roles and exchanges are multidimensional, LMX too needs to be studied as a multidimensional
construct (Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Liden and Maslyn, 1998). Though some researchers (e.g., Ang, et al., 2005;
Bhal and Ansari, 1996; Paglis and Green, 2002) have tried to include both the leader and the member perspectives
while assessing the quality of exchange in a leader-member dyad, little effort has been made to identify the
different dimensions of this exchange. Dienesch and Liden (1986) suggested that LMX may be based on three
“currencies” of exchange: task behaviors (perceived contribution), loyalty to each other (loyalty), and simply
liking for each other (affect). Thus, perceived contribution deals with on-the-job dimension of interaction, loyalty
with social support, and affect with affective feelings of liking which go beyond the work situation. This
conceptualization was subsequently used by researchers (e.g., Bhal and Ansari, 1996; Liden and Maslyn, 1998) to
develop psychometrically sound scales of LMX. The Bhal and Ansari study resulted in a two-dimensional scale
consisting of two orthogonal dimensions: LMX-Contribution and LMX-Affect. The two dimensions, which relate
to on-the-job work-related interaction and off-the-job informal interactions, are in line with the earlier
conceptualizations of leader behavior that have viewed leader behavior as consisting of consideration and
initiating structure (Halpin and Winer, 1957), employee oriented and production oriented (Fleishman and Harris,
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1962), or concern for people and concern for production (Blake and Mouton, 1964). More recently, Maslyn and
Uhl-Bien (2001) further proposed that affect, loyalty, and professional respect dimensions are more like social
currencies that focus on social exchange between leader and member, whereas contribution dimension is more
like a work-related currency. They included socially related currencies on the ground that exchange between
leader and members is not only based on the work-related elements (Bhal and Ansari, 1996; Wayne, et al., 1997).
Thus, a high “contribution-dominated” exchange (work-related currency) is likely to involve intensive interaction
on task related activities, whereas an “affect- dominated” exchange (social currency) is likely to involve off-the-
job, affective and personal interactions. Thus, conceptualizing LMX as a two-dimensional construct — consisting
of contribution and affect dimensions—is quite consistent with the theories on which LMX is based.

The VDL/LMX theory is grounded essentially in the level at which leader behavior needs to be studied. In
contrast to the then existing theories (such as Ohio State Leadership Studies), this theory postulated and tested the
leader’s behavior and relationship with different subordinates in a work-group. Overall, the analysis indicated that
there was a significant within-group variation under a leader for assuming a work-group to be homogeneous — an
a priori theoretical assumption made by earlier leadership theories (Graen, 1976; Graen and Schiemann, 1978;
Graen, et al., 1982). Reexamining data from the Ohio State University Leadership studies, Schriesheim, et al.
(1995) stated that the researchers need to explicitly mention the assumptions of the levels at which leadership is
likely to occur and demonstrate how the data align with the assumptions of the level. Quality of exchange as
measured from the subordinate perspectives, in the VDL/LMX conceptualization, made the assumption that there
were significant differences in the perceived relationship of different subordinates within a work-group
(Dansereau, Yammarino, and Markham, 1995). Most of the research on LMX has been on identifying the impact
of LMX quality on subordinate outcomes. Though the focus of LMX research has shifted to the relationships in a
dyad and not to the leader or the member (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995), the underlying assumption here is that
these dyadic relationships are embedded in a work-group and it is the differing quality of relationship within a
work-group that leads to unique subordinate outcomes. It makes sense to test and show that the unique quality of
relationship leads to subordinate outcomes, but the issue assumes greater significance when it is demonstrated that
one leader has varying relationships with different subordinates in one work-group. Though the issue of level of
analysis in LMX/VDL theory has conceptually addressed the issue of dyad level, individual level, and group level
(Dansereau and Yammarino, 1998; Mumford, et al., 2000; Scandura, 1999), there has been little research (e.g.,
Bhal and Ansari, 1996; Bhal and Ansari, 2000; Dansereau, et al., 1995) that has empirically tested these
assertions. In line with this, we hypothesize:

H1: Both perceived contribution and affect dimensions of LMX, as measured from the subordinate
perspective, will show significant within-group variation and non-significant between group variance.

Gender Similarity as a Predictor of LMX

There has been some research--more conceptual than empirical—that explains the development of LMX (e.g.,
Bauer and Green, 1996; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Judge and Ferris, 1993; Tsui and O’Reilly, 1989). But there is
relatively little research on the antecedents of LMX (Gerstner and Day, 1997).

In understanding interpersonal and dyadic relationships, similarity of attitudes and demographics of the partners
provide useful preposition to be explored. Research in social psychology (e.g., Berscheid and Walster, 1969;
Byrne, 1971; Harrison, 1976) provides evidence for a strong link between similarity and affective relationships.
Moreover, examining similarity between individuals in the workplace has been considered critical for
understanding behavior at work (Schneider, 1987) and there have been some studies that have assessed the impact
of superior-subordinate similarity on process outcomes of the subordinates (Greene, 1972; Wexley, et al., 1980).
In the context of LMX, some studies have explored the impact of gender and demographic similarity on the
quality of exchange. Though there are some studies that report either no relationship of gender match with LMX
(e.g., Bauer and Green, 1996; Liden, et al., 1993) or the positive impact of gender mismatch on high quality
exchange (Adebayo and Udegbe, 2004), there is evidence that is to the contrary. According to Gerstner and Day
(1997), simple demographic factors may not predict leader-member exchange but relational demography—the
extent to which the individuals are similar — may. In support of this, gender is shown to predict Out-Group status
of the subordinates (Duchon, et al., 1986) and gender dissimilarity is shown to lead to poor quality of exchange
(Green, et al., 1996). Research in cognitive psychology reveals that similarity is an important construct (Medin, et
al., 1993) that leads to positive affect (e.g., Busch and Wilson, 1976; Schurr and Ozanne, 1985). Treating LMX as
a two-dimensional construct provides scope for assessing the differential impact of this similarity on these two
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dimensions. As the past research reports a positive relationship between similarity and affective response, our
second hypothesis is as follows:

H2: Gender similarity in a leader-member dyad will lead to higher quality of LMX-Affect.
LMX Tenure as a Predictor of LMX

In research on the development of LMX, time is considered an important factor, as the relationship is expected to
grow over a period of time through the process of role definition (Graen, 1976; Graen and Scandura, 1987). As
noted by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995), LMX is a social exchange process in which LMX relationships develop
based in part on anticipation of deepening reciprocal trust and expectations of interacting obligations over time.
Some empirical research on LMX has acknowledged the importance of LMX tenure (i.e., duration of the dyad
working together) and has used it as a control variable in assessing the relationship of LMX with other variables
(Ang, et al., 2005; Gomez and Rosen, 2001; Wayne, et al., 1997). Viewing the length of association in the context
of two-dimensional construct of LMX provides unique insights. So far as perceived contribution currency of LMX
is concerned, the leader and the member might get through repeated episodes over a period of time a more
accurate idea about the quality and quantity of each other’s contribution (which could either be high or low).
However, previous research on length of association and affective response reveals that duration might result in
affect-related relationships, as feelings of liking are likely to grow over a period of time. Research (Quifiones, et
al., 1995; Tesluk and Jacobs, 1998) linking organizational tenure and employee responses has shown that the
duration of stay more significantly predicts outcomes like commitment, which is affective in nature, than
performance. Extending the same logic to LMX or dyad tenure, it would mean that LMX tenure does not
necessarily result in on-the-job performance but is likely to influence the feelings and affect. In line with this
assertion, our next hypothesis is as follows:

H3: Length of association with the leader (LMX tenure) will be positively related to affect dimension of
LMX.

Supervisor Support as a Predictor of LMX

Development of LMX is based on the process of role definition by subordinates in a work-group (Graen, 1976;
Graen and Scandura, 1987). LMX is a dynamic process theory, and it is viewed in terms of successive trust
building. The interactions that the leader and members have with each other at the initial stage are likely to persist
and have an impact on the subsequent quality of LMX. Since the roles are negotiable, subordinates require
support from the leader in the process of role development, which is likely to influence their relationship with the
supervisors. Just as employees form global perceptions concerning their evaluation by the organization (perceived
organizational support), they also develop general views concerning the degree to which supervisors value their
contributions and care about their well-being (perceived supervisor support; Kottke and Sharafinski, 1988). Based
on the norms of reciprocity principle (Gouldner, 1960), perceived supervisor support would strengthen affective
reactions toward the leader and the perceived leader support would generate a perception of high contribution by
the leader. Employees would then repay the leader through greater affect and increased efforts at work. In line
with this, our next hypothesis is as follows:

H4: Perceived leader support will lead to higher affect and higher contribution dimensions of LMX.
LMX and Perceived Organizational Support

Past research has shown that the subordinates’ quality of relationship with the leader gets transferred to affective,
cognitive, and behavioral reactions to organizations like satisfaction (Vecchio and Gobdel, 1984), commitment
(Duchon, et al., 1986; Kee, et al., 2004), and organizational citizenship behavior (Foo and Ansari, 2004; Hackett
and Lapierre, 2004; Hui, et al., 1999; Settoon, et al., 1996; Wayne, et al., 1997). In this light, it may be said that
affective relationship with the leader gets perceived as organizational support. Further, Eisenberger, et al. (1986)
theorized that discretionary rewards given to the organizational members based on their contributions are likely to
predict POS. Given that leaders administer these rewards and past research has shown that POS is related to
supervisor support, on-the-job related interactions with the supervisors contribute to POS (Eisenberger, et al.,
2002). Hence, our next hypothesis is as follows:
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H5: Affect and contribution dimensions of LMX will lead to perceived organizational support.

The hypothesized model based on these hypotheses is contained in Figure 1.

Gender Match

H2

H3 H5
LMX Tenure .

Perceived
Organizational
Support

Supervisor
Support

LMX-
Contribution

T

Figure 1: The hypothesized model.

I1. METHOD
Research Site and Participants

Given that organizations are many and of divergent nature, no attempt was made to draw the sample randomly.
Rather, keeping in view a few dimensions of this heterogeneous universe, we selected 24 contrasting
organizations conveniently located in the State of Penang, Malaysia. Having such a heterogeneous group of
organizations was a deliberate attempt by the authors in order to generalize the survey findings in significantly
different settings. Out of a total of 24 organizations included in the survey, 16 (66.6%) were manufacturing and 8
(33.4%) were service organizations. Of the 24 organizations, 9 (38%) were electronic/electrical, 3 (13%)
construction, 2 (8%) automotive part and plastic, 2 (8%) banking/financial institutions, and 8 (33%) from other
organizations. An industry wise understanding of the issue could have provided more insight but since the sample
is from very diverse organizations (in different sectors), and the size in each industry is small, it is not feasible to
conduct a significant statistical analysis.

The survey was targeted at the different job categories of employees at supervisory levels employed in the above
organizations. Two hundred one supervisors and their 83 immediate supervisors voluntarily participated in the
study. Initially, the questionnaire was distributed to 350 respondents. Of these, 231 questionnaires were returned,
yielding a response rate of 66%. Thirty of the returned questionnaires were incomplete and could not be used. The
final response rate for usable questionnaires (N = 201) was 57.4 Respondents ranged in age from 19 to 51 years
(M =31.77; SD = 7.32). Their average tenure with their immediate supervisor was 2.69 years (SD = 2.13). About
65% of the respondents were female and 35% were male. Over half of them (114; 56.7%) were working under the
same gender leader (53 were female leader-subordinate dyads; 61 were male leader-subordinate dyads) and 87
(43.3%) were working with leaders of different gender (76 females working under male leaders; 11 males
working under female leaders). In terms of ethnic background, over half of them (116, 57.7%) were Chinese,
followed by Malay (67, 33%), and Indian (12, 6%) respondents. Nineteen respondents belonged to the middle
level, 106 to lower level, 65 from clerical level, and 11 were from other support services. However, the profile of
the leaders to whom they were reporting was different. Of the 83 (immediate supervisors) leaders to whom these
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subordinates were reporting, 13 were from the top, 54 from the middle, and 16 were from the lower management
levels.

For establishing within- and between-group variations, the number of subordinates reporting to a leader has to be
two or more. Thus, the complete and usable sample consisted of 168 (60 males and 108 females) respondents who
reported to 50 leaders, using this criterion. The work-groups varied in size. There were 22 groups of 2, 10 groups
each of 3 and 4 members, 2 groups of 5, 3 groups of 6, and 1 each of 7, 9, and 10 members. The mean age of this
set of respondents was 31.79 years (SD = 7.23), and their tenure with the supervisor was 2.56 years (SD = 1.99).

Measures

Leader-member exchange (LMX). The quality of exchange between supervisor and subordinate was assessed with
a 10-item quality of interaction scale (Bhal and Ansari, 1996, 2000). This was a two-dimensional scale of LMX,
based on the conceptualization by Dienesch and Liden (1986). The two dimensions were perceived contribution
and affect. The scale consisted of 10 items, with 5 items, each of perceived contribution (referred to as
contribution subsequently) and affect. The respondents were asked to rate on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all true; 5
= very true) as to how true the statements were to their relationship with the immediate supervisor.

Perceived organizational support. A shortened version of perceived organizational support scale (SPOS)
(Eisenberger, et al., 1990) was adopted to assess the perceived organization support. It was a 9-item scale that
measures one of the dimensions of support (i.e., organization support). We asked the participants to rate on a 7-
point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree) their degree of agreement with each statement.

Supervisor support. The same 9-item scale (SPOS) was used by replacing the word “company management” with
“immediate superior” to measure supervisory support. We asked the participants to use the previous 7-point
agreement-disagreement scale.

Gender match. The respondents were asked to report their own gender and that of their immediate supervisor.
When both members of the dyad were of the same gender (male-male or female-female), they were considered
matched dyads. On the other hand, dyads of opposite genders (male-female or female-male) were treated as
mismatched. Thus those subordinates who were working with the leader of their own gender were dummy coded
as 1, whereas those working with the leader of opposite gender were coded as 0.

Personal demographics. In addition, participants responded to several single-statement items on such
demographic data as age, and tenure with the immediate supervisor.

IV. RESULTS

The analysis was conducted using AMOS 5.0 software (Arbuckle and Wothke, 1999). The model in Figure 1 was
evaluated using the procedures recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). In Stage 1 of the process, the fit
of a confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) model to the observed data was evaluated to determine if the items loaded
on their respective scales, before testing the model in stage 2. Four measures were used to assess the fit of
structural models: the goodness of fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) (J6éreskog and
Sorbom, 1984), comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990), and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) (Browne and Cudeck, 1993).

At the first stage, a single-factor model was compared to the hypothesized four-factor (LMX-Contribution, LMX-
Affect, Supervisor Support, and Perceived Organizational Support) model (LMX-Contribution and LMX-Affect
were treated as covarying as they are two dimensions of the same scale). For CFA at stage 1, as mentioned above,
first a single-factor model was estimated. This model provided poorer fit to the data (;*= 1919.525, df = 350, p <
.001; GFI =.500; AGFI = .420; CFI = .634; RMSEA = .150). Next, the hypothesized model was tested. Given the
number of variables, the results of the CFA provided a reasonable model fit (;* = 1308.292, df = 349, p < .001;
GFIl = .670; AGFI = .616; CFI = .777; RMSEA = .117). Thus the four-factor model provided better fit indices
(44 = 611.233 A df = 1; p < .001). All items were significant predictors of their respective latent variables.
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After confirming the factor structures, we formed composite variables for each construct from their respective
items and used those composites as single indicators of their respective factors. The reliability of the scales was
assessed through Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. The reliability coefficients, descriptive statistics, and
intercorrelations of the exogenous and endogenous variables are contained in Table 1. Table 1 indicates that
reliabilities of all the variables are acceptable for research purposes that ranged between .83 and .90 (Hair, et al.,
1998). Most of the correlations were in the expected direction.

Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha and Intercorrelations among Study
Variables

Factor M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1.LMX Tenure 2.69 2.13 --

2. LMX-PC 4,95 1.19 .10 (.90)

3.LMX-AF 3.76 1.40 .18** 5h*** (.87)

4. Supervisor Support 4.88 0.89 A2 JT**x* .60*** (.83)

5. Organizational Support 4.24 1.02 12 S7x** RSN Reatad 70 F** (.84)
6. Gender Match 0.57 0.50 .15* .02 20%* .07 20%*
Notes:

N = 201; Cronbach’s alpha is given in parentheses along the diagonal; ‘p < .05, “p < .01, ™p < .001; LMX-PC =
Perceived contribution dimension of LMX, LMX-AF = Affect dimension of LMX. While assessing gender match, those
subordinates working with leaders of their own gender were coded as 1 whereas those working with leaders of opposite
gender were coded as 0.

Before testing the hypothesized model in stage 2, the significance of within- and between-group variations for
contribution and affect dimensions of LMX was tested. To test our hypothesis 1 and establish the level at which
LMX-contribution and LMX-Affect occur, we conducted a within-and-between-analysis (WABA) to assess
sources of variance (Dansereau, et al., 1984; Schriesheim, et al., 2000; Yammarino and Markham, 1992). This test
compares the within-groups eta with the between-groups eta and calculates an E ratio. For LMX-Contribution,
squared between-groups eta correlation was .39 and squared within-groups eta correlation was .60; E ratio for
perceived contribution was .79. For LMX-Affect, squared between-groups eta correlation was .46 and squared
within-groups eta correlation was .52; E ratio for affect was .94. The analysis indicates neither a significant
within-group nor a significant between-group variance for both dimensions of LMX. Thus our first hypothesis
(H1) does not receive support from the data. The analysis, however, indicates that the leaders’ relationships with
their subordinates (either measured as perceived contribution or affect) cannot be averaged for a work-group
either. The results support an individual level analysis.

Table 2: Results on Model Comparison

V% df Ay Adf GFI AGFI  CFI RMSEA
Hypothesized Model 66.151 9 - .90 .76 .87 18
Model 1* 65.596 7 .555 2 .90 .70 .86 .20
Model 2° 24.243 8 41.908 1 .96 .90 .96 10
Model 3° 59.339 8 6.812 2 91 .76 .88 .18
Model 4° 8.197 3 57.961 6 .97 .93 .96 .09
Model 5° 16.158 6 49.993 3 97 .92 .96 .09

Notes:

®In comparison to the hypothesized model, model 1 adds paths from LMX tenure to LMX-PC and from gender match to
LMX-PC; °In comparison to the hypothesized model, model 2 adds a path from supervisor support to organizational
support; °In comparison to the hypothesized model, model 3 adds a direct path from gender match to organizational
support. “In comparison to the hypothesized model, model 4 drops the various paths to LMX—PC and LMX—AF and
adds direct paths from Gender Match, LMX Tenure and supervisor support to perceived organizational support. °In
comparison to the base model, model 5 drops the paths from LMX—PC and LMX-AF to organizational support.

In assessing the hypothesized model (see Figure 1) we relied primarily on the A5 relative to the change in degrees
of freedom. Although the 4 test is the standard statistic, it is usually not recommended with large data sets
because it is practically impossible to fail to reject the null hypothesis (Little, 1997). To evaluate the model, we
compared the fit of five alternate models to our hypothesized model, the results of which are presented in Table 2.
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As shown in Table 2, Models 4 and 5 provided the best »*and fit indices as compared to the hypothesized model.
Figures 2 and 3 present the standardized path estimates for these two models.

Gender
Match
32%*
Perceived
LMX Tenure .01 Organizational

Support

/

Figure 2: Structural path estimates of the best fitting model — model 4.

Gender 14
Match
.09
LMX Tenure >
59"

Supervisor
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LMX-
Contribution

Figure 3: Structural path estimates of the best fitting models — model 5.

Providing support for hypothesis 2, gender match in the leader-member dyad was positively related to LMX-
Affect. Hypothesis 3 however, did not find support as LMX-tenure was not significantly related to LMX-Affect in
the model. Hypothesis 4 received support, as supervisor support was related to both affect and perceived
contribution dimensions of LMX. Hypothesis 5 obtained partial support as only LMX-Affect was positively
related to organizational support and perceived contribution was not.
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V. DISCUSSION

This study extends and supports LMX theory in some important ways. First, it establishes the level at which
contribution and affect dimensions of LMX operate. Our hypothesis, which posits a significant within-group
variation and a non-significant between-group variation, does not find full support from the data. Instead, our
analysis reveals both within-group variations and between-group variations non-significant. The understanding of
LMX has moved farther from traditional in-group/out- group conceptualization to a focus on dyadic and/or
individualized leadership (Dansereau, et al., 1995; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Our results provide evidence for a
more person-focused (individualized) leadership. In an exchange theory framework, when a subordinate perceives
high contribution and affect from the superior, the subordinate reciprocates it with personal responsibility, as well
as contribution and affect. Further, the superior’s relationship is based on the evaluation of individual needs,
capabilities, and motivations of the subordinate. Since the relationship between the leader and the subordinate is
individualized, they are independent of other subordinates working in the same work-group under the leader
(Dansereau, et al., 1995). Hence the results are individualized and not rooted in the context of a work-group.
Further since it is a relational aspect of leadership where both the leader and the subordinate play an important
role, it cannot be averaged for a work-group either. Our results support this notion as reflected in non-significant
between-group variations.

Second, our findings support the assertion that gender similarity leads to higher affect in a leader-member dyad.
Individuals tend to have higher affect (DeNisi and Williams, 1988) with others who are similar to their own
selves. There could be several mechanisms that create this effect. Men and women are shown to use different sets
of information to develop trust in others (Johnson and Swap, 1982); similarity probably allows two individuals
with the same gender to anticipate each other and this behavioral predictability (Meglino, et al., 1991) might
increase the ease and quality of their interactions. Similar people use a common communication system (Schein,
1985) and interpret the events in similar ways. The study indicates that these mechanisms might operate in gender
similarity and they are important for LMX. There are some researchers who believe that these mechanisms are
more likely to operate in the initial stages of interaction (Dienesch and Liden, 1986); however, these mechanisms
increase the likelihood of initiating and maintaining a relationship, which becomes more stable over time (Blau,
1964; Lewis and Weigert, 1985). Similarity thus provides opportunity for initiating an interaction and because of
the ease of communication and similarity in perceptions it leads to better quality of exchange in a leader-member
dyad (Tsui and O’Reilly, 1989).

Third, our results indicate that though LMX tenure independently correlates with LMX-Affect, it becomes non-
significant in the model. It is possible that the duration of interaction with the leader by itself may not be
significant; it may be operating through some other variables like support. Just as the length of interaction is not
significant the quality of relationship in this duration is probably more important.

Finally, supervisor support turns out to be a strong causal factor of both the dimensions of LMX and
organizational support. Support and guidance from the supervisor is important for the subordinates to define their
roles, which subsequently results in the quality of exchange in a leader-member dyad.

Taken as a whole, our analysis indicates that it is the affect dimension of LMX that is significantly associated with
organizational support. This is probably because the exchanges between the leader and member are interpersonal
against the backdrop of formal organizations (Graen and Cashman, 1975). However, the results may be unique to
the Malaysian context in which the study is conducted. Though Malaysian society is fairly heterogeneous, Malay,
Chinese, and Malaysian Indians do not differ significantly on work-related values (Abdullah and Lim, 2001; Lim,
2001) and all three groups are high on Hofstede’s (1980) value dimension of collectivism (Lim, 1998; Rashid, et
al.,, 1997) and have strong preference for interpersonal relationships (Ansari, et al., 2004). A high focus on
collectivism and interpersonal relationships might result in the increased importance of affect dimension in leader-
member exchange and its relationship with organizational support and other subordinate outcomes. This is not to
say that contribution dimension of LMX is unimportant.

The study is not without potential limitations. First, all the data for this study were collected from a single source,
raising concerns of common method variance. However, we conducted a CFA comparing the one-factor model
with the hypothesized four-factor model, and the four-factor model provided much-improved fit indices.
Emergence of neat factors indicating their respective scales, and all the items loading on their respective factors,
provide evidence against common method bias. Second, since the data were cross-sectional, direction of causality
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is assumed rather than tested. Thus, inclusion of longitudinal studies and other ratings of behavior and attitudes
could provide support for current findings. Longitudinal studies are also likely to provide insight into how dyadic
relationships grow over a period of time. Third, all the data were collected through self-reports, which may be
limited. However, recent research suggests that self-reported data are not as limited as was previously believed
and people often accurately perceive their social environment (Alper, et al., 1998). Further, self-reports are also
likely to be influenced by social desirability. Although this bias cannot be ruled out, some researches have shown
that social desirability may not be a source of bias in measuring organizational perceptions (Moorman and
Podsakoff, 1992; Spector, 1987). We have included only subordinate perceptions in the study. However, taking
the perceptions of supervisors--especially on LMX--would enrich the understanding of level at which LMX
operates and assess whether there is mutuality of perception within a dyad.

Data limitations aside, the study has some obvious theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically, the study
has been successful at enriching the leadership literature by integrating various constructs into the LMX
framework. It has discovered, while replicating previous research, some new set of antecedents of LMX.
Relational demographic issues like gender match and LMX tenure have been incorporated in the LMX model.
The two dimensional model of LMX finds further support from a new cultural background. Practically, it clearly
points out the need for leadership training in enhancing the quality of leader-member relationship. The issue of
gender match also is more likely to be salient in eastern cultures like Malaysia and need to be incorporated in the
human resource management systems of these organizations. The quality of relationship is strongly recommended
in Malaysian organizations—given the fact that such relationships are crucial in a relationship-oriented society
like Malaysia (Ansari, et al., 2004). There is indication in the past research that LMX has implications for all
cultures but more so in the collectivist country (Graen, 2006).
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