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Research on leader-member relationships demonstrates that the social exchange relationship that 

a leader and his/her member build is critical for various workplace outcomes such as task 

performance, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB), and turnover intention.  Accordingly, 

attention to how high-quality leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships develop is growing.  

However, the LMX literature has generally made the assumption that, once developed, the 

quality of LMX is stable.  Therefore, how high-quality LMX is maintained over time remains 

underdeveloped.  This dissertation explores the LMX maintenance process.  First, introducing 

the interdependence perspective from the close relationship literature, this dissertation suggests 

that LMX quality is vulnerable in organizational contexts.  Specifically, the impact of newcomer 

(i.e., new team member, new skip-level leader) entry on the stability/vulnerability of existing 

LMX quality is examined.  Second, this dissertation shows the importance of LMX quality 

maintenance by examining the impact of LMX quality trajectory on employee outcomes (i.e., 

task performance, OCBs, and turnover intention) over and above that of end-state LMX quality.  

Finally, this dissertation investigates the cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes of leader-

member relationship maintenance and suggests that both parties’ extra efforts are necessary to 

maintain high-quality leader-member relationship and to enjoy the benefits of it over time. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

“It’s the similarities that bring two people together; but the way the differences are handled that 
keeps them so.” 
Alain de Botton 

 
Leader-member relationships critically influence the nature of individuals’ workplace 

experiences (Allen & Eby, 2012) as well as occupy a central part of effective leadership 

processes (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).  Prior research on the relationship-based approach to 

leadership demonstrates that individuals who experience a high-quality exchange relationship 

with their leaders show positive attitudes and behaviors and better performance and career 

outcomes in the workplace (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012; Gerstner & Day, 

1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Martin, Guillaume, 

Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, in press).  Accordingly, scholars have paid attention to how high-

quality leader-member exchange (LMX) relationships develop from the initial interaction (Bauer 

& Green, 1996; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Nahrgang, 

Morgeson, & Ilies, 2009).  Graen and Scandura (1987) introduced the role-taking, role-making, 

and routinization process of LMX development, and respect, trust, and mutual obligation, 

respectively, were suggested to be the core concepts that create the bonds between leaders and 

members in each stage (Scandura & Lankau, 1996). 

While research on how leader-member relationships develop is growing, less is known 

about how the quality of the relationship, once established, is maintained over time (Erdogan & 

Bauer, 2014).  This is problematic because the importance of leader-member relationships last 

through an individual’s organizational life and is not just limited to the initial relationship 

building stage.  Indeed, individuals generally put more effort into maintaining their relationships 
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than into the entrance or exit of them (Duck, 1988).  Although some studies suggest that LMX 

quality tends to be stable over time (Liden et al., 1993; Nahrgang et al., 2009), the time span of 

these investigations were often limited to the beginning stage of the relationship, and we still 

lack understanding of how the established relationship is threatened, repaired, or maintained 

(Dulebohn et al., 2012).  There are various reasons to believe that even well-established 

relationships may experience crises.  For example, the trust literature acknowledges that 

interpersonal trust can be both breached and repaired, which implies that it is common for 

relationships to encounter instability (Kraimer & Lewicki, 2010).  Similarly, the psychological 

contract literature shows how mutual obligation developed between employee and organization 

can be violated (Robinson & Morrison, 2000).  Moreover, even close relationships such as a 

marriage can fail for various reasons (Karney & Bradbury, 1995).  A common implication for all 

of these examples is that extra efforts are required to maintain high-quality leader-member 

relationships over time. 

The main purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the process through which high-

quality leader-member relationships are maintained.  In order to provide the basis for 

understanding the maintenance process, this dissertation first suggests that LMX quality is 

vulnerable to the environment that surrounds the dyadic relationship.  To emphasize that LMX 

quality is inherently vulnerable in organizational contexts, I focus on the impact of 

environmental factors on LMX quality stability rather than that of within-dyad factors.  

Specifically, I investigate how the event of a newcomer (i.e., new team member, new skip-level 

leader) entry, which naturally and continuously occurs in organizational contexts, influences the 

quality of established leader-member relationships.  I contend that newcomer entry influences 
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the level of interdependence within a leader-member dyad, which in turn, challenges the stability 

of the relationship quality.   

Next, I investigate whether the changes in LMX quality are meaningful for workplace 

outcomes.  Even assuming that LMX quality is vulnerable, whether LMX quality trajectory is 

meaningful for organizational outcomes is directly related to the necessity of the relationship 

maintenance process in practice.  Specifically, I examine the impact of the trajectory of LMX 

quality on employee job performance behaviors (i.e., in-role performance, extra-role behaviors) 

and turnover intention beyond the effect of the relationship quality at a specific point in time.  

Building on prior research documenting the impact of LMX quality on various employee 

outcomes (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Ilies et al., 2007), this dissertation 

emphasizes that not only absolute level of quality but also the trajectory of quality influences 

workplace outcomes and suggests that LMX quality maintenance is necessary to achieve 

employee outcomes over time.   

Finally, I explore why some relationships overcome threats while others dissolve.  I 

examine individuals’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral mechanisms for relationship quality 

maintenance.  By integrating LMX research and research from the field of relationship science 

(Berscheid, 1999), I expect to improve the understanding of the ways to maintain high-quality 

leader-member relationships.  Applying the interdependence analysis from the close relationship 

literature to leader-member relationships (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978), I investigate why some 

people react constructively in the context of relationship crises and how this constructive 

reaction influences the future relationship quality.  Moreover, I investigate the antecedents of this 

maintenance process and suggest that the level of interdependence (as a motivational factor) and 
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emotional intelligence (as an ability factor) influence whether individuals engage in the leader-

member relationship maintenance process.   
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CHAPTER 2 

Theoretical Foundations 

 The dominant theoretical perspectives in the LMX literature have been role theory (Katz 

& Kahn, 1978) and social exchange theory (Blau, 1964).  Role theory provided a theoretical 

foundation for understanding how unique LMX relationships develop, and social exchange 

theory, particularly the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), has been the core of explaining 

how LMX quality influences workplace outcomes.  Although these perspectives greatly 

contributed to our knowledge on LMX development and outcomes, more is needed to understand 

how and why LMX relationship are threatened and maintained (Thomas et al., 2013).  In order to 

address this issue, I introduce interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & 

Kelley, 1959) and the vulnerability-stress-adaptation (VSA) model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995) 

from the relationship science literature.  While some scholars consider interdependence theory as 

a stream of social exchange theory (Karney & Bradbury, 1995), it provides a unique framework 

for understanding interpersonal relationship persistence.  Indeed, the majority of research on 

close relationship persistence has relied on the interdependence perspective (Rusbult & Van 

Lange, 2003).  In addition, the VSA model is helpful in understanding how interpersonal 

relationships can be threatened by external environments in which they are embedded.  After 

briefly reviewing how the two dominant theoretical perspectives (i.e., role theory, social 

exchange theory) contributed to the LMX research, I introduce the interdependence perspective 

and the VSA model from the relationship science literature. 

Role Theory and LMX Development 

LMX theory has its roots in the vertical dyad linkage model of leadership that challenged 

traditional average leadership approaches by suggesting that leaders do not treat all members the 

same and, similarly, that members do not react in the same way to leader behavior (Graen & 
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Cashman, 1975).  Role theory provides a theoretical basis for understanding how this dyadic 

leadership process emerges, and suggests the concept of a developed or negotiated role which is 

central to this process (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Katz & Kahn, 1978).  How leaders and 

members negotiate this informal role (i.e., role-taking, role-making, and routinization) explains 

the uniqueness of a relationship and its quality (Graen & Scandura, 1987).  

In the role-taking stage, the leader attempts to assess the member’s talents and 

motivations through assigning different tasks, and the member subsequently reacts to the 

received role (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964).  The leader decides whether to 

assign another role based on the evaluation of the member’s response.  This iterative testing 

occurs until mutual respect is formed between the dyad.  In the next phase, role development, the 

leader and member evolve based on how each behaves under unstructured situations and begin to 

define the nature of their relationship.  The leader offers more unstructured tasks or opportunities 

to the member, and the member starts to counter offer new roles.  This role-making process is 

built on adequate social exchanges of valued resources.  After a series of these transactions, the 

behaviors of the leader and member become interlocked during the role-routinization stage.  The 

leader and member are interdependent in completing various unstructured tasks, and their mutual 

expectations are crystallized.  Either the leader or the member can initiate a sequence, and 

mutual obligations lead the other party to react to behavioral signals in order to comply with the 

shared understanding of the dyadic relationship. 

Social Exchange Theory and LMX Outcomes 

While role theory explains how the leader and member dyad develops, LMX research has 

relied heavily on social exchange theory in order to understand why LMX quality influences 

workplace outcomes (e.g., Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  Social exchange theory explains 
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various relationships that are not purely based on economic calculation or intrinsic affection 

(Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958).  Blau (1964) noted that the most crucial distinction between social 

and economic exchange is that social exchange entails unspecified obligations.  

Furthermore, Gouldner (1960) indicated that the norm of reciprocity develops in interdependent 

relationships, and this norm is suggested to initiate social exchange which evolves over time 

(Blau, 1964).   

LMX has been conceptualized as the quality of social exchange between an individual 

and his/her manager (Liden & Graen, 1980).  The development of a high-quality LMX 

relationship involves a trust-building, cyclical process between the leader and a particular 

member during which the leader delegates authority and/or resources to the member and the 

member reciprocates by performing well (Bauer & Green, 1996; Dienesch & Liden, 1986).  In a 

high-quality LMX relationship, a great deal of resources are exchanged (e.g., support, formal and 

informal rewards) and behaviors and performance that go beyond the formal job description are 

displayed more often by the member (Ilies et al., 2007).  Employees with a high-quality 

exchange relationship tend to receive more feedback from their leader, have greater access to 

developmental opportunities, and enjoy higher levels of support in exchange for higher in-role 

and extra-role performance (e.g., Graen & Cashman, 1975; Ilies et al., 2007; Kraimer, Seibert, 

Wayne, Liden, & Bravo, 2011; Wayne et al., 1997).  On the other hand, low-quality LMX 

relationships tend to involve relatively lower levels of trust, interaction, support, and 

performance. 

Relationship Science and LMX Maintenance 

Although role theory and social exchange theory have provided insightful theoretical 

foundations in understanding LMX development and its effects, they are not sufficient to explain 
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the dynamic nature of leader-member relationships and how the relationship is maintained over 

time.  For example, social exchange theory does not speculate about how an initially high-quality 

relationship might become a low-quality relationship later, nor does it provide a nuanced 

understanding of why some relationships overcome a relational crisis while others do not. 

Relationship science is a multidisciplinary field encompassing clinical, developmental, 

cognitive, and social psychology that aims to understand interpersonal relationship dynamics and 

its causal conditions (Berscheid, 1999; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000).  The field focuses on 

interactions—the influence that one person’s behavior exerts on a partner’s behavior—rather 

than on the individuals who traditionally have been the main focus of most psychology research.  

Researchers in this field often examine how close relationships, such as romantic and marital 

relationships, develop, persist, and dissolve (Berscheid, 1999).  The research in the field of 

relationship science may be useful in improving our understanding of how LMX quality changes 

or persists over time.  First, individuals spend a great amount of time working in organizations, 

and the relationships they build with their leaders tend to be intimate and influential in their work 

lives (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).  Second, the concept of interdependence is inherent in the LMX 

relationship, which is the core construct of relationship maintenance in the relationship science 

literature.   

Below, I introduce two important theoretical perspectives—interdependence theory 

(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and the VSA model (Karney & Bradbury, 

1995)—that has been useful particularly for understanding interpersonal relationship 

maintenance within the relationship science literature.  The interdependence perspective has 

improved our understandings of the internal (i.e., within-dyad) mechanism of interpersonal 

relationship maintenance, suggesting dependence as the core of the persistence of interpersonal 
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relationships.  On the other hand, the VSA model provides a useful framework for understanding 

how external factors of the dyad influence the persistence of dyadic relationship. 

Interdependence theory.  According to interdependence theory, dependence is a 

fundamental property of interpersonal relationships (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 

1959).  Dependence level refers to “the degree to which an individual needs his/her relationship 

or the extent to which the individual’s personal well-being is influenced by involvement in the 

relationship” (Rusbult, Olsen, Davis, & Hannon, 2001, p. 93).  Whereas traditional research on 

interpersonal relationships implicitly assumes that individuals persist because they are satisfied 

with their relationship (Berscheid, 1994; Berscheid & Reis, 1998), this perspective suggests that 

satisfaction is not sufficient to predict interpersonal relationship persistence (Rusbult et al., 

2001).  Other factors, such as quality of alternatives and investment size may also matter.  

The interdependence perspective is relevant for the LMX literature particularly in 

understanding leader-member relationship maintenance.  Interdependence theory suggests that 

transformation of motivation, which refers to the transformation from self-orientation to pro-

relationship orientation, is the core process in interpersonal relationship maintenance (Kelley & 

Thibaut, 1978).  This perspective assumes that people tend to behave in a manner that maximizes 

their own immediate well-being in a specific situation.  While their behavioral choices can also 

be made based on broader concerns, the departures from primitive self-centered preferences are 

costly and require extra efforts (Rusbult, Verette, Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991).  The 

transformation process involves “making something of the given situation [i.e., each partner’s 

immediate well-being in a specific situation] and essentially frees individuals from control by the 

given situation, allowing them to be responsive to strategic concerns, long-term goals, or desire 

to influence a partner’s outcome.” (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003, p. 359).  The tendency to 
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engage in the transformation process is learned through the experience of interdependence 

(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; McClintock, 1972).  Research has presented empirical evidence of the 

positive relationship between the transformation process and the maintenance of close 

relationships (e.g., Finkel & Campbell, 2001; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994).  In this dissertation, I 

examine the effect of this cognitive relationship maintenance process (i.e., transformation of 

motivation) on behavioral maintenance process and, in turn, relationship quality as well as the 

antecedents that promote leaders’ and members’ engagement in this maintenance process. 

Vulnerability-stress-adaptation (VSA) model.  The environment that surrounds the 

interpersonal relationship is one of the most important causal conditions in interpersonal 

relationship dynamics (Berscheid, 1999).  Integrating various theoretical perspectives that 

attempt to explain how close relationships change over time, such as social exchange theory, 

behavioral theory, attachment theory, and crisis theory, Karney and Bradbury (1995) proposed 

the vulnerability-stress-adaptation (VSA) model of interpersonal relationships.  The VSA model 

suggests that different relationships inhabit different environments, different environments 

present different stressors, and different relationships possess different vulnerabilities to those 

stressors.  Moreover, research suggests that a single relationship inhabits several different 

environments as it develops over time and attempts to predict the temporal interplay between 

such changes in a relationship’s environment and changes in the nature and quality of its interior 

dynamics (Berscheid & Lopes, 1997).  This stream of research explains why some fragile 

relationships survive forever—because they never encounter a relationship-toxic environment—

and why some very strong relationships dissolve—because of the partners’ ignorance of the 

vulnerability of their relationships to external forces (Berscheid, 1999).  This challenges the 

assumption that LMX quality, once established, remains stable over time (Liden et al., 1993; 
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Nahrgang et al., 2009), and provides the basis of understanding how factors external to the dyad 

relationship influence LMX quality over time.  I utilize this model to examine the impact of 

organizational contexts, particularly newcomer entry, on leader-member relationship 

stability/vulnerability. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Vulnerable Leader-Member Relationships: The Impact of Expectations about Newcomer 

on the Existing LMX Quality 

 While some studies suggest that the quality of LMX tends to be stable over time, 

empirical examinations of the stability of LMX quality is limited to the leader-member dyads in 

the initial relationship development stage (e.g., first 8 weeks) (Liden et al., 1993; Nahrgang et al., 

2009).  Indeed, there are reasons to question the stability of LMX quality in organizational 

contexts (Erdogan & Bauer, 2014).  First, it is not surprising to observe leaders or members who 

suffer from crises in their leader-member relationships in practice.  Moreover, other 

organizational literature on various aspects of interpersonal relationships acknowledges that the 

quality of relationships is vulnerable.  For instance, the trust literature shows how common trust 

violations are and that some violations can be repaired (Kramer & Lewicki, 2010).  In addition, 

the social network research suggests that active social network at one time may decay over time 

(Burt, 2001).  In this vein, I investigate the vulnerability of LMX quality in organizational 

contexts and suggest an important factor that causes changes in LMX quality.  Particularly, I 

focus on the environmental context (i.e., newcomer entry) in order to highlight that LMX quality 

is inherently vulnerable regardless of both parties’ intention to maintain high quality.   

Interdependence and Relationship Quality  

Interdependence theory provides a useful theoretical framework in understanding the 

persistence of interpersonal relationships (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  Building on the traditional 

belief about the persistence of interpersonal relationships that it is the function of both parties’ 

satisfaction (Berscheid, 1994; Berscheid & Reis, 1998), the interdependence perspective 

suggests that the level of interdependence in a dyad, which includes the attractiveness of 
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alternatives and investment size in addition to the level of satisfaction, is the core factor of 

relationship maintenance (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998; Thibaut & 

Kelley, 1959).  For instance, although either or both parties are satisfied with their partner’s 

behaviors, they may not perceive the relationship quality to be as high if they find reasonable 

alternatives to achieve certain resource to fulfill their needs.  The level of dependence describes 

the degree to which an individual’s outcomes are influenced by the partner’s actions (Rusbult & 

Van Lange, 2003).  Research documents empirical evidence of the positive effect of dependence 

level in maintaining close interpersonal relationships (Rusbult et al., 1998).  Drawing on this 

research stream, I argue that LMX quality and its stability is influenced by the level of 

interdependence between the leader and member.  In other words, once high-quality LMX 

relationships develop, what impacts the stability of the relationship quality is the 

interdependence level between the leader-member dyads. 

Proposition 1: The level of interdependence (i.e., satisfaction, investment size, 

attractiveness of alternatives) between a leader and a member influences LMX quality. 

 While all three dimensions of dependence (i.e., satisfaction, investment size, 

attractiveness of alternatives) are expected to influence the persistence of LMX quality, I focus 

on the role of the attractiveness of alternatives dimension since it best captures the influence of 

external environments that surround leader-member dyads (Rusbult et al., 1998).  The 

attractiveness of alternatives reflects the extent to which an individual has other choices rather 

than to persist with their partner (Rusbult et al., 1998).  According to the interdependence 

perspective, attractiveness of alternatives negatively influences the level of dependence and 

interpersonal relationship persistence (Rusbult et al., 1998; Rusbult et al., 2001).  If individuals 

have few attractive alternatives outside their relationships, they are dependent on their 
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relationships and need to remain with their partners (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993).  On the other 

hand, if an individual’s needs in a relationship can be fulfilled independent of the relationship, it 

is less likely that the individual is motivated to maintain the quality of relationship, which in turn 

increase the vulnerability of the relationship. 

Hypothesis 1: Attractiveness of alternatives is negatively related to LMX quality 

controlling for the effects of satisfaction and investment size.  

Newcomer Entry Events 

The interdependence level may change due to either party’s destructive behaviors 

(mainly by influencing the satisfaction dimension) but also due to the threats of external factors 

surrounding the relationships (often by influencing the attractiveness of alternatives 

dimension).  In other words, high-quality leader-member relationships may dissolve not only 

because of the dyads but also because of the environment in which the dyads are embedded.  The 

VSA perspective provides a useful theoretical framework on how stressful situations that a dyad 

faces (i.e., external factors) influence adaptive processes and, in turn, relationship quality 

(Karney & Bradbury, 1995).  The basic assumption of this model is that relationship quality 

changes as a function of both parties’ accumulated experiences with and reactions to behavioral 

exchanges (Kelley et al., 1983).  Here, I focus on the impact of a specific external context—

newcomer entry—on existing leader-member relationships.  Dyadic relationships in 

organizations are embedded in broader social structures and these relational environments 

influence development, maintenance, and the nature of dyadic relationships within the 

environments (Granovetter, 1985; Sherony & Green, 2002).  Organizational contexts involve 

persistent flows of workforce that change the social structures.  Moreover, the current 

organizational context involves more dynamic changes of team compositions (Tannenbaum, 
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Mathieu, Salas, & Cohen, 2012).  This implies that the social structure a leader-member 

relationship is embedded in are more dynamic and that there are more opportunities for the 

changes in leaders’ and members’ perceptions of attractive alternatives of their partners.  In this 

sense, newcomer entry is a potentially powerful external factor that brings changes in leader-

member relationships.  I investigate the impacts of two different types of newcomer entries—

new team member entry and new skip-level leader entry—since they are expected to influence 

leader-member relationships in different ways.   

New team member entry.  The events of a new team member entry influence the level 

of leader’s dependence on a member by affecting leader perceived attractiveness of 

alternatives.  According to the interdependent perspective, attractiveness of alternatives is the 

most salient dimension that is expected to be influenced by external factors to a dyadic 

relationship (Rusbult et al., 1998).  A leader and a member develop their relationship by 

exchanging task assignment and work behaviors (Bauer & Green, 1996), and the leader’s latitude 

and the member’s ability and motivation are the core resources that allow this exchange and 

relationship development (Graen & Scandura, 1987).  If a newcomer enters the team with certain 

abilities and motivations, the value of existing members’ ability and motivation is likely to 

change, which in turn, influences the leader’s dependence level on existing members.  Thus, 

having a new member in a group is a stressful event for existing leader-member relationships 

because it influences the value of existing members’ ability and motivation and the level of the 

leader’s dependence in existing relationships. 

Proposition 2: The event of a new team member entering a work group influences 

existing LMX quality through affecting the level of the leader’s dependence within the 

existing leader-member dyadic relationship in the group. 
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Expectations about new team member.  While the event of new team member entry is 

expected to influence the level of leaders’ dependence, particularly attractiveness of alternatives, 

the nature of this influence—whether it is positive or negative—is unclear.  A new team member 

entry may diminish a leader’s dependence in existing leader-member relationships if the new 

member provides the leader values (i.e., motivation and ability) that substitutes for existing 

members'.  On the other hand, the new member entry event may enhance the leader’s 

dependence on existing members if the new member’s motivation and ability are not valuable as 

expected.  Here, I suggest that the concept of expectations about new member helps enhance our 

understanding of the new member entry effect because expectations about new member actually 

impacts the nature of the new member's role in the work group and thus how much the new 

member contributes to the work group (Chen & Klimoski, 2003).  According to Chen and 

Klimoski’s (2003) model of newcomer role performance, expectations about newcomer is 

positively associated with newcomer role performance by promoting newcomers’ motivation and 

facilitating interpersonal processes.  

The Pygmalion effect explains how expectations about a new member affect the 

development of exchange relationship between the new member and his/her leader.  The leader’s 

initial expectations of a new member influence subsequent new member motivation and 

performance through leadership processes (Eden, 1990, 1992).  Specifically, the leader who has 

high expectation about a new member is likely to assign tasks with higher motivating potential to 

the new member and develop high-quality relationship with him/her (Chen & Klimoski, 2003).  

When the leader’s expectations are communicated, the new member is likely to behave in a 

manner that is consistent with the notion of self-fulfilling prophecy.  This implies that from the 
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initial relationship building stage, new members who receive high expectations are likely to be in 

a better position to build high-quality LMX with their leaders. 

Expectations about a new member influence the leader's dependence on existing 

members not only because the new member provides additional or substitutable value to the 

work group but also because of the leader's limited resource to manage multiple high-quality 

exchange relationships (Henderson, Liden, Glibkowski, & Chaudhry, 2009).  Sometimes, the 

new member's motivation and ability may not directly substitute existing members' values and 

rather work best in combination with the existing values.  However, as long as the new member 

provides unique contribution to the work group, high-quality LMX is likely to develop between 

the new member and his/her leader through the process mentioned above.  Managing multiple 

high-quality LMX relationships in a work group is challenging as well as inefficient for the 

leader with limited amount of resources (Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006).  The 

positive influence of group size on LMX differentiation within a team supports this argument 

(Henderson et al., 2009).  In sum, expectations about a new team member negatively influences 

existing LMX quality via weakening leaders' dependence on existing members. 

Hypothesis 2a: Expectations about a new team member are positively related to a 

leader’s perception of attractiveness of alternatives in existing leader-member 

relationships. 

Hypothesis 2b: The leader’s perception of attractiveness of alternatives mediates the 

negative influence of expectations about new team member on existing LMX quality. 

New skip-level leader entry.  Another type of newcomer entry event that is expected to 

influence the interdependence of leader-member relationships is new skip-level leader 

entry.  While new team member entries influence leaders’ dependence, new skip-level leader 



	

	 18 

entries affect member’s dependence—particularly the attractiveness of alternative dimension—

on his/her leader.  Development of high-quality LMX relationships partly depends on whether 

the leader possesses latitude or power to provide relevant resource or assignments to his/her team 

members (Graen & Scandura, 1987).  The event of new skip-level leader entry is likely to 

redefine the leader’s role and power in an organization, which in turn, affects the latitude the 

leader has in leading his/her members.  Thus, members’ dependence level on the leader is likely 

to change when new skip-level leader enters.    

Proposition 3: The event of a new skip-level leader entry influences existing LMX 

quality through affecting the level of the member’s dependence within his/her leader-

member dyadic relationship in the work group. 

Expectations about new skip-level leader. Similar to the new team member entry case, 

the impact of new skip-level leader entry on members’ dependence needs further investigations.  

I suggest that whether the event of new skip-level leader entry increases or decreases a member’s 

dependence level on his/her leader depends on how much latitude and resource the new skip-

level leader allows to the work group leader.  Leaders’ latitude and resource are the main source 

of what leader can provide in LMX relationships (Graen & Scandura, 1987).  If the level of 

latitude and resource changes due to the skip-level leadership change and thus what leaders can 

provide to their members are limited, members’ perception of attractiveness of alternatives, such 

as leaders or mentors in other work groups or organizations, is likely to increase.  I argue that 

leaders’ prior expectations about new skip-level leader and cognitive prototypes influence how 

work group leaders build exchange relationship with their new skip-level leader and thus secure 

the latitude and resource.   
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Research on implicit leadership theory shows how schema and prior expectation on a 

new leader influence leadership processes such as LMX development (Epitropaki & Martin, 

2005; Lord, 1985; Lord & Foti, 1986; Lord & Maher, 1993).  Leadership schema refers to the 

dynamic, cognitive knowledge structures used by individuals to encode and represent incoming 

information regarding managerial leadership (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005).  The schema that a 

follower has provides a structure against which experience is mapped, a cognitive basis for 

understanding and responding to leader behaviors (Lord & Maher, 1993; Poole, Gioia, & Gray, 

1989; Taylor & Crocker, 1981).  Specifically, the congruence between implicit leadership theory 

(i.e., preexisting ideal) held in a work group leader’s memory and the explicit leadership 

characteristics that a new skip-level leader is perceived to exhibit leads to high-quality LMX 

(Epitropaki & Martin, 2005) between the work group leader and the new skip-level leader.  On 

the other hand, the difference between a work group leader’s implicit leadership theory and 

perceived explicit characteristics of a new skip-level leader leads to a low-quality LMX 

relationship between them.   

The exchange relationship that a work group leader and a new skip-level leader builds 

influences how much resource and latitude the work group leader attains and thus the work 

group leader’s LMX quality with his/her group members.  Indeed, the positive influence of 

leader-leader exchange (LLX) quality on LMX quality is demonstrated in the literature 

(Venkatramani, Green, & Schleicher, 2010; Zhou, Wang, Chen, & Shi, 2012).  If a high-quality 

LLX relationship develops between a work group leader and a new skip-level leader, the work 

group leader is likely to secure latitude and resource to fulfill his/her group members’ needs, 

which in turn makes the work group members more dependent on their work group leader via the 

perception of low attractiveness of alternatives.   
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Hypothesis 3a: A leader’s perception on new skip-level leader’s prototype difference is 

positively related to a member’s perception of attractiveness of alternatives in existing 

leader-member relationships through (lower) LLX quality. 

Hypothesis 3b: The member’s attractiveness of alternatives mediates the negative 

influence of the leader perception of new skip-level leader’s prototype difference on 

existing LMX quality. 

Dynamic Leader-Member Relationships: The Impact of LMX Quality Trajectory on 

Employee Outcomes 

The positive impacts of high-quality LMX on employees’ attitudes, behaviors, and 

performance in the workplace are well demonstrated in the literature (Dulebohn et al., 2012; 

Gerstner & Day, 1997; Ilies et al., 2007; Martin et al., in press).  However, surprisingly few 

studies investigated the longitudinal influence of LMX quality (Park, Sturman, Vanderpool, & 

Chan, 2015).  One of the reasons may be an implicit assumption in the field that LMX quality 

tends to be stable over time (Liden et al., 1993; Nahrgang et al., 2009).  Challenging this 

assumption, the prior section investigated how vulnerable LMX quality is in organizational 

contexts.  If LMX quality is vulnerable, a subsequent important question is how critical the 

changes in LMX quality are.  It is meaningful to understand how changes in LMX quality 

influence workplace outcomes since it may decide whether we should even care about the 

vulnerability of LMX quality.  In order to answer this question, I employ a longitudinal 

perspective and examine the impact of LMX trajectory on workplace outcomes beyond the effect 

of end-state LMX quality.     

Here, I examine the impact of LMX quality trajectory on employees’ job performance 

behaviors (i.e., task performance, OCB) and turnover intentions.  Job performance is considered 
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to be a multidimensional construct (Campbell, 1999) with two notable dimensions: task 

performance and citizenship behaviors (e.g., Conway, 1999; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; 

Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000; Williams & 

Anderson, 1991; Yun, Takeuchi, & Liu, 2007).  Both types of job performance are considered to 

be valuable and desirable in organizations.  Task performance is defined as those behaviors “that 

are directly involved in producing goods or services, or activities that provide indirect support 

for the organization’s core technical processes” (Van Scotter et al., 2000, p. 526), such as the 

timely completion of work tasks.  Citizenship behaviors involve employees’ efforts to contribute 

in ways that are not formally required by the organization (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983).  By 

definition, these behaviors are voluntary and are aimed at helping another organizational member 

or contributing indirectly to the organization.  Examples include helping coworkers with heavy 

workloads and adhering to informal rules devised to maintain order.  I use this multi-dimensional 

view of job performance so that I can understand the impact of LMX trajectory on role 

requirements (i.e., task performance) and discretionary behaviors (i.e., citizenship behaviors). 

Another often examined workplace outcome in the LMX literature is employee turnover 

or turnover intention (e.g., Harris, Kacmar, & Witt, 2005).  I examine the impact of LMX quality 

trajectory on employee turnover intention not only because it is an important workplace attitude 

but also because turnover reflects the end of the leader-member relationship.  Since the focus of 

this dissertation is how LMX quality is maintained, turnover intention is definitely the relevant 

outcome to investigate.  In order to better capture this aspect, I also examine the impact of LMX 

trajectory on employees’ intention to quit their current team. 

A couple of theoretical perspectives emphasize the influence of changes beyond that of 

absolute levels of magnitude in human perception and evaluation.  First, gestalt psychology 
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suggests that individuals use gestalt characteristics when integrating the information of dynamic 

profiles into summary evaluations.  For example, research on performance evaluation reports that 

when the average performance levels are identical, patterns of changes significantly influence 

evaluations and judgments.  Since trajectories are salient characteristics, people tend to 

summarize information based on those (Ariely & Carmon, 2000).  Reb and Cropanzano (2007) 

show that with the mean level of performance held constant, an improving trend is evaluated 

more positively, and a deteriorating trend is evaluated more negatively by evaluators. 

Second, Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) prospect theory applies basic principles of 

perception to economic decision making.  They suggest that human’s perceptual apparatus is 

attuned to evaluations of changes or differences rather than those of absolute magnitudes.  For 

example, when people respond to attributes such as brightness, loudness, and temperature, both 

past and present experiences are important because past and present experiences define a 

reference point when stimuli are perceived.  This reference point is also important in perception 

and judgment of wealth and welfare.  People usually perceive outcomes as gains or losses, rather 

than end-states of wealth or welfare, and gains and losses are judged compared to the referent 

point which is formed by the expectations of the decision maker. 

Applying these perspectives, prior LMX quality provides employees with the reference 

point with which they compare their current LMX quality.  The increase in LMX quality may be 

framed as gains and the decrease in LMX quality may be framed as losses to employees.  I 

expect that this framing influences employees’ motivation by affecting their predictions about 

how the future is likely to unfold, and in turn influences job performance behaviors (i.e., task 

performance, organizational citizenship behaviors) and turnover intentions.  An employee whose 

LMX quality perception increases is likely to be more motivated by evaluating current situation 



	

	 23 

positively and have positive job performance behavior and lower intentions to turnover.  In 

contrast, an employee whose LMX quality perceptions decreases may regard the current 

situation negatively and show negative work behaviors.  In sum, not only absolute levels of 

LMX quality perceptions but also changes and trajectories of them are expected to affect 

employees’ workplace outcomes. 

Hypothesis 4: LMX quality trend is positively related to the member’s task performance 

(above and beyond the end-state LMX quality). 

Hypothesis 5: LMX quality trend is positively related to the member’s organizational 

citizenship behaviors (above and beyond the end-state LMX quality). 

Hypothesis 6: LMX quality trend is negatively related to the member’s turnover 

intentions (above and beyond the end-state LMX quality). 

Study 1 Method 

Sample and Procedure 

Since this study focuses on the changes in LMX quality over time, a longitudinal field 

survey study was conducted.  Multiple assessments, ideally three or more, are required to 

construct and test individual trajectories (Singer & Willett, 2003).  Following this suggestion, 

survey data were collected in three data points over a 17-week period via online questionnaires.  

The decision to collect data in every 8 weeks was based on prior LMX research.  Nahrgang and 

colleagues’ (2009) longitudinal investigation on LMX development found that LMX quality 

stays stable until 8 weeks from the initial interaction.  To build on this finding, I allowed 8-week 

interval between each data collection point. 

The sample consists of 52 employee-manager dyads in a second-hand vehicle company 

in South Korea.  This company was selected because it regularly experiences either new team 
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member entry or new skip-level leader entry and newcomer entries during the survey period 

were expected.  Using a sample from one organization allowed me to rule out the potential 

influences of organization-level factors or their change.  The sample dyads were selected by the 

HR manager of the company for the leadership assessment and development purpose, and the 

online survey links were distributed to the managers and their employees via email as a part of 

the assessment.  A reminder was sent to the participants after one week of the initial distribution 

to facilitate their participation.  Due to the data privacy policy of the company, managers’ 

demographic information was not collected.  Employees were 32.43 years old on average (SD = 

3.77) and 75% of them were male.  About 11% of the employees had a graduate-level degree, 

and 65.9% reported that they held a bachelor’s degree from a 4-year college as their final 

education.  About 16% of the employees graduated from 2-year colleges and 6.8% of them were 

high school graduates who did not attend college.  Their average organizational tenure was 3.57 

years (SD = 2.83) and average tenure with their current manager was 2.46 years (SD = 1.59).  

The sample employees and managers were engaged in various types of jobs, including general 

administrative work (38.6%), professionals (27.3%), sales (9.1%), R&D (6.8%), production 

(2.3%), and others (15.9%). 

Both managers’ and their employees’ perceptions of dependence level and LMX quality 

were measured in all three data points.  Whether newcomer(s) entered within the last 8 weeks 

was measured in the second and third data points.  Expectations about new team member, new 

skip-level leader prototype difference, and LLX quality were measured from those who have 

answered that they have experienced newcomer entry within the past 8 weeks.  In addition to 

these measures, members’ task performance, OCBs, and turnover intentions, and employee 

demographics including relationship tenure were measured in the first data collection (T1), and 
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task performance, OCBs, and turnover intentions were measured again in the final data 

collection (T3). 

Among 52 dyads, 44 employees and 51 managers responded in T1 (employee response 

rate = 84.62%, manager response rate = 98.08%).  In T2, 42 employees (response rate = 80.77%) 

and 49 managers (response rate = 94.23%) responded.  The number of respondents decreased to 

40 for employees (response rate = 76.92%) and 41 for managers (response rate = 78.85%) in T3.  

While the response rates were good for both groups in each data point, the number of employees 

who completed all three surveys were only 29.  Managers of these 29 employees also completed 

survey in all three times (41 managers completed all surveys).  Between T1 and T2, 18 dyads 

experienced new team member entry and 7 dyads had new skip-level leader.  Eleven dyads had a 

new team member between T2 and T3, and there was no new skip-level leader entry in this 

period.  

Measures 

          To match the interest of the study in time-specific perceptions, participants were asked to 

consider their work experiences over the past 8 weeks when completing each survey.  Because 

the participants were fluent in Korean, all survey measures were first translated from English to 

Korean and then independently back-translated into English by a second translator, following the 

procedure recommended by Brislin (1980).  The few discrepancies between the original English 

version and the back-translated version were discussed between the translators and then the 

appropriate adjustments were made to the Korean translation. 

Dependence.  In the close relationship literature, interdependence is often 

operationalized as the extent to which an individual is committed to the relationship partner since 

commitment reflects the nature of an individual’s dependence on a partner (Rusbult & Buunk, 
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1993).  Accordingly, I used the commitment scale adapted from Rusbult et al. (1998) to assess 

dependence levels.  Both employees and managers assessed their dependence levels on the 

partner in all three data points.  A sample item is “I am completely committed to maintaining my 

relationship with my manager [this employee].”  (1 = do not agree at all, 7 = agree completely; 

employee α T1 = .90, T2 = .92, T3 = .87; manager α T1 = .88, T2 = .85, T3 = .87). 

In addition to the commitment scale, three dimensions of dependence (i.e., satisfaction, 

attractiveness of alternatives, investment size) were also be assessed by both employees and 

managers since the hypotheses are focusing on a specific dimension—the attractiveness of 

alternatives.  Scales developed by Rusbult et al. (1998) were adapted.  Sample items include “I 

feel satisfied with my relationship with my manager [this employee]” (for the satisfaction 

dimension), “Other seniors in this organization [My other team members] are attractive to me” 

(for the attractiveness of alternatives dimension), and “I have put a great deal into my 

relationship with my manager [this employee] that I would lose if the relationship were to end” 

(the investment size dimension) (1 = do not agree at all, 7 = agree completely; satisfaction 

employee α T1 = .94, T2 = .95, T3 = .93; satisfaction manager α T1 = .93, T2 = .94, T3 = .91; 

attractiveness of alternatives employee α T1 = .61, T2 = .70, T3 = .75; attractiveness of 

alternatives manager α T1 = .30, T2 = .39, T3 = .53; investment size employee α T1 = .64, T2 

= .79, T3 = .81; investment size manager α T1 = .72, T2 = .68, T3 = .66).  

           LMX quality.  Both employees and managers assessed their LMX quality in all three data 

points.  The LMX-MDM scale from Liden and Maslyn (1998) was used.  The LMX-MDM scale 

allowed me to investigate the dynamics of specific dimensions of LMX (i.e., affect, loyalty, 

contribution, professional respect).  A sample item is “My manager [This employee] defends my 

work actions to a superior [other team members], even without complete knowledge of the issue 
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in question.”  Seven-point Likert scale will be used (1 = do not agree at all, 7 = agree 

completely; employee α T1 = .93, T2 = .95, T3 = .95; manager α T1 = .86, T2 = .92, T3 = .91). 

 Newcomer entry.  In T2 and T3, managers were asked whether they had newcomer (i.e., 

new team member, new skip-level leader) entry within the last 8 weeks (1 = yes, 2 = no).  

Expectations about the new team member and prototype difference of the new skip-level leader 

were asked to those managers who have experienced the new comer entry event within the past 8 

weeks. 

Expectations.  Expectations about new team member were measured by managers using 

24 items from Chen and Klimoski (2003).  Chen and Klimoski (2003) adapted Welbourne and 

colleague’s (1998) 20-item Role-Based Performance Scale which includes five role domains and 

added one more domain.  The six role domains are task (“quantity of work output”), career 

(“making progress in his/her career”), innovator (“finding improved ways to do things”), team 

(“making sure his/her work team succeeds”), organization (“doing things to promote the 

company”), and customer service (“accurately anticipating customers’ needs”).  The managers 

were asked to “rate how confident you are that the newcomer will successfully accomplish each 

of the following outcomes and activities while working as a part of your current work group” (1 

= not at all confident; 7 = extremely confident; α T2 = .98, T3 = .98). 

Prototype difference.  A short version of implicit leadership theory (ILT) was used to 

measure the managers’ prototype on his/her skip-level leader (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004).  This 

scale comprises six dimensions of ILT: Sensitivity (3 items: understanding, sincere, helpful), 

Intelligence (4 items: intelligent, knowledgeable, educated, clever), Dedication (3 items: 

motivated, dedicated, hardworking), Dynamism (3 items: energetic, strong, dynamic), Tyranny 

(6 items: domineering, pushy, manipulative, loud, conceited, selfish), and Masculinity (2 items: 
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masculine, male).  Managers completed this measure in T2 if they have experienced a new skip-

level leader entry within the past 8 weeks.   

In addition, the managers assessed the characteristics recognized in the new skip-level 

leaders using the 21 item ILTs scale with revised instructions.  Instead of being asked to state 

how the characteristics applied to a business leader, participants stated how the same 

characteristics applied to their new skip-level leader.  Seven-point rating scale was used (1 = not 

at all characteristic, 7 = extremely characteristic).  The absolute difference of the two 

measures—ILT and new skip-level leader characteristics—was used as prototype difference 

following prior research on the fit between perceived and desired attributes (e.g., Dansereau, 

Graen, & Haga, 1975; Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; Swaney & Prediger, 1985).  The same 

procedure was applied in T3. 

LLX quality.  Those managers with a new skip-level leader were asked to assess their 

exchange relationship quality with the new skip-level leader.  The LMX 7 scale from Graen and 

Uhl-Bien (1995) was used.  A sample item is “How would you characterize your working 

relationship with your leader?”  Seven-point Likert scale was used (α T2 = .91, no skip-level 

leader entry reported in T3). 

Task performance.  Managers assessed their employees’ task performance in T1 and T3.  

As other scholars have done (e.g., Cropanzano, Rupp, & Byrne, 2003), task performance was 

assessed with seven items developed by Williams and Anderson (1991).  Sample items include 

“This employee performs tasks that are expected of him/her” and “This employee fulfills 

responsibilities specified in the job description” (7-point Likert scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 

= strongly agree; α T1 = .95, T3 = .96).  
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OCBs.  Managers also assessed the level of their employees’ OCB in T1 and T3.  

Fourteen items developed by Williams and Anderson (1991) were used that measure two 

dimensions of OCBs: individual-focused and organization-focused.  Seven items assessed the 

employee’s individual-focused OCB (OCBI) (sample item: “This employee helps others who 

have been absent”).  The other seven items assess employees’ organization-focused OCB 

(OCBO) (sample item: “This employee conserves and protects organizational property”).  Both 

dimensions was measured in a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 

agree; OCBI α T1 = .88, T3 = .90; OCBO α T1 = .82, T3 = .91).  

           Turnover intention.  Employees assessed their own turnover intention using three items 

from Kelloway, Gottlieb, and Barham (1999) in T1 and T3.  A sample item is “I am thinking 

about leaving my organization.”  The anchors for each item range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree) (α T1 = .96, T3 = .97).  In addition to the intention to leave their organization, 

employees assessed their intention to leave their current team.  The items was adapted from 

Kelloway et al. (1999) to indicate employees’ intentions to quit their current team.  A sample 

item is “I am thinking about leaving my team” (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree; α T1 

= .89, T3 = .97). 

Study 1 Results 

 Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations of the Study 1 variables. 

Hypotheses Testing 

 Hypothesis 1 suggested the negative relationship between attractiveness of alternatives 

and LMX quality controlling for the levels of satisfaction and investment size.  This hypothesis 

was tested using T2 employee data considering that it showed an acceptable reliability score 

(.70) for the attractiveness of alternatives dimension.  I first conducted a principal component 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of the Study 1 Variables 

 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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analysis to confirm the three dimensions (i.e., satisfaction, attractiveness of alternatives, 

investment size) of dependence.  I used the Quartimax rotation since these dimensions were 

expected to be related to each other based on prior research.  The initial result showed four 

components with Eigen values greater than one.  The items for attractiveness of alternative 

dimension were split into two components.  I dropped one item of this dimension (“My needs at 

work could easily be fulfilled in my relationships with superiors other than my current manager”) 

that showed the lowest factor loading and ran a principal component analysis again.  Three 

components emerged as expected (72.20% of the total variance explained).  Thus, I constructed 

three variables—satisfaction (5 items), attractiveness of alternatives (4 items), investment size (5 

items)—and used these for further analyses. 

The OLS regression analysis showed that attractiveness of alternative is not meaningfully 

associated with LMX quality (B = -.10, SE = .11, p = .28).  However, other dimensions were 

strongly related to LMX quality (satisfaction B = .58, SE = .09, p < .001; investment size B 

= .34, SE = .13, p < .01).  This pattern was consistent with T3 employee data that also showed 

acceptable reliability score (.75) for the attractiveness of alternatives dimension.  Although the 

nature of the influence of attractiveness of alternatives is found to be negative, Hypothesis 1 is 

not supported. 

 To further explore the relationship between overall dependence and LMX quality, I 

examined how the commitment scale is related to LMX quality.  Consistent with the expectation, 

the relationship between commitment and LMX quality was strong for both managers and 

employees in all data points (B ranged from .80 to .92, p < .001, adjusted R2 ranged from .63 

to .85).  These results show that the positive relationship between dependence and relationship 
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quality demonstrated in the close relationship context is meaningful also in the leader-member 

relationship context. 

 Hypothesis 2 suggested the negative impact of expectations about new team member on 

leader perceived LMX quality.  T2 manager data showed some evidence to support this 

argument.  T2 expectations about new team member was negatively related to T2 leader 

perceived LMX quality even after controlling for T1 LMX quality and T2 attractiveness of 

alternatives (B = -.59, SE = .14, p < .001, see Table 2).  Expectations about new team member 

alone explained 22% of the variance in T2 LMX quality beyond the T1 LMX quality effect.  

These results provide strong support for Hypothesis 2. 

Table 2 

Standardized Coefficient Estimates Predicting T2 Leader Perceived LMX Quality (Study 1) 

Variable 
T2 LMX Quality 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  T1 LMX  .71** (.16) .87*** (.13) .68*** (.11) 

  T2 Expectations about new team member  -.49** (.18) -.59*** (.14) 

  T2 Attractiveness of alternatives   -.43** (.13) 

  Overall F 16.53** 19.80*** 27.65*** 

  Adjusted R2 .47 .69 .83 

  F change  11.86** 12.63** 

  R2 change  .22 .14 

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.  

Hypothesis 3 focused on the member perceived LMX quality and suggested the negative 

impact of new skip-level leader prototype difference on member perceived LMX quality via 

LLX quality.  To test this hypothesis, I first examined the relationship between new skip-level 

leader prototype difference and LLX quality.  The regression analysis showed the negative effect 

of new skip-level leader prototype difference on LLX quality (B = -.95, SE = .02, p < .01).  New 
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skip-level leader prototype difference explained 89% of the variance in LLX quality.  In 

addition, LLX quality negatively influenced T2 member perceived attractiveness of alternatives 

(B = -.35, SE = .13, p ≤ .05), even after controlling for T1 attractiveness of alternatives (total 

adjusted R2 = .32).  However, this effect did not last to influence member perceived LMX 

quality.  Thus, Hypothesis 3 is partially supported. 

 Hypotheses 4-6 were about the effects of LMX quality trajectory on employee task 

performance, OCBs, and turnover intentions.  Probably due to the small sample size of the 

complete longitudinal data, I did not find evidence to support these hypotheses.  In order to at 

least show that the change in LMX quality actually happens and that LMX quality is not very  

stable over time, I conducted a series of paired t-tests to examine the difference of LMX quality 

in different times using the employee data.  The results showed that T1 LMX quality and T2 

LMX quality were significantly different (mean difference [T1 – T2] = .23, SD = .47, p < .01).  

T3 LMX quality was also significantly different from T1 LMX quality (mean difference [T1 – 

T3] = .29, SD = .67, p < .05).  These results, in addition to the expectations about newcomer 

effect, show that the initial LMX quality may not stay stable over time in organizational 

contexts. 

Study 1 Discussion 

Study 1 provided some evidence that LMX quality may not be stable over time, rather 

vulnerable in organizational contexts.  Newcomer entry events that continuously occur in 

organizations are shown to be one of the contextual factors that impact changes in LMX quality.  

Specifically, expectations about new team member negatively influences leader perceived LMX 

quality in existing leader-member relationships.  In addition, member perceived LMX quality is 

likely to be influenced, at least indirectly, by new skip-level leader prototype difference.  These 



	

	 36 

findings show that managers and organizations need to consider LMX quality management 

carefully and pay more attention to the potential unexpected effects of newcomer entry events. 

 Unfortunately, I was not able to find evidence regarding the effects of LMX quality 

trajectories.  This is probably because of the small sample size used in this study.  Considering 

that LMX quality is vulnerable and that strong empirical support for the impact of LMX quality 

on workplace is provided in prior research, it still seems to be an important research agenda to 

understand how the trajectories of LMX quality influences critical outcomes in organizations. 

 This study also shows potential benefits of employing a new theoretical perspective, 

interdependence theory, to better understand how LMX quality changes and how to manage 

these changes.  Although the impact of the attractiveness of alternatives dimension is not 

strongly supported, other dimensions—satisfaction and investment size—were shown to impact 

LMX quality.  Given that the existing LMX literature heavily relies on social exchange theory 

and role theory, new approaches such as the interdependence perspective may extend the current 

literature and provide some new research paths on this topic.  As one of the initial efforts, the 

next section of this dissertation further explores how the interdependence perspective helps better 

understand relationship maintenance process in organizations. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Leader-Member Relationship Maintenance Mechanism 

So far, I examined whether the quality of LMX is vulnerable in organizational contexts 

and how changes in LMX quality impact employees’ task performance, OCBs, and turnover 

intentions beyond the effect of end-state LMX quality.  If LMX quality is vulnerable and the 

influence of its trajectory is meaningful in work organizations, a clear next step is to understand 

how to maintain high-quality LMX over time.  In this section, I explore why some leader-

member relationships overcome threats while others dissolve by investigating the leader-member 

relationship maintenance mechanism.  The term relationship maintenance mechanism refers to 

“the specific means by which partners manage to sustain long-term, well-functioning 

relationships” (Rusbult et al., 2001, p.96).  

Leader-member relationships experience crises due to environmental threats (e.g., 

workforce turnover) as well as either party’s destructive behaviors (i.e., internal 

threats).  However, the influences of external and internal factors on the threatened relationships 

are not identical.  Whereas external factors can easily threaten high-quality interpersonal 

relationships, it is not likely that they directly repair the threatened relationships.  In other words, 

while the quality of a leader-member relationship can decrease regardless of either party’s 

intention, it is unlikely that it naturally improves.  Obviously, internal parties’ efforts are 

necessary in order for the relationship to successfully overcome the relational threats.  Thus, I 

focus on internal parties’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral processes in maintaining high-

quality leader-member relationships.  The research model is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Leader-Member Relationship Maintenance Mechanism 

Interdependence Dilemma as a Context 

Within interpersonal relationships, even high-quality LMX relationships, individuals 

experience conflicts between their self-interests and relational interests.  The interdependence 

perspective calls these situations interdependence dilemmas and describes them as “the situations 

in which the immediate well-being of one person is incompatible with the immediate well-being 

of the partner and relationships” (Rusbult et al., 2001, p. 88).  I assert that focusing on the 

context of interdependence dilemma provides a better understanding of the relationship 

maintenance mechanism because how individuals manage interdependence dilemma impacts 

whether their relationships can withstand traumatic events and be maintained.  Emphasizing this 

assertion, Rusbult and colleagues (2001) note “The real test of a relationship arises when 

circumstances of interdependence are problematic—when the well-being of one or both partners 

is incompatible with the well-being of the relationship” (p. 97). 

When individuals face interdependence dilemma, their impulsive core reaction is to 

pursue their self-interests (Rusbult et al., 1991).  For example, when partners show destructive 

behavior, it is natural to expect that individuals reciprocate destructively.  Interdependence 
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theory named this situation given matrix (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  The given matrix represents 

individuals’ primitive feelings or self-centered preferences about various joint outcomes.  

However, the given matrix does not always reflect how individuals react to interdependence 

dilemma.  Sometimes, individuals may have compelling reasons to pursue immediate self-

interest, while they may have compelling reason to promote the interests of their relationship at 

other times (Rusbult et al., 2001).  In contrast to the given matrix, effective matrix represents 

feelings about joint outcomes and reflects a transformation of a given matrix (Kelley & Thibaut, 

1978).  The interdependence perspective notes that this transformation of motivation captures 

individuals’ mental process when they face conflicting motives and care about broader social 

concerns (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  Research documents that a departure from the default self-

orientation and the initial consideration of the well-being of the partner or relationship are 

mentally costly and require extra efforts (Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994). 

Transformation of Motivation, Accommodation, and LMX Quality 

How individuals react in the context of interdependence dilemma is critical to 

relationship maintenance.  Individuals who engage in the cognitive relationship maintenance 

process (i.e., transformation of motivation) are likely to show behaviors that help maintain the 

quality of LMX overcoming the crisis introduced by the interdependence dilemma.  Here, I 

suggest accommodation as the behavioral relationship maintenance process.  Accommodation 

refers to “an individual’s willingness, when a partner has engaged in a potentially destructive 

behavior, to (a) inhibit tendencies to react destructively in turn and (b) instead engage in 

constructive reactions” (Rusbult et al., 1991, p. 53).  Accommodation has often been 

operationalized by the exit-voice-loyalty-neglect (EVLN) typology that captures individuals’ 

possible responses to dissatisfaction in relationships along two dimensions: constructive-



	

	 40 

destructive and active-passive (Farrell, 1983; Rusbult & Zembrodt, 1983; Rusbult, Zembrodt, & 

Gunn, 1982).  Exit represents actively destructive reactions (e.g., screaming at the partner); voice 

reflects actively constructive reactions (e.g., suggesting that the partner discuss matters); loyalty 

involves passively constructive reactions (e.g., patiently waiting for improvement); and neglect 

reactions are passively destructive (e.g., giving one’s partner the “cold shoulder”) (see Figure 2).  

The constructiveness dimension is considered by the impact of the response on the relationship, 

not on the individual, and the activity dimension reflects the impact of the response on the 

problem at hand, not the character of the behavior itself (Rusbult et al., 1991). 

 

Figure 2. The EVLN Typology of Accommodation (Rusbult et al., 1988) 

Under the interdependence dilemma, constructive accommodations (i.e., voice, loyalty) 

are likely to be displayed by individuals who engage in transformation of motivation (Yovetich 

& Rusbult, 1994).  As reacting constructively to interdependence dilemma is a departure from 

the default, self-orientation, only those who transform a given matrix to an effective matrix are 

expected to show pro-relationship accommodation.  Some empirical evidence regarding the 

relationship between transformation of motivation and constructive reactions has been reported 
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in the close relationship context (i.e., marital, romantic relationship).  Rusbult and colleagues 

(Rusbult et al., 1991; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994) demonstrated that individuals with increased 

time for reaction show more constructive reactions to their partners’ destructive behaviors than 

those with limited reaction time.  Assuming that the process of transformation of motivation 

cognitively requires more time, they found the positive relationship between transformation of 

motivation and constructive accommodation. 

Hypothesis 7: An individual’s transformation of motivation is positively related to his/her 

engagement in constructive accommodation. 

Constructive accommodation of one party to the other party’s destructive behavior is 

likely to help maintain the quality of leader-member relationship by facilitating the other party’s 

pro-relationship behaviors.  There are at least several reasons to expect the positive influence of 

constructive accommodation on LMX quality.  First, according to the norm of reciprocity, 

individuals tend to respond constructively to their partners’ constructive reaction (Gouldner, 

1960).  Particularly, when they experience partner constructive reactions after their destructive 

behaviors, they are likely to feel a stronger obligation to reciprocate positively based on the past 

unbalanced exchange experience and a sense of guilt about it.  Second, constructive 

accommodation to partner destructive behaviors triggers a sense of forgiveness to the destructive 

actor.  The sense of forgiveness increases the destructive actor’s dependence level on the 

constructive partner (Fehr & Gelfand, 2012).  The literature on forgiveness documents the 

positive relationship between forgiveness and interpersonal relationship quality (Fincham & 

Beach, 2007; Terzino & Cross, 2009; Ysseldyk & Wohl, 2011).  Finally, research on conflict 

resolution supports the positive influence of constructive accommodation on LMX quality.  For 

instance, Behfar, Peterson, Mannix, and Trochim's (2008) qualitative study shows that explicit 
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discussion helps work teams to overcome conflicts and maintain performance.  In this vein, 

constructive accommodation is expected to help maintain the quality of LMX.  

Hypothesis 8: An individual’s engagement in the behavioral leader-member relationship 

maintenance (i.e., constructive accommodation) is positively related to his/her subsequent 

LMX quality. 

Antecedents of Maintenance Engagement 

Despite the benefits of the relationship maintenance process for future relationship 

quality and stability, engaging in this process, particularly under the context of the 

interdependence dilemma, requires mental effort (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  If it is natural to 

pursue self-interest and transformation of motivation requires social costs, what causes 

individuals to pursue the broader social concern and what enables them to actually transform 

their motivation?  I suggest two types of antecedents of individuals’ engagement in the 

relationship maintenance process: motivation and ability.  First, individuals should have a clear 

reason to make their efforts for their relationship.  In other words, strong motivation to maintain 

the quality of relationship is expected to facilitate transformation of motivation.  Second, 

individuals may not be able to transform a given matrix to an effective matrix even if desired.  

Whether or not individuals can move beyond their impulses is critical to engage in 

transformation of motivation. 

Motivation to transform.  The first step is to explore what makes individuals transform 

their motivation to pursue the well-being of their relationships.  Among various factors suggested 

in the close relationship literature, the level of interdependence has been found to be the 

strongest predictor of transformation of motivation (Rusbult et al., 1991; Finkel & Campbell, 

2001).  The concept of interdependence involves three different dimensions: satisfaction with the 
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relationship, investment in the relationship, and attractiveness of alternatives (Rusbult et al., 

2001).  More specifically, if an individual is satisfied with the relationship where he/she invested 

a lot and this relationship is not substitutable, the relationship becomes another important part of 

his/her organizational life in addition to self.  Following this line of argument, I expect that the 

level of dependence on the partner motivates individuals’ engagement in the leader-member 

relationship maintenance process. 

Hypothesis 9: An individual’s level of dependence on his/her partner is positively related 

to engagement in the leader-member relationship maintenance (i.e., constructive 

accommodation). 

Ability to transform.  In addition to the motivational factor (i.e., dependence), Finkel 

and Campbell (2001) suggested the ability factor as another important antecedent to 

transformation of motivation.  I assert that the ability to manage one's emotion is a critical 

antecedent of transformation of motivation.  I focus on the affective component of the leader-

member relationship maintenance process for a couple of reasons.  First, while the affective 

component has been known to be an important part of transformation of motivation in the initial 

studies of close relationship maintenance (Rusbult et al., 2001), empirical examination has 

mainly focused on the cognitive and motivational aspects.  For instance, in their seminal work 

Rusbult and colleagues (1991) noted that “Transformations are the product of thoughts and 

feelings regarding the given situation” (p. 55), but little attention has been paid to the feelings 

component (i.e., affective variables) of transformation of motivation.  Second, interpersonal 

relationships and conflicts in relationships are inherently emotional.  Particularly, one's 

destructive behavior provokes the partner’s negative emotions, such as anger and anxiety, and 

dealing with these emotions is necessary for inhibiting self-interest and considering social 
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concerns.  Here, emotional intelligence is considered to be an important ability to manage 

interpersonal relationships (Mayer & Salovey, 1997). 

Emotional intelligence refers to “the ability to understand and manage moods and 

emotions in the self and the others.” (George, 2000, p. 1027).  I assert that individuals’ emotional 

intelligence also reflects their ability to engage in transformation of motivation following a 

partner’s destructive behavior.  The importance of emotional intelligence has been acknowledged 

not only in psychology literature but also in organizational literature (Cote, 2014; Mayer, 

Roberts, & Barsade, 2008).  Traditionally, four major aspects of the emotional intelligence have 

been suggested: (1) the appraisal and expression of emotion, (2) the use of emotion to enhance 

cognitive processes and decision making, (3) knowledge about emotions, and (4) management of 

emotions.  Relevant to this study, scholars have acknowledged the particularly critical role of 

emotional intelligence in leadership processes (e.g., George, 2000; Jordan & Troth, 2011).  For 

example, leaders’ emotional intelligence has been suggested to facilitate leadership effectiveness 

by facilitating development of collective goals and employee enthusiasm, confidence, optimism, 

cooperation, and trust (George, 2000). 

Individuals with high emotional intelligence are likely to assess and understand their 

partner’s emotion when the partner demonstrates destructive behavior.  This understanding 

mitigates the negative attribution of the destructive behavior and the partner.  In addition, those 

with high emotional intelligence can control their own impulsive reactive emotion to the 

partner’s destructive behavior.  This allows individuals to pursue their broader social needs so 

they can engage in the relationship maintenance process.   
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Hypothesis 10: An individual’s emotional intelligence is positively related to his/her 

engagement in the leader-member relationship maintenance (i.e., constructive 

accommodation). 

Finally, I contend that individuals’ motivation (i.e., dependence level) and ability (i.e., 

emotional intelligence) interact to influence their engagement in the relationship maintenance 

process following partner destructive behavior.  Those who have a strong desire to maintain 

his/her leader-member relationship are expected to more successfully engage in the maintenance 

process when he/she has the ability to control his/her emotion. 

Hypothesis 11: An individual’s level of dependence and emotional intelligence interact to 

influence his/her engagement in the leader-member relationship maintenance (i.e., 

constructive accommodation) following the partner’s destructive behavior such that the 

engagement is the highest when dependence and emotional intelligence are both high. 

Study 2 Method 

The primary goal of Study 2 was to test the causal relationship between the cognitive 

(i.e., transformation of motivation) and behavioral (i.e., accommodation) relationship 

maintenance mechanisms within the leader-member relationship context (Hypothesis 7).  

Expanding the prior studies that examined the positive relationship between transformation of 

motivation and constructive accommodative behavior in the context of close relationship (e.g., 

Rusbult et al., 1991; Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994), I examined whether this causal mechanism can 

be generalized to the leader-member relationship.  To achieve this goal, I adapted Yovetich and 

Rusbult’s (1994) experiment and revised it to capture individuals’ reactions to the interpersonal 

dilemma in the leader-member relationship context.  The experimental setting provided at least a 

couple of advantages in testing the focal relationship.  First, it allowed me to control the type and 
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degree of the partner’s destructive behaviors that surely influence individuals’ engagement in the 

relationship maintenance mechanism.  Second, the experimental setting allowed the 

minimization of the potential influence of organizational culture, particularly individuals’ 

concern about their public image.  Certain types of organizational culture may force individuals 

to demonstrate more constructive reactions.  While the experimental setting may not provide the 

best examination of external validity, Study 2 focused on the internal validity in testing the 

relationship between individuals’ transformation of motivation and constructive accommodation. 

 Prior experiments on the relationship between transformation of motivation and 

constructive accommodation in the close relationship literature utilized individuals’ reaction time 

as an indicator of the cognitive processing activities (i.e., transformation of motivation) 

(Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994).  Since engaging in transformation of motivation requires extra 

efforts to depart from self-interest, reaction time was employed as a means of manipulating this 

cognitive processing capacities and longer response time was expected for those who engage in 

transformation of motivation (Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994).  However, it is an indirect 

manipulation of transformation of motivation with the assumption that the participants spent time 

in the cognitive transformation process (Rusbult et al., 1991).  This study complements this test 

by implementing a more active manipulation of self- versus relationship-orientations.   

Participants 

Participants were 57 undergraduate students (38 women, 19 men) who were taking a 

Human Resource Management course at Cornell University.  They volunteered to take part in the 

study and were rewarded with $5 for their participation.  On average, the participants were 20.37 

years old (SD = 2.67).  About half (47.37%) of the participants were Caucasian, 21.05% were 

Asian, 21.05% were Hispanic, 8.77% were African American, and one was Asian and Hispanic. 
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Procedure 

The experiment included two conditions: self-orientation vs. relationship-orientation.  

The relationship-orientation condition was expected to facilitate participants’ pro-relationship 

transformation of motivation process while the self-orientation condition was considered to be a 

control condition.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions and were 

asked to fill out an open-ended survey that is designed to prime either self- or relationship-

orientation before they see the experimental tasks.  Adapting Goncalo and Staw’s (2006) cultural 

orientation manipulation, I asked participants to write at least three statements in response to 

each question.  Participants in the self-orientation condition were asked to respond to the 

following three questions: (1) Write three statements describing yourself; (2) write three 

statements about why you think you are not like most other people; and (3) write three 

statements about why you think it might be advantageous to differentiate yourself from other 

people.  On the other hand, those in the relationship-orientation condition responded to the 

following three questions: (1) Write three statements describing the groups to which you belong; 

(2) write three statements about why you think you are like most other people; and (3) write 

three statements about why you think it might be advantageous to “blend in” with other people.  

This manipulation has been demonstrated by prior research to effectively prime individuals’ 

orientations regarding how they perceive their relationships with others (Bechtoldt, Goncalo & 

Duguid, 2012; Goncalo & Staw, 2006). 

After this manipulation, participants were told that during the course of the experiment a 

number of scenarios will be presented and that they will select among four alternative responses.  

Before they saw the scenarios, they read the background information of the context described in 

the scenarios.  In this material, participants were asked to assume a role of an associate producer 
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in a cable TV network company.  They were told that they have worked for six months as a 

critical contributor of a project to prepare a new sitcom proposal with a manager who had a good 

working relationship with them.  After reading the background information about their company, 

role, project, and manager, each participant read emails that show their direct manager’s 

communication with them regarding this project.  This email communication process allowed the 

participants to experience interpersonal dilemmas within their relationship with their manager.  

To control for other confounding factors, I used a prototypical gender neutral Caucasian name, 

Alexis, for the manager. 

The email scenarios described common sorts of situations in which they should readily be 

able to imagine themselves.  Participants responded to four separate interpersonal scenarios that 

described incidents in which their leader facilitated interpersonal dilemma.  In scenario 1, the 

manager scheduled a sudden interview to cast a new actress on a date when participants had a 

previous engagement regarding an important family issue.  Scenario 2 was about deciding the 

main contributor of the project who would be awarded $5,000 and the manager suggested that 

the team as a whole, rather than the participant who contributed most, take the main contributor 

role.  Scenario 3 described the newcomer entry situation who had similar work experience and 

expertise to those of the participant and the manager suggested the participant to support this 

newcomer to lead the project that participant expected to lead.  Finally, scenario 4 showed a case 

of abusive supervision where the manager harshly criticized the participant’s productivity.  The 

four scenarios were randomly ordered for each participant. 

While each scenario is presented, the response option page was not shown.  When they 

clicked “Next” button, they turned to the page, read the response options, and checked a 

response.  Four possible reactions were developed for each scenario—exit (e.g., “say that you 
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would quit this job if Alexis acts this way”), voice (e.g., “later ask Alexis to sit down and explain 

what you did over the past few weeks”), loyalty (e.g., “forget about it, assuming that Alexis was 

just in a bad mood”), or neglect (e.g., “say nothing but think about possible ways to annoy 

Alexis”).  Four responses were similar in length.  The decision procedure was described as a 

forced choice task.  If neither response perfectly describes their reaction, participants were asked 

to check the response that is closest.  Participants’ reaction times were measured. 

This experimental task using email communication allowed us to maintain high levels of 

experimental control while also providing greater levels of mundane realism (the degree to 

which the activity resembles real-world situations) (Aronson, Ellsworth, Carlsmith, & Gonzales, 

1990).  The simulation of email communication also minimized the influence of confounding 

factors such as age, ethnicity, appearance, attractiveness, facial expressions, and other salient 

characteristics of the manager. 

In order to check how participants perceived the scenarios and response alternatives, 

participants saw each scenario a second time after working through all four interpersonal 

scenarios, this time providing ratings of the constructiveness versus destructiveness of each 

scenario to his/her relationship with the manager (1 = extremely destructive, 7 = extremely 

constructive).  Participants also rated each response alternative for constructiveness versus 

destructiveness (1 = extremely destructive, 7 = extremely constructive), and provided some 

general demographic information.  At the end of the session, participants were thoroughly 

debriefed and thanked for their assistance. 

Analytical Strategy 

 Since the focus of this study is on whether participants react constructively or 

destructively to their manager rather than whether those reactions active or passive, four 
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responses that represent exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect reactions were recoded into either 

constructive reactions (coded 1) or destructive reactions (coded 0).  This strategy is consistent 

with prior studies’ (e.g., Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994).  Following Rusbult and colleagues’ (1988) 

suggestion, voice and loyalty responses were considered to be constructive and exit and neglect 

responses to be destructive. 

Study 2 Results 

Manipulation Checks 

 The manipulation check to confirm the priming effect (i.e., self- vs. relationship-

orientation) was conducted using participants’ reaction time data.  I compared whether there is a 

significant difference in participants’ average reaction time between the conditions with self-

orientation priming and with relationship-orientation priming.  I did not find the evidence to 

support the priming effect.  The average reaction times across the four scenarios and those of 

each scenario were not statistically different in the self-orientation condition and the relationship-

orientation condition (self-orientation reaction time M = 12.19 seconds, SD = 5.70; relationship-

orientation reaction time M = 10.77 seconds, SD = 3.21, p = .25).  Contrary to other research that 

showed meaningful effects of Goncalo and Staw’s (2006) manipulation in the areas of self-

construal and culture, I found that this is less effective in priming individuals’ orientation 

regarding interpersonal relationships.  Instead, I decided to follow the prior studies in the close 

relationship maintenance literature and used reaction time as the indication of the cognitive 

maintenance process (i.e., transformation of motivation) engagement (Yovetich & Rusbult, 

1994).  

In addition, I checked whether participants actually perceived the scenarios to be 

interpersonal dilemma by looking at participants’ rating of the level of constructiveness of each 
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scenario.  As expected, participants perceived the scenarios to be at least moderately destructive 

(scenario 1 M = 3.00, SD = 1.02; scenario 2 M = 2.91, SD = 1.24; scenario 3 M = 3.23, SD = 

1.67; scenario 4 M = 1.63, SD = 1.18; based on 7-point Likert scale 1 = extremely destructive, 7 

= extremely constructive).  Finally, I checked whether participants perceived four responses as 

intended.  The ratings showed that they perceived voice and loyalty to be constructive while exit 

and neglect being destructive (exit M = 2.42, SD = .79; voice M = 5.01, SD = .91; loyalty M = 

4.16, SD = 1.25; neglect M = 2.15, SD = .65).  

Hypothesis Testing 

 Hypothesis 7 was tested by examining whether participants who spent more time in 

responding to the interpersonal dilemma showed more constructive reactions.  Two different 

approaches were used.  First, I examined the overall relationship between transformation of 

motivation and constructive accommodation using participants’ average reaction time and the 

number of their constructive reactions across the four scenarios.  A regression analysis showed 

that average reaction time did not meaningfully explained the variance in accommodative 

tendency (B = .19, SE = .02, p = .16).  Second, I examined the relationship between reaction time 

and constructive accommodation in each of the four scenarios.  Independent sample t-test was 

used since the outcome was recoded into either destructive (0) or constructive (1) reaction.  Out 

of the four scenarios, one scenario (Scenario 3: newcomer entry) showed a positive relationship 

between reaction time and constructive accommodation (constructive M = 10.31, SD = 4.83; 

destructive M = 4.00, SD = 2.19; p < .05).  In addition, a significant positive relationship 

between participants’ perception of the constructiveness of situation and accommodation is 

found.  In other words, the more constructive they perceived the scenario to be, the more 

constructive their responses were (constructive M = 3.36, SD = 1.64; destructive M = 1.50, SD = 
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1.00; p < .05).  A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to further examine whether 

reaction time influences constructive accommodation beyond the effect of initial perception 

regarding the constructiveness of the scenario.  Reaction time predicted constructive 

accommodation after controlling for the initial perception effect (B = .35, SE = .01, p < .01, see 

Table 3).  These results are consistent with the expectation that in individuals who perceive a 

situation more constructively generally react in more constructive ways and that those who 

engage in the transformation of motivation process to cognitively shift a destructive situation 

perception to a constructive one show more constructive accommodations.  However, other three 

scenarios did not show any significant relationship between response time and accommodation 

or between perception of the situation and accommodation.  While Hypothesis 7 is not generally 

supported, positive evidence was found in Scenario 3. 

Table 3 

Standardized Coefficient Estimates Predicting Constructive Accommodation (Scenario 3 in 
Study 2) 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 

Initial perception .29* (.02) .31* (.02) 

Reaction time  .35** (.01) 

Overall F 4.93* 6.83** 

Adjusted R2 .07 .17 

F change 4.93* 8.09** 

R2 change .07 .10 

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 

Study 2 Discussion 

 Study 2 examined the relationship between transformation of motivation and constructive 

accommodation.  This study sought to extend prior research on relationship maintenance in two 
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ways.  First, complementing prior research that manipulated or measured transformation of 

motivation indirectly using response time, this study tried to directly manipulated it adapting 

Goncalo and Staw’s (2006) cultural orientation or self-construal priming.  It turned out that the 

direct manipulation of transformation of motivation was not successful.  Further exploration is 

needed to judge whether the manipulation itself was not successful or self- vs. relationship 

orientation did not influence the study outcomes.  As other scholars acknowledged, I confirmed 

that it is still challenging to gauge individuals’ cognitive process (Yovetich & Rusbult, 1994), 

and future research on cognitive process assessment is needed.   

Second, using the experimental context and scenarios capturing work organizational 

contexts, this study tested whether the relationship maintenance process demonstrated in the 

close relationship context still works in the leader-member relationship context.  Participants 

perceived the scenarios to be destructive and four accommodative responses in the expected way, 

meaning that interpersonal dilemma and the EVLN typology are perceived similarly in the 

leader-member relationship context to those in close relationships.  Further, I found that 

participants who perceive the situation to be more constructive tend to react constructively to 

their leader in Scenario 3 (newcomer entry situation).  This shows that the basic premise of the 

interdependence perspective about individuals reciprocate similarly to their partners’ behaviors 

holds in leader-member relationships.  In addition, participants who spent more time, thus are 

likely to engage in transformation of motivation, reacted more constructively beyond the effect 

of initial perception effect.  This provides evidence that transformation of motivation is a valid 

cognitive relationship maintenance process in leader-member relationships.  

 However, Study 2 also showed some unexpected findings.  The premise of situation 

perception-constructive reaction and the relationship between transformation of motivation and 
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accommodation were not supported in other three scenarios.  Further investigations revealed that 

most participants selected constructive accommodation responses (ranges from 87.7% to 96.5% 

across scenarios), particularly the voice reactions.  Even Scenario 3 that showed significant 

relationship between response time and accommodation showed a skewed distribution in their 

responses (constructive 93% vs. destructive 7%).  It is plausible that participants were not truly 

engaged in the scenarios and simply selected the best answer based on social desirability.  Since 

Scenario 3 was perceived to be less destructive compared to other scenarios and neutral, 

participants might have felt free to express their true reactions.  On the other hand, in other 

scenarios, participants knew that the situations are destructive and might have regulated 

themselves to be more constructive in their reactions.  In order to rule out this possibility, next 

study used a different group of sample (i.e., working adults) to increase the psychological 

realism and make participants immerse themselves more in the experimental context.  In 

addition, different strategy to capture participants’ accommodative tendencies was used to 

minimize participants’ tendency to select the most desirable answer.   

Study 3 Method 

  Study 3 was conducted to examine the causal relationships among the level of 

dependence, emotional intelligence, and accommodative tendencies (Hypotheses 9-11).  

Complementing the weakness found in Study 2, this study used working adults as a sample who 

are expected to be more familiar to the experimental context and leader-member relationships. 

Participants 

Participants were 118 working adults (51 women, 67 men) recruited using Amazon 

Mechanical Turk.  They volunteered to take part in the study and were rewarded with $1 for their 

participation.  Samples recruited using Amazon Mechanical Turk have been reported to be 
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similar to those from traditional sources of experimental studies and suggested to be viable 

options (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010).  On average, the participants were 34.88 years 

old (SD = 13.24) and had 13.67 years of work experience (SD = 11.65).  About 73.73% of the 

participants were Caucasian, 9.32% were Asian, 8.47% were African American, 5.08% were 

mixed, and 3.39% were Hispanic.  About 11.9% of the participants had a graduate-level degree, 

and 43.2% reported that their final education was a bachelor’s degree from a four-year college.  

About 23.7% graduated from a two-year college, and 21.2% reported that their final education 

was high school.  Participants were working in various industries such as business services 

(21.2%), hotels/restaurants (11.9%), health and social work (11.0%), education (9.3%), 

banking/insurance (6.8%), construction (3.4%), distribution (3.4%), transport/communication 

(3.4%), public administration (2.5%), and others (18.6%).  They were also engaged in various 

types of jobs, including customer support (16.9%), sales and marketing (14.4%), general 

management (13.6%), administrative support (12.7%), finance/accounting (7.6%), 

distribution/warehouse (5.1%), manufacturing (4.2%), personnel/human resources (2.5%), and 

others (22.9%).   

Procedure 

The experimental procedure was identical to that of Study 2 except for three aspects.  

First, unlike Study 2, the manipulation in this study was the level of dependence within 

participants’ relationship with the manager, resulting in two conditions: high dependence vs. low 

dependence.  The level of dependence was manipulated in the background information.  In the 

high dependence condition read the material included the information that the manager is 

important person to them not only in terms of the project but also for the success of their career 
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while those in the low dependence condition did not have meaningful information about their 

dependence on the leader.  Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions.   

Participants first completed the survey including emotional intelligence scale and 

demographic measures.  Emotional intelligence was measured using Wong and Law Emotional 

Intelligence Scale (WLEIS) developed by Wong and Law (2002) for leadership and management 

studies and further validated by Law, Wong, and Song (2004).  Sample items include “I have a 

good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time” (self-emotion appraisal), “I always 

know my leader’s emotion from his/her behavior” (others-emotions appraisal), “I always set 

goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them” (use of emotion), and “I am able to 

control my temper so that I can handle difficulties rationally” (regulation of emotion).  Seven-

point Likert scale was used (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; Cronbach’s alpha = .92). 

Finally, after looking at each scenario, participants were asked to provide two types of 

responses: (1) true initial internal response and (2) actual behavioral reaction.  This was to avoid 

the problem found in Study 2—participants simply selecting the most desirable reaction—and 

allow them to express different behavioral responses from their internal feelings.  In addition to 

the reaction questions included in Study 2 that are about actual behavioral reactions, participants 

were asked how their true initial internal responses were.  This is expected to allow participants 

to distinguish true internal responses from behavioral reactions that are likely to be moderated or 

influenced by the social desirability issues. 

Analytical Strategy 

 As in Study 2, I recoded four responses that represent exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect 

reactions into either constructive reactions (coded 1) or destructive reactions (coded 0).  This was 

done for both types of reactions—initial internal response and actual behavioral reaction.  The 
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difference between two scores (i.e., actual behavioral reaction-initial internal response) was used 

as the indication of transformation of motivation since it implies whether participants deviated 

from their immediate response in their actual reaction.  Negative difference scores (i.e., -1) was 

recoded into 0 since they reflect opposite transformation.  Also, both within-scenario analysis 

and across-scenario analysis were conducted.  

Study 3 Results 

Dependence Effects 

Hypothesis 9 suggested the level of dependence within a leader-member relationship as a 

predictor of constructive accommodation to interpersonal dilemmas.  First, I checked whether 

dependence influenced individuals’ situation perception in each scenario.  T-tests showed that 

participants in the high-dependence condition perceived two out of four scenarios to be more 

constructive compared to those in the low-dependence condition: Scenario 2 (high-dependence 

M = 3.85, SD = 1.48, n = 60; low-dependence M = 3.33, SD = 1.54, n = 58; p < .10) and 

Scenario 4 (high-dependence M = 2.32, SD = 1.56; low-dependence M = 1.76, SD = 1.17; p 

< .05).  These results imply that dependence can actually influence individuals’ tendency to 

perceive interdependence dilemma more seriously at the beginning even before they engage in 

transformation or accommodation processes.   

Next, I examined the relationship between dependence and constructive behavioral 

reaction.  I found that dependence meaningfully predicted constructive behavioral reaction in 

Scenario 2 (high-dependence M = .90, SD = .30; low-dependence M = .76, SD = .43; p < .05).  A 

hierarchical regression showed that this effect is valid after controlling for positive situation 

perception effect (B = .16, SE = .02, p < .10, see Table 4).  However, dependence was not 

meaningfully associated with constructive behavioral accommodation in other scenarios or in 
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overall.  I further examined whether dependence predicted transformation motivation (i.e., the 

difference of initial internal response and actual behavioral reaction), and found no significant 

relationships.  Thus, Hypothesis 9 is not generally supported with an exception of the positive 

finding in Scenario 2. 

Table 4 

Standardized Coefficient Estimates Predicting Constructive Accommodation (Scenario 2 in 
Study 3) 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 

Dependence .19* (.07) .16+ (.07) 

Situation perception  .16+ (.02) 

Overall F 4.27* 3.77* 

Adjusted R2 .03 .05 

F change 4.27* 3.19+ 

R2 change .03 .02 

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. + p < .10. * p < .05.  

Emotional Intelligence Effects 

 In Hypothesis 10, I expected the positive influence of emotional intelligence on 

constructive accommodation to interpersonal dilemmas.  Regression analyses were conducted to 

examine whether emotional intelligence is meaningfully associated with constructive situation 

perception, constructive behavioral accommodation, and transformation of motivation.  

Emotional intelligence influenced how individuals perceive the situation in Scenario 2.  Those 

with higher emotional intelligence were likely to perceive the reward allocation situation to be 

more constructive compared to those with lower emotional intelligence (B = .16, SE = .16, p 

< .10).  However, it did not influence individuals’ situation perception in other scenarios.  As the 

dependence effect, this result shows that emotional intelligence can sometimes influence how 
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individuals perceive interdependence dilemma even before they think about self- or relational 

interests. 

Regarding the emotional intelligence-constructive behavioral accommodation 

relationship, emotional intelligence was a significant predictor in Scenario 4.  It predicted 

constructive accommodation even after controlling for the situation perception effect (see Table 

5, B = .23, SE = .03, p < .05).  Unlike my expectation, emotional intelligence was not related to 

constructive behavioral accommodation or transformation of motivation in other scenarios. 

These results show that Hypothesis 10 is supported only in Scenario 4 but not in other scenarios.  

Table 5 

Standardized Coefficient Estimates Predicting Constructive Accommodation (Scenario 4 in 
Study 3) 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 

Emotional intelligence .23* (.03) .23* (.03) 

Situation perception  .00 (.02) 

Overall F 6.77* 3.36* 

Adjusted R2 .05 .04 

F change 6.77* .00 

R2 change .05 -.01 

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. * p < .05.  

Interactive Effect of Dependence and Emotional Intelligence 

 Finally, Hypothesis 11 expected the interactive effect of dependence and emotional 

intelligence to impact constructive behavioral accommodation.  Contrary to the expectation, the 

interactive effect of dependence and emotional intelligence was not meaningful in all four 

scenarios.  Thus, Hypothesis 11 is not supported. 

Other Findings 
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 While not hypothesized, I found that individuals are likely to be relatively consistent in 

their situation perceptions across four different scenarios.  As Table 4 shows, the correlations 

among situation perceptions in different scenarios were relatively high (ranging from .38 to .59, 

p < .001).  It alludes that there are individual differences in perceiving interdependence dilemma 

to be more constructive or destructive.  While the current study was not intended to focus on 

individual differences in situation perceptions, this is an important finding considering that 

situation perceptions are strongly related to initial true responses as the premise of the 

interdependence theory suggests (see Table 6, correlations range from .21 to .49, p < .05).  On 

the other hand, I found that the situation perception is not very strongly associated with actual 

behavioral accommodation (correlations are not significant in three out of four scenarios).  I 

discuss the implication of these findings in the next discussion section. 

Study 3 Discussion 

 Study 3 sought to examine the relationships among dependence, emotional intelligence, 

and constructive accommodation under interdependence dilemma using a group of working 

adults sample.  Although the results were mixed, I found some evidence to support the positive 

influences of dependence and emotional intelligence on constructive accommodation.  In this 

section, I discuss two important unexpected findings in Study 3.  Dependence predicted 

constructive accommodation in Scenario 2 (reward allocation) while emotional intelligence 
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of the Study 3 Variables 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Dependence 0.51 0.50              

2. Emotional intelligence 5.41 0.85 -.05             

3. Situation perception 1 3.65 1.36 .06 .01            

4. Situation perception 2 3.59 1.53 .17+ .19* .59***           

5. Situation perception 3 3.81 1.79 -.07 -.07 .55*** .45***          

6. Situation perception 4 2.04 1.40 .20* -.13 .48*** .41*** .38***         

7. Initial response 1 0.57 0.50 .03 .02 .21* .18* .09 .23*        

8. Initial response 2 0.58 0.50 .08 .16+ .31** .49*** .28** .30** .33***       

9. Initial response 3 0.57 0.50 -.21* .05 .31** .31** .39*** .23* .17+ .43***      

10. Initial response 4 0.52 0.50 .03 .17+ .22* .26** .24** .36*** .15 .27** .36***     

11. Actual reaction 1 0.83 0.38 .10 -.02 .14 -.14 -.09 -.05 .11 .02 -.12 .02    

12. Actual reaction 2 0.83 0.38 .19* .10 .09 .19* .05 -.13 -.03 .30** .02 -.08 .22*   

13. Actual reaction 3 0.91 0.29 -.20* -.10 .09 -.03 .08 .03 .13 -.10 .19* .10 -.07 .01  

14. Actual reaction 4 0.92 0.27 .04 .24* .04 .05 -.03 -.04 -.06 .14 -.06 .11 .21* .21* .02 

N = 118. + p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
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helped individuals better accommodate in Scenario 4 (abusive supervision).  Contrary to the 

expectation, the interactive effect of dependence and emotional intelligence was not found.  

Interestingly, these results suggest that different situations may require different factors for 

individuals to overcome interdependence dilemma.  While prior research assumed that the 

motivation factor and the ability factor are equally important for individuals to engage in 

transformation of motivation in the close relationship context (e.g., Finkel & Campbell, 2001), 

this study shows that the relative importance of those two vary depending on the type of 

interdependence dilemmas in leader-member relationships.  Specifically, Scenario 2 was about 

the reward allocation situation, which influences individuals’ cognitive process about equity 

judgment, and dependence was the significant factor for constructive behavioral accommodation.  

On the other hand, Scenario 4 was about abusive supervision, which is known to influence 

employees’ emotional outcomes (Chi & Liang, 2013), and emotional intelligence was the critical 

factor of constructive behavioral accommodation.  Considering that leader-member relationships 

are complex and various types of resources are exchanged within them, the relationship 

maintenance process may not be simply summarized into the motivation and the ability factors as 

in the close relationships.  More careful attention is needed to the specific situations and 

interdependence dilemmas to better understand the critical factors to the leader-member 

relationship maintenance. 

 Second, while the current study focused on individuals’ transformation of motivation that 

highlights individuals’ extra efforts to deviate from their initial response to the situation, a 

potential alternative mechanism of relationship maintenance was found—there are individual 

differences in perceiving the same situation, and they accommodate constructively because they 

view the situation to be more optimistic rather than they put efforts to transform the situation in 
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their mind.  Although this is a different relationship maintenance mechanism from what this 

study sought to examine, it does not necessarily conflict with the interdependence perspective 

since it shares the core assumption that individuals react in a way they perceive the situation 

(Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  This approach is relatively new to the relationship maintenance 

literature and future research in this approach seems to be useful considering that the 

organizational context includes diverse types of individuals and it might be easier to understand 

individual differences from the beginning than to encourage them to engage in transformation of 

motivation process. 

Study 4 Method 

 The goal of Study 4 was to examine the relationship between accommodative tendency 

and LMX quality (Hypothesis 8).  Since LMX quality can be best measured in a real 

organizational setting and difficult to capture in the lab, Study 4 was conducted as a part of Study 

1.  At T1 in Study 1, employees and managers assessed their accommodative tendencies 

particularly under the context of interdependent dilemma in addition to the Study 1 variables. 

Sample 

 The sample consists of 42 dyads who responded to T1 survey in Study 1 in a second-hand 

vehicle company in South Korea. 

Measures 

 Accommodative tendencies.  Employees and managers assessed their accommodative 

tendencies.  Twelve items from Rustbult et al. (1991) were used.  Sample items include “When 

my manager [When this employee] is rude to me, I feel so angry I want to walk right out the 

door” (exit; employee α = .90; manager α = .73), “When my manager [When this employee] is 

rude to me, I try to resolve the situation and improve conditions” (voice; employee α = .67; 
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manager α = .26), “When my manager [When this employee] behaves in an unpleasant manner, I 

forgive him/her and forget about it” (loyalty; employee α = .65; manager α = .47), and “When 

my manager [When this employee] does something thoughtless, I avoid dealing with the 

situation” (neglect; employee α = .76; manager α = .75) (1 = never do this, 7 = constantly do 

this).  The scores of exit and neglect items were aggregated to create the destructive 

accommodative tendency, and the constructive accommodative tendency included voice and 

loyalty items.  

 LMX quality.  Both employees and managers assessed their LMX quality.  The LMX-

MDM scale from Liden and Maslyn (1998) was used.  A sample item is “My manager [This 

employee] defends my work actions to a superior [other team members], even without complete 

knowledge of the issue in question.”  Seven-point Likert scale will be used (1 = do not agree at 

all, 7 = agree completely; employee α = .93; manager α = .86). 

Control variable.  The relationship tenure between employees and managers is included 

as a control variable to rule out the possibility that their histories of relationship, interdependence 

dilemma, and accommodation influence the quality of LMX.  

Study 4 Results 

 As predicted in Hypothesis 8, leaders’ constructive accommodative tendencies were 

positively related to member perceived LMX quality (B = .35, SE = .23, p < .05, see Table 7).  In 

addition, members’ destructive accommodative tendencies negatively influenced their 

perceptions of LMX quality (B = -.55, SE = .13, p < .01).  Interestingly, leaders’ destructive 

accommodation and members’ constructive accommodation are not associated with member 

perceived LMX.  The results suggest that constructive accommodation positively influences the 
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partner perceived relationship quality while destructive accommodation harms the actor 

perceived relationship quality.  These results provide support for Hypothesis 8. 

Table 7 

Standardized Coefficient Estimates Predicting T1 Member Perceived LMX Quality (Study 4) 

Variable 
 T1 LMX Quality 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

  Relationship tenure  -.09 (.09) -.14 (.10) -.08 (.09) 

  Member constructive accommodation .17 (.21)  .17 (.21) 

  Member destructive accommodation -.55** (.13)  -.49** (.13) 

  Leader constructive accommodation  .35* (.23) .24+ (.21) 

  Leader destructive accommodation  -.04 (.19) -.06 (.17) 

  Overall F 5.36** 2.36+ 4.08** 

  Adjusted R2 .24 .09 .27 

Note. Standard errors are in parentheses. + p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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CHAPTER 5 

General Discussion 

 The dissertation sought answers to the three questions: (1) whether LMX quality stays 

stable in the organizational context; (2) whether the change in LMX quality is important in 

organizations; and (3) how LMX quality is maintained overcoming relational crisis.  Adopting 

the interdependence perspective, dependence was suggested to be the core construct to better 

understand these issues (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978).  I found that LMX quality is vulnerable in 

organizational contexts, and particularly, newcomer entry influences changes in LMX quality.  

The level of dependence and emotional intelligence were suggested to help overcome leader-

member relationships that are under crises through facilitating individuals to engage in 

relationship maintenance processes—transformation of accommodation and constructive 

accommodation.  Unfortunately, I did not find evidence to support the argument that LMX 

quality trajectory is important to impact workplace outcomes. 

 More specifically, Study 1 found that LMX quality is not stable over time and is 

influenced by newcomer entry events.  When leaders have high expectations about new team 

members, their dependence on existing members decrease, which in turn, negatively influences 

the existing LMX quality.  Leaders’ expectations about new skip-level leaders also influence 

members’ dependence on their leaders through the LLX quality the leaders and the new skip-

level leaders develop.  As LMX quality is shown to be vulnerable in organizational contexts, 

Study 2, Study 3, and Study 4 explored the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral processes to 

overcome relational crises and maintain high-quality LMX.  Although the hypotheses developed 

based on the interdependence perspective were not generally supported, some meaningful 

evidence was found that dependence and emotional intelligence lead individuals to engage in 
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pro-relationship mind-shifting and constructive accommodation under certain types of 

interdependence dilemmas.  Furthermore, some interesting findings suggest the possibility of 

alternative relational maintenance mechanism that is based on individual differences in 

perceiving interdependence dilemmas in optimistic ways.  Future research on this new 

explanation may help us better understand how we manage leader-member relationships. 

Theoretical Implications 

This dissertation is expected to contribute to leadership research, particularly the 

relationship-based approach to leadership (i.e., LMX), in several ways.  First, this study utilizes a 

longitudinal perspective in understanding LMX by investigating how LMX quality, once 

established, is maintained over time.  Challenging the assumption that LMX quality is stable 

over time (Liden et al., 1993; Nahrgang et al., 2009), I suggest that environmental factors, in 

addition to within-dyad factors (e.g., either partner’s destructive behavior), can threaten the 

quality of leader-member relationships.  Continuous effort is thus required to maintain high-

quality relationships or to repair those relationships in crisis.  Moreover, this dissertation 

emphasizes the importance of LMX quality maintenance by highlighting the impact of LMX 

quality trajectory.  Building on a vast amount of studies demonstrating achievement of leadership 

effectiveness, this dissertation provides some implications on maintaining leadership 

effectiveness over time and why such efforts are meaningful.  

Second, this dissertation focuses on the relationship in which the leader and member are 

involved, which has received little attention even in the relationship-based approach to 

leadership.  Thomas, Martin, Epitropaki, Guillaume, and Lee (2013) note that “although the 

concept of relationship is central to the relationship-based approach to leadership, it has 

generally not been well articulated and is often conceptualized simply in terms of relationship 
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quality between the leader and the follower or the social exchanges they engage in” (p. 

S64).  Despite repeated emphasis of the importance of LMX quality on various workplace 

outcomes (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Ilies et al., 2007), research focusing on 

the relationship itself and the development, maintenance, and decline of relationships is still 

relatively limited (Dulebohn et al., 2012).  This study provides a more nuanced understanding of 

the relationship that leaders and members build by focusing on the relationship itself and 

employing relationship science research. 

Third, this dissertation introduces insightful theoretical perspectives in understanding 

leader-member relationships.  Role theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978) and social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964) have been dominant theoretical perspectives in the LMX literature to explain how 

LMX develops and functions, respectively.  Although these perspectives provide useful 

theoretical lenses, they do not sufficiently explain how leaders and members experience and deal 

with crisis in their relationships.  Building on prior research, this dissertation suggests 

interdependence theory (Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and the vulnerability-

stress-adaptation (VSA) model (Karney & Bradbury, 1995) to illuminate how leader-member 

relationships are maintained or dissolved. 

Finally, this dissertation expands the field of relationship science by broadening the types 

of interpersonal relationships that the field examines.  Relationship science is an emerging, 

interdisciplinary field that aims to understand interpersonal relationship dynamics (Berscheid, 

1999; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000), but most studies in relationship science literature have 

focused on non-work related relationships such as romantic and marital relationships (Berscheid, 

1999).  Here, I suggest that the leader-member relationship is another type of interpersonal 

relationship that is critical to individuals’ careers and organizational lives.  By investigating 



	
	

	
	

69 

different types of interpersonal relationships and acknowledging their common and distinct 

characteristics, relationship science can provide more beneficial and generalizable knowledge. 

Limitations and Future Research Directions 

 I acknowledge some limitations in the study design that deserve consideration when 

interpreting the findings.  There may be limits to the generalizability of the field study results 

given that the field study sample was comprised of employees and managers employed in South 

Korea.  I raise this caveat particularly because it is likely that the meaning of interpersonal 

relationships may vary across national cultures.  For example, those in collectivistic cultures, like 

South Korea, may hold higher expectations for individuals to appropriately manage their 

interpersonal relationships, while an individualistic culture may value individuals’ personal 

interests and identities.  Future research may wish to test the generalizability of the results in 

samples of leaders and members from national cultures distinct from the one feature here.  In 

particular, it would be intriguing to learn how different factors help individuals to engage in 

relationship maintenance processes in different cultural contexts and when leaders and members 

are from different cultures.  Given the rise of working across national boundaries, this type of 

work would address a growing need to better understand how to overcome relational threats in 

culturally diverse groups of people.   

 In addition, the results suggest that more careful application is needed when capturing the 

attractiveness of alternatives dimension in organizational settings.  Unlike studies in the close 

relationship area, this dissertation found that this dimension generally shows low reliability 

scores and a weak relationship with LMX quality.  It is possible that more specific alternatives 

should be identified in the leader-member relationship contexts.  While it is relatively clear who 

the alternative is in the close relationship context, multiple potential alternatives exist in 
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organizational settings.  For example, an employee’s motivation and performance may be 

substituted by multiple members’ efforts.  Future research may consider first identifying who the 

potential alternative for each participant is before providing the attractiveness of alternatives 

scale. 

The student sample used in Study 2 may require cautious interpretation of the findings.  

The undergraduate student sample did not have significant organizational experience and may 

not have a clear sense about the leader-member relationships.  This might have limited their 

engagement to the experimental context.  Moreover, this may limit the generalizability of the 

findings.  Although the main purpose of Study 2 was to examine the causal relationship between 

cognitive and behavioral mechanism, future research with working adults sample is expected to 

be beneficial. 

 Finally, one of the unexpected findings in this dissertation is that different relationship 

maintenance mechanisms work for different types of interdependence dilemma.  For example, 

the relationship between transformation of motivation and constructive accommodation in Study 

2 was only meaningful in Scenario 3 (newcomer entry) but not in other three scenarios (work-

family, reward allocation, abusive supervision).  Study 3 also showed that dependence is an 

important relationship maintenance factor only in the reward allocation situation while emotional 

intelligence helps maintain relationships only in the abusive supervision scenario.  I suggest that 

we need to better understand the nature of interdependence dilemmas.  Dilemmas caused by 

cognitive judgments (e.g., reward allocation) may require cognitive factors (e.g., dependence) for 

individuals to effectively overcome.  On the other hand, those caused by emotional stress (e.g., 

abusive supervision) may be better managed by emotional skills or factors (e.g., emotional 

intelligence).  This area is expected to provide an interesting future research direction. 
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Practical Implications 

 The results of this dissertation provide some messages to organizational leaders.  First, 

they need to put continuous efforts in managing the quality of their relationships with members.  

Once leaders develop high-quality leader-member relationships with high performing 

individuals, they tend to decrease their efforts to understand and manage problems in the 

relationships.  This dissertation shows that it may result in breach in the relationships.  Moreover, 

organizational leaders need to pay attention to those members who have low quality LMX and 

find some strategies to repair the relationships.  This dissertation suggests one clue to this issue 

and increasing the level of interdependence may help them overcome problems in their 

relationships.  

In addition, organizational leaders need to be more careful about their staffing decisions 

and period considering their potential influence to harm the quality of existing leader-member 

relationships.  Staffing decisions are often considered separately from interpersonal or social 

issues in work groups.  This dissertation shows that the meaning of newcomer is not simply 

having an additional individual with new motivation and ability but more complex to influence 

relational dynamics of work groups.  Understanding of interpersonal dynamics is required to 

avoid potential unexpected negative influence of newcomer entry. 

Conclusion 

 The leader-member relationship is one of the critical interpersonal relationships in 

individuals’ organizational lives.  Better understanding of the dynamics of the leader-member 

relationship is necessary to better manage them.  This dissertation suggests that quality of LMX 

is vulnerable in organizations even if it once achieved high quality.  Continuous efforts to 
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maintain its quality are essential to enjoy the benefits of high-quality leader-member 

relationships in organizations. 
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