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(/ABSTRACT
"

The present study investigated a variation of the ~eader~
Member Exchange {L!-1X) model of o1:ganisationul leadership, by
exploring whether a subordinatets locus of contrQl orien-
tation, and- a structured managemetlt style, would enhance the
quality of the manager-subordinate dyadic relationship in
terms of explaining subordinates' job attitudes (eog., job
satisfaction) and their work performanc~. Research was
conduct.ed on a sample of \'1hite-collarpersonnel (N = 269)
within a major South African insurance organisation. It was
found that the variables of suborddnace locus of control
orientation and structured management style were Lndependenz

of the quality of the manager-subordinate dyadic relationship
(or N~gotiating Latitude). This finding suggested that the
quality of the manager-subordinate relationship does not take
into account the possibility that subordinates of either locus'
of control orie71tation may require different types of leader-
ship, such as, a greater or lesser degree of supervisory
structure in their job roles. ifuen the variables oE locus of
control and structured management style were included in the
LMX model, locus of control exp.Laf.nedan addi.tional amount ,',of
variance in subordinate job sati~faction but not in teXIns of
their work performance, than LMX alone. The variable of struc-
tured management style did not explain any additional variance
in job satisfaction and performance of subordinates, than LMX
alone. The limitations of the study, as well as theoretical
and practical implications of the study will be considered.
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LEADERSHIP

Leadefrship has been described as one of:,!the moaz observed , yet
least understood. phenomena in existence (Coghill, 1986).

u

However, effective leadershi.p is a key factor for the
successful functioning of an organisation (Coghilr~ 3.986;-
Thomas, 1988; Vroom, 1983). Poor leadership is often given as
a reason for inadequate orga:nisatiQnal performance, and
effective leadership for numanoue organisational successes
(Coghill, 1986; Feldberg, 1981). Indeed, Vroom (1983p,contends
that any knowledge which the behavioral sciences can
contribute to the,!'a}~din the identification and enhancement; of
leadership in organised human endeavour would be of inunense
societal value. Consequently a good unders't:.andingof the
phenomenon of leadership is ultimately of great importance to
enhanced orgaDisational functioning ,at the micro-level, and
sustained economic IJro'Wt'l1at the macro-level (Nunns & .~g:l.rysf
1'992 ). Feldberg (1981) defines organisational leadership as
b~~ing the exercise of, interpersonal Lnf Luenoe throu~h the
ccmmund.ca t.Lon process in order to achd.eve specified goals or

'\

objectives. However., Feldberg (19S1) i~ilS to mention that a
leader may also make use of organisational rewards and
sanctions in order to achieve specified goals or objectives.
Further!l'lCll'o'le,leadership is not just an itlterpersonal issue r

effective organisational leadership also involves technical
expertise and administrative functions, on th~ part of the
leader. Malherbe (1986) argues that the obj~ctives of

1



effect~.ve organisational leadership behaviour are to maximise
produc1:.ivity, to stimulate creative employee problem solving,
to promote employee morale and sati$ifa:1t;.ion3.nd to improve

\~-
interpersonal relat.i.onships among worJ{ers. Schein (1984)"
howE:!ver,argues that the gaining of a broflder understanding of
organisational leadership involves consideration of a great
number. of variables which can effect organisational
leadership. Such variables include the personality of the
leader, the characteristics of the subordinate, organisat.ional
level, cultural, political, and socio-economic conditions
within the organisation and situational constraints. Acc,?rding

I

to Malherbe (1986), some other important'influenc~s on
effectiVe leadership include: the .stage of deve.lopment; Oi~

subordinates (see Pigors, 1976) r the individual dyadd.c
relationship (see Dansereau & Markham, 1987) and the
organisational climate (see Visser, 1980). MCCormict and

'fTiffin (1979) add that the way in which a manager behaves
towards his/her subozdd.natiea is largely dependent on the
nat.ure of th,~ job f the subordinate I s perceptions about the
manager and the personal, technical al1d administrative support
provided t.o t.he subordinate.

Research :tnd,icatesthat effective leadership typically
results in increased employee work perfoonance nnd job

sat:isfaction (Bass,. 1990; Blake &. Mouton, 1964: Fiedler, 1967;

G:i.bbons,1992; GrE'JeI\e,1975: Hersey & Blanchard I 1977; House ¥

J977; Katz & Kahn, 1978; La't'll.esss Finch, 1989; Novak, 1984;

Schein, 1900; Wayne & Ferris, 1990p Yukl, 1989). FoJ:'example,

2



Novak (1984) found that a nigh quality nlanager-subordinate
relationship led to increased job satisfaction and work
performance among salaried employees in a large manufacturing
organiBation. Furthermore, Coghill (1986) suggests that
effective leadership behaviour can produce positive goal
attainment, and an increase in motivation, productivity: job
satisfaction, performance, morale, and turnover within the
setting of an organisation. Hencet effective leadership
behaviour greatly contributes to the success of an

I'organisa'tion (Coghill, 1986). Dansereau, Graen & Haga (1975)
and Yukl (1989), however, criticise most contemporary models
of leadership (eg. McGregor's (1960) Theory, Blake & Mouton's
(1964) Managerial Grid, Fiedle!."s (1967) Contingency Theory,
and Hersey & Blanchard's (1977) Situational Leaciership Theoryj
as being limited. Thi.s is because, as will ba discussed later
under the headi~1g "Criticism of

{I .'

pasif Leadership Approaches",
\'I)adediuate:lyaddress thethese theories typically do not

reciprocal dyadic relationship that exists between managers
and each of their subordinates (Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1975;
Yukl, 1989). Traditional leadership models (eg. McGregor,
1960; Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard,
1977) focus on the behaviour of the manager, while ignoring
how the subordinate's behaviour affects the manager's
leadersldp style (Gist, 1987; Hollander & Offerman, 1990 ),.
More recently, managerial leadership has been explained as a
transaction or a social exchange whereby both managers and
subozdf.nat.es make a contribution to "the manager-subordinate
relationship (Bass, 1990; Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987). An example

3
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of this appzoaoh is George Graenf,~ r_,p.ada\r-MemberExchange

(I.&TIt)(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Vecch.i.o,1985) where emphasis

is placed on the dyadic relationship between managers and
,)

subordinates (NQ'Irak,1984). In terms of this, approach,: the
(I

reciprocal relationship between managers and their

subordinates is a central concept, as the quality of the

lead~~.r~s'Ubordinatedyad is associated \l7i.th t!te job

aat.Lsf act.Lon and work performance achieved (Dienesch & Liden,

1986; Hollander & Offerman, 1990).

Research, for example, by Gr~en, Li~:l,f.mand Hoel 0.982) on
"~'I
.r-'

48 computer programmers in a large North Ai\lericD.n'Public
(

utility organisation investigated th~ ef'fectiveness of leader-

memberexchange as a leadorship approach and showed (during a

one-year period) that the leader-member rel{?tionship explains
'.,i;<,';)~ \

more than thref.'!'t:imes a greater amount;(:Jf ,,;,;I:;.i.t:ia.nce( .79 as

opposed 'to .23) in organisational outcomes such as job
"attitudes and the prediction of employee turnover, than the

more traditional leadership approaches (eq. Blake & Mouton's

(1~64) Managerial GridT; He+,sel'& Blancnard' s (1971') 1

Situational L~adershi'p and :e'iedler's (1967) Leader-Match
'..__-'

Theory). However, evon though this is only one study, it still

shows promise regarding the effecti'\Teness of the leade,r-member

exchange approach in explaining organisational outcomes.

Furthermore, an important concept is the quality of the

leuder-member exchange b~tween :rr.la"r~;llJ?rand subordinate (Novak,

1984). This is because the qua,lity of the exchange determines

both leaders' and suboxdf.nat.as' job performance and jOb

4



satisfaction (Graen & Cashman, 1975; Novak, 1984; Se~eYt

198J.).

According to Hollander (1985),. the study of leadership

has involved a l.arge number.of different approaches. A. shoxt,
II

critical revie't~ of some of the leadership theories wi~!l

f oLl.ovs; These theories will focus on the Great ManApproaches,

Trait Theory, The Managerial Grid, Situational Leadership,

and Contingency Theory. The Ieeader-M.exabe:cExchange theory will

be addressed in more detail.

Leadership Approaches

Edwi.nHollander (1985), regarded by Bass (1990) as one of

the J.eading socd.aI psychologists of the past (,fewdecades i

contends that there are five major lscid.e,rsh.;lparea!) ,",~hich

consti tute the most Lmpoz-t.ar, "- leadership approaches. Eas::hwill
,i/

be briefly (and cri ticcllly) discussed in t.-heie>llowing

sec·tion. Thereafter it will ~e argued that the leader-member

exchange approach (Diene$ch & Liden, 1996; Vecchio, 1985)
provides the most appropriate description of the leadership

process for the present research.

The "Great ManUAQproachand Trait Theories

:E'ormany commentat.ors (e9'. f ,lames, 1880; Carlyle, 1841) t

history io shaped by the leadership of great men. The "Great

Man" theory (Gal'ton, 1869) was one of the earliest approaches

5
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to leadership. In this theory I leaders were selim as people
'\vithunique qualities or traits necessary for leadsJ:'ship \\

I't

(Bassy 1990; Stogdill, 1948). An example of a unique quality
was intelligence. The Great Man ap~roach has be~n criticised
by Hollander and Offerman (1990) for ignoring envircrunental

'"

factors impacting on leader behaviour, while considering
genetic factors to be more important. Furthermore, Hollander
(1985) argues that the Great Man approach is simplistic ae it
does not consider 'thedynamic nature of leadership. An

extension of the "Great Man" theory is the Trait. Approach,
which is also based on tL.~ assumption of an hereditar:j basis
of leadership qualities (Hollander & Offerman, 1990). The
Trait Theories (eg., Kohs &clrle, 1920; Page, 1935; Kilbourne,

\

1935; Stogdill, 1943) contend~d that if"leaders are endqwed
•with superior qualities that differentiate them from their

followe~~1 it should be possible to identify these qualities.
)\

'rna Traii/tApproach highlighted ·these specific personal
qualities or traits (ego intelligence, extroversion) that
those people in leadership roles should possess (Hollander,
1985). For example, resear~hers &uch as Gough (1989) and Lord,

- -~\\DeVader, and Alliger (1986) found support for a~troversion as
a generalised trait that is likely to increase one's tendency
to a·ttempt to lead and to participate in group activities.
Gough (1989) tested American university students and military
cadet.s and reported that emerging as a leader correlate.d .76
for males and .BO for females with being ()utspoken, .62 and
.39 with being sociable, and -.Bl and -.65 with being shy.
However, Bellingrath (].930, and Drake (1944) found no

6



significant correlations betwef'u"extroversion-introversion
scores arld leadership.

Stogdill's (1950) trait appzoachv classifies leadership
into the following six categories, namely, physical,
intelligence, personality, p,ocial, task-related, and social
background. These six categories highlighted different traits
that leaders were presumed to exhibit. Coghill (1986) contends
that Stogd.ill's approach overlooks the possibility that
leaders who are !Successful in one situation may not
nece6sarily be successful in others. One of the ways the trait
theories can be criticised is that, they focus on the
attributes of the manager while ignoring the unique
personality and abilities of the subordinate (BasS, 1990).
Furthermore, by focusing only on the traits of .the Leadez,

trait theories ignore the fact that leaders require d.ifferent
abilities and traits in different situations (Coghill, 1986).
Hollander and Offerman (1990) criticise the trait approaches
for not properly considering the manager-subordinate
relationshi,p. Finally, Mann (1959) reviewed 125 leadership
studies and found that the efflectiveness of a leader depends
as much on the traits of the If':lader,as on the prevalent'
situation. Di!,>s~tisfaction of various researchers (eg.,
Hemphill, 1950; Jenkins, 1947; Shartle, 1950) with the foctls
on trait.s rather than behaviours of leaders resulted in the
orga.nisation of the Ohio Stat.e Leadership Studies and the
development of leadership style theories.

7



Leadership Style Theories

Leadership style theories ori.~inated in the Ohi.o State
Universi ty s'tudies in the 1940 r s IFSchein, 1980). ReSl9archers

attempted ,to define precisely wha~~ kind of behaviour lee.ders
performed (Schein, 1984). The Ohio State researchers used
their results !~todevelop the firs!t form of the Lea.dp-l:'
Behaviour Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Hemphill~ 1950;
Hemphill & Coons, 1957). The \results of the Ohio State
Uni versi ty research led to behavd.otrrbeing described in te;rms
of two independent dimensions t:allP.ld"initiating structure"
and IIconsideration". Ill,itiating structure concerns the degree
to which leaders define and organise tasks, e;stablish
commurlication networks and evaluate group performance (Bass,
1990). Consideration refers to followc:J:'perceptions of the
leader's degree of trust for his subordinctte(s), the mutual
respect in the leader-member relationship as well as the
deg~e of concern shown by the leader for th4i; welfare of
(~mployees (Cog:q,ill,1986). Hollander (1985) a.rgues that
research on leadership style theories up to 1974 showed that
fifty-four out of seventy-seven studies conducted on
organisational participants yielded support for the two
dimensions, namely initiating structure and consideration. For
example, Halpin (1955) compared supervisors in two different
roles, namely, school administrators and air force. qoromillnd
pilots. He found they differed on these two dimensions, \'1ith
school administrators more ~~ikely to show consideration, and
cormnand pilots more initiation of structure (Halpin! 1955).

8



Initiating structure and consideration \~ere found to be
positively related to producti~ity and job satisfaction in the

'l

follo~ing different settings (correlations of leader
consideration and initiation of structure \'I1'ith job performance
ranged from ~27 to .46 and, from .22 to .27 respectively, and
,\. 11

with job satisfaction from .65 to .83 and from .46 to .51
rE>Si..:-:,""+-ively):in industrial settings (Badin, 1974; Farris,
l:Jb~, Fleishman & Simmons, 1970; Skinner, 1969), hospita-;?s
(Oaklander &. Fleishman, 1964), educational settings (Petty &
Lee, 1915) r a:·\ci gcv-ermnent o:t'gan,i.sations(l).!iless Petty,
1977). However, variouS commentators (99., Halpin & Croft,
1962; Oldham, 1976; Seltzer & Bass, E ..0) argue that the use
of only two constructs, namely, initiation and consideration,
does not provide a detailed enough profiJ.e\.of laadership

,
behaviollr. This is because these authors found that the
b~haviour of leaders could not be adequately explaine.d by just
two facto~s~ rather, more detailed scales of leadership
nehaviour were developed which were found to be higher in
::-elationto leadership effectiveness than were measures of
consideration and initiation oi structure. For example, in a
North American study of 875 part-time MBA students, Seltzer
and Bass (1990) obtained a correla'tion of .61 between
charismatic leadership and leader effectiveness, and, in a
similar sample, a correlation of .66 was obtained between
charismatic Leadez-sh'l.p and satisfaction with the leader. These
correlations were considerably higher than were the
ccm.e Lat.Lons of effectiveness and satisfaction with measures
of consideration and initiation of structure. Hence, the

9
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cons't.ruc'caof consideration and initiation of structure were
found to be limited. According to Hollander and Offer.nlan
\1990), a more important criticiSm of leadership style
theories is their focus on the typical behaviour of the leade17

towards his subordinate, while ignoring the fact that
leadership style is also influenced by the follower~'
behaviour towq;l:dsthe leader, especially insofar as follower.
expectations and percepti.ons abowc a leader affect the process
of leadership (Graen.~ Scandura, 1987). Hollander and
Offerman's (1990) criticism of leadership style theories is in
line with recent conceptual C)p.drese~rch developments in the

III

field of leader-ship which show increasing attention to the
follOW€f1fS' role in the leadership pzoces s (eg., Conger &

I<anungo, 1988; Hollander, 1986; HowepJ ,-'Avolio,1993; :Kinicki
& Vecchio, 1994; Lord lit Maher, 1990). Althougl+ the study of
leadership has always presumed the existence of followers,
their roles were vIewed as essentially passive (Elgie,
Hollander & Rice, 1988). However, recetl.tapproaches to
leadership study (eg., Sa'ss, 1.985; Fiedler &: House, 1988;

Graen & scandcze , 1987) have increasingly aouqht; to integrate
followers more fully into an understanding of leadership. This
deve l.epment, has. bel€m affected by the greater attention to
gxoups and team effort in the workplace attributable in part
to Japanese management practices (eg., Ouchi, 1981) which
involve sharing of power and engaging followers' talents
through empowerment; (Hollander & Offerman, 1990). One reason
why the reCl:ll:it.trend in organisational leadership has been
toward great~';rinterest i.n the role of followers may be

10
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because trarJ,i tional leadt::ll.ishipapproaches which examine only
the manage:r~~' behaviour only represent half the equation in

II
manager-su~ordinate dyads, and are thus conceptually unsound

"(Nunns, Ballantine, Burns! 6t King, 1990). Secondly, given the
range of individual differences betw'een subordinates no single
manaqez Le L l:stylecan be expected to be appropriate for all
subc.rdr.nat.ea(NUnnS at a.l., 3.990)r hence a major conceptual
problem for those leadership approaches which focus otl
leadership styles.

Further ,::::-i ti'.:;ismsof the Ohio State Uni versi ty research
have been of a technical nat.uze, For example, the scales used

\-;;

to measure consideration and initiation of structure \'lere
found to suffer from halo effects as well as a variety of
other respon$e errors, such as leniency and social
desirability (Schriesheim, Kinicki, ,& Schrieslleim, 1979; Graen
& SchiE~mann, 197B). Hence, it was not known whether the scales
were vaLi.d measures of true consideration and initiation of
structure. However, despite criticism of the Ohio State
University studies, Blake & Mouton (1980) argue that
initi.at.:i.ngstructure and consideration are constructs that are
key eLemarrt s wi thin the lead~rship domain. Hence, there are
leadership approaches that use initiating structure and
consideration as basic constructs. These approaches are called
leadership style theories and include Blak.e and Mouton's
(1964) Managerial Grid and Hersey and Blanchard's (1977)
Situational Leadership Theory. It is argued in the present
'study that these theories do not differ greatly from one

11



another, they involve similar constructs, which are merely
labelled in a different way. Tl),eseapproaches will briefly be
discussed.

The !-ianagerialGrid

The Ohio State University constructs of initiating
structure and consideration were extended into a two-

";:,.1

dimensional grid (see Figure 1) by Blake and Mouton (1964),
which yielded five generalised managerial styles. The two
dimensions ~lere termed a Concern for Production and a Concern
·/i~rPeople. Concern for Production (a similar concept to
"initiating structure") is the amount of concern which the
manager holds for producing goods and providing services
(Blake & Mouton, 1982). Concern for people (similar to
"conSideration") is the amount of concern held by the manager
for his/her superiors, subordinates, colleagues or customers
(Blake & Mouton, 1982). The grid is two-dimensional with the
horizontal dimension representing a concern for production,
and the vertical dimension representing a concern for people
(Bass, 1990). Blake and Mouton (1964) contend ~hat thet:a two
dimensions yield five generalised managerial styles in the
grid ranging from the "impoverished" management style through
to the !Iteam" management style. The "impoverished" style is
described by Blakl: and Mouton (1964) as combining a very low
concern for people with a very low concern for ~roduction.
This s~yle is tantamount to abdication (Coghill, 1986).
Conversely, the "team" style combines a high concern for

12



people 'witha high concern for production (Blake & Mouton,
1964) .

Ligure 1. The Managerial Grid
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(Blake & Mouton, 1982)

Like t.heOhio stu.dies, Blake and Mouton's managerial grid
has been criticised by a number of authors (e9., Bass, 1990;

Hollander -s Offerman, 1990; Lord, 'DeVader, & Alliger I 1986)

for focusing too much on the behaviour of the leader towards
his subordinate while ignoring how the behaviour of the
subordinate may influence the leader. AccQrding to Dienesch
and Liden (1986) the managerial grid does not'consider the
reciprocal relationship between managers and subordinates, as

c l

the DubordinatesP characteristics are not seen to impact on
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managers performance, behaviou:r.lstyle and, ac\{,l:ivities.'I'he
.theory!'::which has only two dimensions, was criticis~d by

HC(l11ander (1985) a::; being simplistic. 'l'hiois because the
;·lIanagef'iEl.lgrid does not consider situational variables I while
ass'Jluir19't.hat; the "team manaqementr' style fits/lall situations

/'//.:~/
(Hollander, 1985). Other authors (Deluga, ';998; HerseY.and

- /'-:::-'':"_-nlanchard, 1977; Bernardin and Alvares, 1976: and Keller,
1978) criticise Blake and Mouto~'s (1964) managerial grid
insofar as it lacks set.Lafact.oxy empirical support. Cc;,;:(,;"cism

\} -_-

towards the grid has g_lso been targeted from a methodological
<,

point of view in previous research (eg ••~gyris, 1976; Hall,
1916; Kreinik & Colarslli, 1971; Reiner & !-1.orris1 1987). For
example, research (eg., Hall .& Donnell, 1979) on the grid has
lacked appropriate controls as a Ii\'eE',nS of controlling rival
hypotheses. Due ,to the theoretical and empirical limitations
of the mlnagerial grid, a new direction in leadership research
resulted in the development of the Contingency Approaches
(Fiedler, 1967, 19781. Hollander and Offe~llIan (1990) contend
that t.he three Contingency Approaches (eg'1 Fiedler, 1971:
Vroom & Yetton, 1973, House, 1971) were'more dynamic than the
leadership style theories in that subozdf.ne'ces'
characteristics were more fully considered.

Contingency Theo6Y.

Fiedler's contingency theory (1967,1971) dominated much
of the research on leadership during the 19708. For Fiedler
(1967, 1971), the effectiveness of task-oriented and

14



relations~priented leaders is contingent on the demands

imposed 'iy'the sit>t,ation (Bass., 1990). :t!iedler's major
i! ' !

cont.r Ibut.Len tlaS to shi.ft the emphasd s in leadership research

from trai tl:~and behaviours to the' leader and the cont.ext;

within t'lhic!h the process of leadershi,p occurs (Coghill, J.9,86;

Hollander & Offerman.,. 1990). Leadership was beginning to be

viewed as m~)reof a "process" ""hich ,requires leaders to direct

and maintain ~:hecollective activitjj' of tp.e:i..r followers,

thereby according greater responslb.:Ui t.y and powez. to

follo'V;~rs and allot"ing their role to' become more active

(Hollander & Offerman, 1990; StewOlrt;t 1982). F.iedler (1967)

argues that leader-group relations (l1\OW "l,'>iellleader and

members of a gl'()up get along) I task s!tructure (clarity of

steps needed to complete a task) and l?osit:iorJl power (amount of

legitimate authority available to the leader), describe the

s.ituational favourableness for the leader (Sche\(~ 1980) •
-'0 it

Fiedler's mOdel aims to distingu.ish between leaders who are
;. <j

task-oriented or relationship-oriented. Fiedle!..' determines

t.hf,s by a "least-preferred co-worker" (LPC) score, which is

obtained by asking leaders to con.sider ~~ll the individuals

with whomthey have worked, and then to specifically determine

the characteristics of the people with whomthey worked with

least effectively (Ayman& Chemers, 1983). If the leader's

least preferred co-worker score is low, then the leader

considers the subordinate in relati.vely unfavourable terms I

and the leader is thus primarily interested in effective

perfonnance, and is task oriented (Robbins, 1988). A

relationship~oriented leader (a high least preferred co-worker
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score) is interested in fostering good relationships with
his/her cc-worker ,

Research on Fiedler's contingency theory has shot1fl

various weaknesses jn the thecry, such as devoting little
attention to subordinate characteristics (Rice & Kastenbaum,
1993), and the fa.ct that various facto:rsq such as group
performance can cause ,?ariations in leaders I LPC scores
(Vroom, 1983). Various authors (Hollander~ 1985; Dienesch and
Lidenr 1986) dispute the acceptability of Fiedler's theory as
a leadership approach on the basis that it dOBS not adequately
consider the dyadic reciprocal relationship that should exist
between' leaders and su.bordinates. The emphasis of this
approach (like the previously mention£;~:,leadership models)
still centres around the behaviour of the leader tmV'ards his
followers to the relati va ex.Clusion of how fol.~,oW'ersmay
influence the leader (Hollander s Offerman,··199..0; Lord,
DeVader & Alliger t 1986). On technical grounds ;.\the least

1preferred co-worker instrument has been ques tLoned by Robbins
(1988), as longitudinal studies have shown that respondents'
least preferred co..-wozkez scores are not stable over time.
Finally, research has disputed the construct vaJlidity and
content validity of tr'e model (Isenberg, 1981; Rice, 1981).
Hersey and Blanchard (1977), in response to the c)bovementioned

Ii

inadequacies of Blake and Mouton's (1964) Manageirial Grid and
Fiedler's Contingency Theory (1967), formulated a:\ leadership

I·

approach called the Situational Leadership Theory (Hersey &
Blanchard: 1977).
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SituatiQ:lliilLeadership Theory

Situational leadership is based on the two Ohio state
University dimensions, namely concern for people and concern
for production (Goodson, McGee & cashnian, 1989). However,

"

,~ Jia,rseyand Blanchard (1977) reject the assertion made by Blake

al~~ Mouton (1964) of the existence of an, ideal management,
style (ie. the "team mi"·~agemeT'l.t.style"). Itather, Hersey and
Blanchard (1977) argue that managers will be more effective in
attaining personal and urganisational goals if thE.'Yadapt.
their leadership styles to meet t.he needs of the particular
si truat.Lon and the needs of their subordinates.

'rhe Situational Leadership theory, much like ,.theother
leadership approaches mentioned thus far, represents leader

'I';

behaviour by means cf a two-dimensional grid which yields four
basic leadership behaviour styles. A further variable that is
included in Hersey and Blanch.ardvs (lS77) approach is the

,>

"Task Maturity" level of the subordinates. T~ ",maturi'cy ;is !
. 1

def ined as the ability 1 te;"hnical knowledge I self -conf idence Ii
and self respect to do the job (Hersey tit Blahchard, 1977).
According to Blanchard (1985), each leadership style depends
on the maturity level of the subordinate and is related to a
specific maturity level (see Fig. 2). Furthermore, when
combining leadership styles and maturity levels, different
approaches to a leader's decision making and problem solving
result (eg., directing, coaching, supporting and delegating).
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figure 2. Hersey and Blanchard's leader behaviour in terms
of subordinat._g_maturi tv: level..
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(Hersey & Blancha ...·4, 1977)
The Situational Leadership approach has been crit:'cised

(eg., Blank, Weitzel & Green, 1990; Dlenesch ft Liden, 1986;
Hollander, 1985) as being similar, in essence, to the
leadership approaches of Blake and Mouton (1964) and Fiedler
(1967) as it merely adopts the same behavioural constructs
while presenting them in a different. way. This means that
sLt.uat.Lona L lead~rship theory doe' not consider the behevf.oze.L,

,I

flexibility of both the le&ders ~. 'he subordinatss, and does'
not consider t.he reciprocal relationship that exists between
leaders and subordinates (Blank, Weitzel & Green, 1990;
Hollander & Offerman, 1990), This ;:,5 because it considers
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leadership solely from the managers perspective (Schein,
1980). From a technical vLewpod.rrt , it has been argued that:
Hersey and Blanchard's model has not been subjected to
satisfactory independent research thus limitin~ its
generalisability (Bass, 1990). According to Aldag and Brief
(1981), the model lacks internal consistency with regards to
its measures. Finally, the abovemerrcLo' ,Gel. eriticis"tlthat
Situntional Leadership (like the other l~adership approaches
discussed) does not consider the reciprocal relc1.'tionshipthat
exists between leaders and subordinates, has led to the
development O~ leadership approaches which show increasing
attention to the follower in the leadership process. An

exemp l.e'of such an approach is Leader-Member Exchange «kaen,
1978), ~hich ~as developed lar.gely as a result of the
criticism of various authors (e.g., Graen, 1978; Vecchi<:)&

Gobdel, 1984) of past leadership approaches.

Criticism.....Qf_previousLeadership A'Q:Rro~ches

It has been argued that the quality of the dyadic
relationship that exists be '~weenmanager .and subordinate must
be central in J.eade:r.shipresearch (Liden & Graen, 1980;
Heneman, Green:berge::-,& Anonyuo, 1999). The reason for this is
that previous approaches have tended to ignore this reciprocal
rela tionship I and exami.ne leadership solely from the leader's
perspective (Gist, 1987, Hollander, 1985; Rushy Thomas & Lord,
1977). Graen (1976,1978) argues that each member of the c.yad

can effect the other member of the dyad's performance and. job
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satisfaction. This depends on the degree of int,_grat.1.veeffo.1Ct
between manager and subordinate characterised by varying
dagrees of mutual trust, lnteraction, support and reward
(Liden & Graen I 1980). <';raen'S (1918) Leader-Member Exchange
is a Leade.rah.Lp approach that. addresses this issue by focusing
on the reciprocal relati.onship be·tween managers and

subordinates (Dienes'ch & Liden, 19B6). Research has

established leader-member exchanqe a~ a more viable leadership
approach (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990;
Grasn, 1918 f Graen, Lide::l& Hoel, 1982: Novak, 1984) as
compared with research on the tradit.ional leadership
approaches (Die~esch & Liden, 1986; Hollanger, 1985; Reiner &

\',.',

Morris,. 1987; Schain, 19£10). This is because the traditional
leadership approaches have examined leadership solely from the
leader's perspective, while ignoring how the subordinate's
behaviour affects the manager's leadership.style (GiJ3t, 1987;
Hollander & Offennan, 19~O). According to Hollander (1985),
Dienesch and Liden (1986), and Kinicki and Vecchio (1994),
leader-member exchange is an approach to leadership which is a
forerunner of the present trend in leadership research towaxd
greater interest in the role of followers. For this reason,
leader-member exchange has b~en adopted in the present study
as a potential springboard from which to further an "

understandini< of leadership .in p:tganisations.
l,.':

Leader=Hember Exchang~

George Graen and his .associates ,(Dansereau, Cashman fir
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Graen, 1973; Danlsereau, Graen & Raga, 1975; Gr'aen & Cashnlan,

1975~ Graen" Ng,:gc.!~& sommezkamp,1982; Graen & scenduza , 1987)
<:;/ :-~;-..<:

have', developed art alterna:~e approach to the study Of

leadl:1i:rship by focusing on the relationships th,at e:mergefrom

the dyadiC interaction bet~]een a Eluperior and his

subC:I:l~dinate(s ). Many of the traditional theories of leadership

as,snmle that a leader e:n:hibits an "average leadership'" style

toward all member:s of a work group (Duneganl Duchon, Uhl-Bienq

1992). In c6ntras1~I Green's (197B) Leader ....MemberExchange

(IJ.1X) appzoach eml)hasises that the quality of the dyadic

exchanqe can vary substantially between iil supervisor, and
':0

indiv:i.dual subord.:i.nat,es. Hence, Graen (1.978) sug9,esi~s that a

more tilppropriate means of assessing a leader's pot\ential for

LnfLuenc'Lnq his subordinates' behetviour requires f

cOlls;i.l::leration of the varyin,g quality of this dyadic exchange.

LEADER ME!JIBER

_y.
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The Leader-Member Exchange modeJ. f,Qcuses on the
iriclividual dyadic relationships between supervisors or
managers (termed "leaders"), and each of their subordinates
(termed "members") (Scandura & Graeu, 1984). Graen (1976)
contends that, \'I7ithinorgQnisat.i..ons,roles are defined in an

C}

ambi~uous and incomplete manner. As a result, employees must
complete the role definH:ion themselves (Graent Orris" &

Johnson, 1973). Leader-member exchange theory states that
supervisors have a V(sted interest in their subordinates' role
performance (Dienesch & Lid7:P'1986). Consequently, a
subordinate's direct supervisor is the person most likely to
use formal aanct.Lcns (in a legitimate way) to enforce role
expactiatd ons (Graeh, 1976). Thus the interpersoU=:-ll exchange

between subordinate and manager is assumed to be a crucial
mechanism in determining the type of role that the subordinate
will play (Dienesch Ii: Liden, 1986). According to I.iden and
Graen (1980), the quality of t.he relationship between each
leader and member of a dyad develops through numerous
interactions and exchanges he1~wee.."\the t"'TO, known as the ro1e-
making process. During this pzoceas the leader and mamba.'!::

negotiate and reach ag:reem(:)~t., explicitly or implicitly I on .a

number of aspects of their relationship such as the degree of
the subordinate's autonomy and authority, the extent of
information shared and subordinate influence in decision

making/, concern and trust provided by the manager, and the
type of tasks af5signed to the subordinate (Duchon, Green, &

Tabor, 1986; Graen & .scendure , 1987).
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In terms of the leader-member exchange theory, the
concept used to describe the nature and quality of the dyadic
exchange between managers and subordinates is Negotiating
Latitude (NL). Novak (1984) defines the concept "negotiating
latitude" as the subordinates' perceptions of the job and the
manager's willingness to personally assist in solving
subordinates' job problems. Subordinates who experience high
NL enjoy greater communication, trust, influence in decision
making and discretion with their managers than those low in NL
(Liden & Graen, 1980; Oienesch & Liden, 1986). In return, the
subordinate wou.Id commit himself/herself to greater degrees of
involvement and commitment t.owe.rdshis job, and the
functioning of his department (Scandura & Graen, 1904).
Alternatively, where NL is low, the exchange is charact~rised
by low levels of trust, interaction, support and reward (Liden
& Graen, 1980). Research has shown that a high negotiat;!_ng
latitude is associated with high levels of subordinate job
satisfaction (~= .71 and .73) (Graen, Novak, & Sommerk&m~,
1982, Rosse & Kraut, 1983; Wayne & Ferris, 1990), increased
employ~e performance (r= .76) (Graen et al., 1982; Scandura &
Graen, 1984) 1 high d(~cision influence (L = .45) (Scandura,
Graen, & Novak, 1986), and increased loyalty (~= .61)
(Dansereau at aL, , 15J7S). Furthermore, during a 1-year period,
in a study of 48 computer programmers working for a large

~,North AmericAr public: utility organisation, a high quality LMX
was shown to be a E?u:periorpredictor of employee turnover tha.n
an aver"\ge leaciership style approach (r= .79 as opposed to
.23) (Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982).
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Even though the Leader-Member Exchange model focuses on
the individual dyadic relationships between managers and each
of their subordinates, the subordinates themselves can be
classifi~d into two broad groups, based on the quality of
exchange with their manager. These two g:roups will be
discussed below, and are known as the "inner" and "outer"
groups.

Inner versu~ Outer GrouD Members

According to the theory of leader-membe.r exchange,
va'i:riousmembers' roles will be developed at different rates
and with different degrees of interaction with the leader.
This is because the leade].'does not have time to give all
members equal attention (Bass, 1990). Furthe~ore, the leader
values subordinates to different degrees and fosters the
success of those he/she values most (Chassie, 1984). According
to Kim and Organ (1982), a leader also initiates more exchan-
ges with highly competent' subordinates and establishes a close
relationship with only a few key ~embers. These key members
are known as the inner group. For dealing with the outer
group, the leader relies on fo:r.malauthority (Graen, 1976).
Hollander (1978) observed that it is (;l common phenomenon in
groups and organisations for an inner clique to form with whom
the leader has closer relations than with the rest of the
group. According to Hollander (1978), the .inner group gets
more attention, approval and status, however, they are
expected to be more loyal and committed ;;0 the leader and the
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group. A result of the formation of the inner group is that
the envy of the members of the outer group could be aroused.
Furthermore, the inner clique must share more blame for the
leader's failures (Bass, 1990). This is because the inner
group has a closer connection to the leader. Dansereau, Graen,
and Haga (1975) interviewed 60 leaders ~nd their subordinates
four 'times over nine months. They found that for members of
the inner qroup, the leader-subordinate dyadic exchange was
seen to be a partnership that was chararterised by reciprocal
influence, an extracontractual behaviour exchange, mutual
trust, respect and liking, and a; sense of common fate
(Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1975). The higher quality of the
leader-laember exchange for inner-group members than for outer-
group members was correlated with the leader's greater
attention to the inner-group members (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,
1975). Fur'thel."lllore,the energy and effort of the inner-group
members was g 'eater; they also had fewer job problems.

Duchon, Green and ~.')or (1986) found that members of the
inner group were more compatible ~ith the leader and had a
higher quality exchange relationship with the leader than did
members of the outer group. However, oucez--qrroupmembers were
not necessarily less satisfied 'With their leader or with their
degree of influence. Graen and Schiemann (1978) found that
leader-member dyads in the inner group agreed more 011 the
meaning of mutually experienced events than did leader-m~nber
dyads of the outer group. Liden and Graen (1980) found that
outer-group members reported spending less tilne in decision

25
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D\aking and were less likely to volunteer for special

assignments and extra work.

For 45 supervisor-subordinate dyads in a North Ameri<'::an

industrial organisatiou., Vecchio and Gopp.el (1984) found nhat;

leader-member dyadic exchanges in the inner group \olere of a

higher qualit.y. and were associated 'lTith the members' highe.r

performance ratings, bet.ter actual :job performance, less

tendency to quit, and greater satisfaction with supervision.

Similarly, tor a sample o:E 83 administrators in a large

hospi tal, inner-group membexs became trusted II lieutenants"

(Mael, 1986). Mael (1986) supported the "in/out" group

formulation by showing that such "lieutenants" had a highel7

negotiating latitude in their dyadic exchange relationship
/i

'''lith their leader and are more satis:Hed than are others with

their job and their leader's performance.

II

Research has typically supported the existence of unique

relationships between leaders and each subordinate (eg.,

Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery & St.einer, 1990; Graen, Liclen

& Hoel, 1982; Graen, Novak & Sommerkamp,1982; Graen &
Schiemann, 1978; Scandura & Graen, 1994; Vecchio, 1982).

Nevertheless, little is known of t.he ;process that occurs

between leaders and subordinates that results in a parrt.Lcu Lax

type or quality of exchange. Most leader-member exchange

models (eg. Da:n.sereauet aL, 1975; Graen, 1976, Liden s Graelln,

1980; Novak, 1!984) are structural models that are sta'tic. By

the word "static" it is meant that these models do not reflect
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changes over time, as well as the dynamic nature that Leadez--

member relationships follow. 'These models do not show the
development that occurs in the creation of effective leader-
member dyads. According tt.t 'rhomas (19B3) structural modaLe

identify parameters that influence behaviour, whilst
specifying the form or structure of that influence \1ith:Ln
organisations, and are use~ul for suggesting systematic
changes. In contrast to the structllral models, there exists
the process-oriented model. The process-oriented model is
dynamic, rather than static, as it el<.:aminesthe processes
invol ved in the developmen·t of effective leader-member
relationships. 'l'hismeans that events must be identifi.adt and
the effects of each event on subsequent, events must be
considered. An example of a process-oriented model of the
development of leader-member exchange is that,of Dienesch and
Liden (1986). Dienesch and Liden (1986) argue that their model
of leader-member exchange is an improvement on previous ·LMX
models. This is because, despite their emphasis on the role-
making process I previ't')us'LMX models have not direc'tly
addressed the question of how LMX relationships develop
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Consequently, Dienesch and Liden
(1986) have presented a model of LMX development which focuses
on 'the process that takes place between a Leader; and a
subordinate that results in a particular type of exchange.
Schriesheim et al. (1992) contend that by emphasising the J...MX
developmental process 1 Dienesch and IJiden (1986) may have
provided a more accurate conceptualisation of the exchange
relationship. If this is ".:lO, then Dienesch and Liden's model
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may provide an cppoxt.urn,t'y for greatef precision in empirici~l
research. 'l'heDienesch and Liden model will be discussed in
greater detail below.

The Dienesch f;\ndLid~n Lead§r-Member Exchang§.Model,:.

Dienesch and Liden (1986) developed'a leader-exchange
model using a reciprocal causation framework from literature

"
of attribution theory, roJ.e theory I and leadership theory. In
Dienesch and Liden's (19B6) model of leader-member exchange a
numbe.. ',I: developmental stages Gxist. These include t the
interaction stage, the qelegation stage, the stage where the
member responds to the leader's delegation, the leaders'
at~}ributj.ons of members' behaviour stage, and the fin-'llstage/'

~ r'

(1

concerns the outcome of t.he exchange.

Figure 4. Model of the leader-memb~!,-exchange ~opmenta.l
process

Me::nher
CharacterlSUt:S

Leade.
CharaClensllcs ._.~.__~u.n. ~__~

I V
I fU ,

· i-) LJ
.' LJ.' '""'\ ~i
U
I•

II n
C:OIO:QC:=::-:-=:C_-=:t_-=_t:a:_c __ .c=

//

- CONTEXT -

,
(Dien,esch & Liden, 1986:1)

28



Initial Interaction:
This component of the LMX development model is concerned

with the first time a leader and member intera=t in their
current positions. The initial interaction brings together the
unf.que attitudes, abilities, personality, experience, age and
background of the subordinate and leader, as well as initial
f~~elings of trustworthiness and expertise of each member
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Accordin.g to McCorm~ck and Tiffin
(1979) I the feeling of trustworthiness is a 'tAajorfactor in

))
int:erpersonal relationships. This is because I assert Dienesch
and Liden (1986), the subordinate will only accept managersf

offers (eg. benefits such as time off), if the subordinate
perceives that the leader can be trusted to r::-roducethe
offered resources.

Dienesch and Liden (1986) expand the initial interaction
stage of leader-member exchange to show that this stage may
have another important influence on an organisation, namely,
in a situation where a new employee (manager or subordinate)
joins the organisation (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Feldman and
Brett (1983) and Katz (1980) found that new employees to the
organisation react differently to new jobs than do
organisational incumbents who have changed jobs. For example,
newcomers may reqnire more information about the organisation
and support (Feldman & Brett, 1983), and the leader is a
likely source of provision of that information and support
(Louis, Posner & Powell, 19S~). In effect, newcomers
participate in two interrelated processes, namely,
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socialisatien into. the erganisatien and the develepment o.f a
leader-m~mber exchange relatienship with their new supe.rvLaoz-a
(Dienesch S. Liden, 1966).

Inspectien ef Figure 4 also. sugg~stbithat the initial
interactien of the manager and subordinate may be directly
linked to.the nature ef the exchange (the final stage of the
model). This direct link can cccuz when a subord.i.nat:.e'S

indi ,Fidual characteristics are extremely ncticeable to. the
manager; as the manager may then make an immediate judgement
about the subor.dinate and bypass the behavieur/attribution
steps of the medel (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). For example, a
racially prejudiced leader may form an immediate opinion about
a black member en the basis of stereotypes '(lIgen & Feldman,
1983 ). Accerding to. Dockery and Steiner (IS 90 )I ,the init~al
interaction is where the supervisor and subordinate should
build up a healthy and res~~tful regard for each other and
the leader-member exchange relatio.nship results tr~n this
initial interactio.n.

Leader Delegat~c· '1:

Accordins to. Dienesch and Liden (1986), the second major
variable in their model is leader delegation. In this stage
t.he leader delegates either a trial as~ag:nment er an .i.nitial
set of duties to. the subordinate (Graen, 1978). According co
Dienesch and Liden (1986), these duties are typically chesen
by the leader, and they take into account the leaGar's

l'perception of the rele definition ofFthe subordinate'~
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posi.tion in the organisation. More importantly, these duties

allow the leader to "'test" the subordinate based on the

perceptions developed in the initial interaction. The

auboz'dLnatie I s perceptions about the leader's behaviour are

discussed under the next heading. Hencef at t,his stage t the

leader typically delegates tasks, duties and res,)onsibiJities

to the subordinate. The rBason for this leader delegation ,is

that. it j.s a meansof testing the subordinate's knowledge,

ak.i.Ll.sand personality. Leader delegati .n ie, a ""layof

assistirig in the development of the leader-memberdyad.

Member Behaviour and Attributions:
'l'he third step of the proposed model is the m'amber'S

behavd.cuzin"response to the leader'S delegation of a task,

duty or responsibility. This behaviour of the memberfunctions

as the key input of the memberinto the leader-member

exchange. According to Oienesch and Liden (1986), a key

determinant of the rnenilier behavio~uris the perceived equity

in the exchange with the ~cader. Oneof the signs of positive

exchange occurring in the leader ....menlbe:trelationship is when

the memberperceives the leader to be a source of

individualised assistance. Dansereau at ale (1975) and Graen

and Casrunan(1975) suggest that whena positive exchange

occurs I inf ).uence is esta.blished over and above the leader's

fOI.1nalauthority. This influence elicits extra-contractual .

behaviour from the subo.rdinatk'such 11.6 increased 1c.,>yaltyand

increased effort (Dansereau et: al., 1975; Graen and Cashman,

1975), Extra·-contractual behavaouzs include coping with
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unanticipated problems, availabilit.y (i.e. t providii\g

immediate assista.nce) and non-replaceabilitty (i.e., the
Leadez r s comparat.ive value to the subozdanat.e as compared to

other leaders). (iraen and Schiemann (1978) argue ;that extra-

contractual beha'l7'iouris importad!t because i'C allows the

leader to provide greater job latit.ude (0..g" increased

responsibility) to the subordinate in exchange for high levels

of effort, commitmentand performance from the subordinate.

The competiency of the subordinate is important in. te:o:nsof the

subordinate's performance, as this ,maypositively or

ne'gatively affect the leader-member exchange relationship

(Graen & Schiemann, 1978).

Lea.der' a At.t:r:ibutio:o.sof Member's Behaviour:

The next portion of. i',hemodel involves the leader's

attempt to int.erpret and explain a member's beha'viour
.--:'_'::::-

(Dienesch & Liden, 1986). This aspeCc.'6f the model is borrowed,

from Green and Mitchell (1979) who formulated a .model':t.o study

attributional processes in leaders. Green and Mitchell (1979)
suggest that the attributions made by l~~aders to explain

subordinate behavLouz may have a clear effect on the type of

exchanqe t..rhichi1; likely to develop between is. leader and a

member. Similarly r the ra~1tJeof actions a membezmight take to

inf 1uence th~~leader is very wide. For example, KipniS,

Schmidt & Wilkinson (1990) asked 165 10lrJ'er-leveJ manaqezu to

describe an incident in \V'hiohthey succeeded in getting their

supervisor, a co-worker, or a subordinate, to do some~~ing

'they wanted. Subjects r.eported the use of 3'10 influence



tacti~s (e.g., praising the supervisor and comparing the
Eiupervisor to others), 62% of ltlhichwere directed at their
supervisors as a means of influencing them. Although the
Dienesch and Liden (19!36) model stresses behaviours and
attri.butions in the LMlt development process, Dienesch and
Liden (1986) contend that corrcextiueL factors exist which may
influence this dev~lopmental process.

Contextual Influences on LMX Develoj2ment

Dienesch and Liden (1986) argue t.hat contextual factors
relevant to LMX development include wox'k group composition, c.l.

leader's power, formal task disc~etion, control over
organisatiQnal resources, centrd!lty and organisational
policies and t:ulture. According to Dienesch and Liden (1986),
it is necessary for the leader ihohave sufficient
organisational powez , autonomy, c"lnd resources in order to
treat meniliersin accordance with their o~~ unique needs and
roles. IDsadr=.rs' interaction with their own superiors is a
critical factor in achieving this aim. A number of authors
(e.g., Cashman, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1976; Graen,
Cashman, Ginsburgh, & Schiemann, 1977) who have conducted
research in North American industrial ol.;'ganisationshave
suggested that 1.13aderswho do not have a good relationship
with their irnmeciia-cesuperior tend to have less to offer their
subordinates than leaders who have developed good
relationships with their immediate superiors. Leaders who ~-?::-<=

not have good relationships with their subordinates have
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little '~esourceS' to offer their eubozdj.na-cas , which may cause
<'-:;~}

a c1ecreas~ in subordinate job satisfactio:n (Graen at aL,

1902). A further factor, namely, organisational policies,

nti9ht also influence the context of 1ead~r-mQmberexchange

behaviours. ThiiSmeans that managers might have to follow

guidelines set Dut by the organisation instead of deciding by

themselves on how to evaluate their subordinates' behaviour

(Green & L.iden, 1980). For example, organisational policy

might prohibit managers from providing certain benefits to

thei!.' subor-df.nat.es such as medical aid assistance. The result

of such organi.sational policies is thl~ deveLopmentr of

different Leade.r-snembe.r exchanges. In und.onf.sed organisations,

such differentiation among subordinate:s may constitute a

violation of labour contracts (Dienesch & Liden! 1986).

Dienesch and Liden (1986) contend that once the quality

of t.he. exchanqe is formed, the reciprocE.\l process betl'-7eenboth

pazt.Les wi.ll continue when a posLtd.ve dyadic relationship

exists between leader and membe~. However, in Dienesch and

Liden I S model no description is ,given as to what actually

happens between a leader and member or what factors may

enhance (or detract from) a high quality exchange. For this

reasont. Dunegan, Duchon, & Uhl-Bien (1992) suggest that

Dienesch and Liden's model, in its current state, may be
",

somewhat oversimpl5fied. Similarly, Nunns and Argirys (1992)

contend that the LMXmodel is limited because it does not

consider a.dditional, relevant factors affecting work outcomes

(e.g.t work attitudes and perfor.man~e) which may be related to
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<'::.hemanager-subordinate dyadic relationship. Such factors
could include individual inputs (e.g., personality, cognitive
and attitudinal factors, as well as the behaviour of members
of the dyad), group and organisational inputs (e.g., group
norms organisational policies, procedures and practices), and
even environmental inputs (e.g., societal norms and lawsu

t.ownahf.pstress and RO forth). According to Nunns and Argirys
(1992), not only must +.heae factors be ident:ified, but their
relative importance must be assessed in order to avoid
unwieldly and cumbersome theoretical models. As 't1'illbe
discussed in the next section, recent trends in LMX research
have, in fact, been directed towards expanding the LMX model
so as to improve the effectivenesS of the mo~el as a means of
enhancing employ,ees' job satisfaction and their perfonnance
(Kinicki & Veqchio~ 1994; Wilhelm, Herdti & Steiner, 1993;.,

YukI, 198',.

Recent Research on the Leai'ier-Member Exchan9..~_,:Armroach

The more recent trend in LMX research is to discover ways
of extending the leader-member exchange model, in order to
explain a greater amount of variance in organisational
out.comes , such as subordinate jon satisfacti.on and i,erformance
(Kinicki & Vecchio, 1994; YukI, 1989). According to Vecchio
and Gobdel (1984) and YukI (lQ89), the avenue foX' ~Ixtending

i/

the LMX model would be to incorporate moderating v'~riables
(such as organisational commitment and locus of cq:ntrol) into

I

the theory I s underlying struci ·Pt"e. Such an appzoaeh has been
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successfully used in a]n~ber of studies (Graen, Novak, &
"c,j:'Sommerkamp, 1982 '; Graen, Scandura, & Graen f 1986; Mce lane,

1991a, 1991b; .Wakabayashi r Graenq Graen, & Graen,. 1988), where
various individual differences \"Jerefound to moderate the
effects of the quality of the dyadic exchange. For example,
Wakabayashi and Green (1984) found that an individual's
potential for success en a particular sales job moderated the
effects 0:( LMX, such that higher Scores on either job-snccess
potel("tial or LMX predicted more rapid promotion and the
receipt of more frequei'ltbonuses. In the following section the
most recent research on the leader-member exchange leadership
approach will be considered. This research has typically aimed
t.o ..incorporate moderating agents into the underlying st:cucture
("If L!"1X theory.

Dunegan, Duchon, and Uhl-Bien (1992) tested 152
l/iiboratOJ:YassLstiant;s from the Department of pathology of a
large American hospital and found that 'the relationship
between the quality of leader-member exchange and subordinate
performauce was moderat.ed by the degree to which the

«c
~ subordinate perceived the task as being challenging'or not.

Perrow (1967) defined "task challenge" as a function of the
degree oi occurrence of unexpected or novel events and the
degree of am?: gu i~:(about. the correct procedures to follow in
resol ving tas:~ i_J.L:oblems.Leader-member exchange and
performvnce w~J::efound to be significantly related (.;:= .40
and .49 respectively) when the degree to which the task was
challenging was either very high or very low. Under these
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conditions results indicated that the higher the quality of
LMX, the higher were the levels of performance of

:.;subordinates.
\\

NL1nns and Argirys (1992) investigated the moderating
effect of supe:r:'Visorysupport (a component of leadership) on
the relationship bet't~eensubordinates I work locus of control
(a personali·t'f variable) and their job invol vement; (an
employee attitude asaocf.at.edwith a high quality manager-
subordinate dyadic relationship). Results indicated high
superrisory support enhances job involvement of subordinates

\, \

with an externa.l locus of control orientation. On the other
hand, high supe~\sory support was found to inhibit jab
involvement of subordil~ates with an internal locus of control
orientation. The results of this atudy suggest that, in

c-,

"'"providing subordinates with supervisory support, a manager
should take account of the internal/external ox'ientation of
each subordinate in order to increase the effectiveness of the
dyadic relationship.

McClane (1991b) explored the moderating effect of var.ious
leader and member char.acteristics (eg" gender, need ':cor
power, need for achievement, least preferred co-worker, and
locus of pontrol) on 'the -leader-member relationship. Following
the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrner 1971), McClane
(199Ib) argued that leaders would accord additional
negot..i.atinglatitude to members with critical characteristics

\
similar to their o~m. This hypothesised relationship found
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only limited support. Support was found for the moderating
effect of the need for power of both leacler and member.

"Leaders with high need for power accorded more negotiating
lati tude to members t-lith high need for pOl-Ter,whereas leaders
~.;rithlow power motive accorded ro.)renegotiating latitude to
members with low need for power. By contrast, no support was
found for the hypothesised ]'il:.>deratingeffects of .leader and
member gender r need for achievement I least preferJ::'edco»
worker, or locus of control on member negotiating latitude.
However, resul ts of this study indicated that the need for
power of hoth leaders and their ~ubordinates was a variable
which may moderate the leader-member relationship.

D"ockery and Steiner (1990) examined the !\,\oderatingeffect
of ceJ:tain variables which we1:e likely to affect the quality
of che leader-member exchanqo , These varl.ables included the
degree to which leaders lik<:!dtheir subordinates, member
ability, and three upward influence tactics employed by the
member, namely, ingratia:tion t (lssertivenes.s, and rationality.
From the leader's perspective ..liking :for;:!subordinates (!:.=

.66) and ability of subordinates tz= .85)' ~Jere the variables
most consistently related to quality of JLeader-member
exchange. Frq:m the member's perspect.ive , all variables except
self-assessed ability were related to quality of leader-member
exchange. According to McClure (19910.) and Yukl (1989), a
critical need for future research, is to h..·'"'i~"prove the
effectiveness of the LMX model in predicting organisational
outcomes by providing a better understanding of which
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variables moderate the leader-member exchange rolationship.
One such variable is the locus of control orientation of the
subordinate.

Leader-Member Exchange anc:L~locusof Control

Rptter's (1966) concept of internal-external locus of
control describes the degree to which individuals believe that
eventis are respectively consequences elf their own behavaouz or
are independent of it~ Individuals with an external locus of
cont.rol o:rienV~i,:i~l<\,(externals) believe they have Iittle if

\,
any contcrol ovez \_.'ents, h ,C rath(~r fate, c.1:., nce , or luck is
:more powerful (Knoop, 1989). On the other hand, indhriduall,?

o with an internal locus of control orientation (internals)
percp.ive that events are under their personal control. Spector
(1988) and Rotter (1966) sugge:.stthat Locus of control is
worthy of consideration ill leadership studies. This is because
Spectox: (1988) found that internals and externals require
different types of leadership. Inte,t'nalslook to themselves
for direction, wherea~ externals look to others. ]'b1;" example.,
in a sample of 900 American public utility employees,
Mitchell, Smyser and Weed (1975) :found internals to be'ntore
satisfi€!d with a pa.rticipatoI:Y supervisory style than
externals. This is because int.ernals perceive themselves as
being better able to control their own destinies under a
participative, rather than a directive or autocratic
supervisory style (Spector, 1988). Thus, a different
leadership style is appropriate depending on a subordinate's,
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locus of control orientation.

II

In terms of the Di@naol;h and Liden (1986) LMX mode L, the
interaction between the leader and subordinate involves each
bringing their unique physical characteristics, attitudes,
appearance, abilities, personality, age, and background to the
relationsitip. The effect of such differenceB on the dyadic
relationship is that the manaqez might view the subordinate's
personal characteristics subjectively (either positively or

n \negat'ively)~: resulting in an inaccurate perception of the
subcrrd.Lnat.e(Dienesch & Liden, 1986). One of the perspnality
variables which may affect the manager's perception, and
consequently, the dyadic relationship, is the locus of control
orientation of both the manager and the subordinate. This
dyadic relationship may be affected in~ofar as both internally

\\
and externally orjented subordinates would respond positively
to a high Negot1.ating Latitude. This is because the concept of
Negotiating Latitude concerns the quality of the supervisot~

\\

subordinate interpersonal relationsld:p in terms of trnst1
interaction and provision of organisational rewards.

Concerning the Dienesch and Lideri)(1986) mode')',the\
personal construct of the "meWber" or "leader" does not
.include the locus of control orientation of the "member" or
"leader". This is because locus of control is a cognitive
mechanism denoting the perception that events are consequences
of one's own act.Lon (Rotter, 1966). As a conceptually separate
variable to the member characteristics of the leader-member

1°



exchange model (Dienesch & Liden, 1936), locus of control may
improve the leader-member exchange model as an effective
approach in improving job satisfaction and work perfor.mcuce.
Accordihg to Dienesch and Liden (1986), the personal
characteristics of the leader-member exchanqe model that each
member brings to the leader-member dyad is determined by each
member's perception of the other, rather than how each member
perc~)ives themselves. Support for this idea is found in~"

attri:?ution theory (Kelley I 1973 i Green & lUtchell, 1979)
i:
'\which!1states that a person's perception of another is enhanced
i'by the, explanations he or she makes in attempting to

under-sxand the otihe.rpax-son's behaviou:r. Whereas "leader" and
i
if

"membel-" characteristics influence how the manager and
subordinate perceive each,cl.,tho:t'in the dyadic rel~tionship,
the person's locus of control orientation influences the
perceptions that the ~lanager and subordinate have of
themselves. Thus, it is argued that it j.s appropriate to' use
h..th locus of control and leader-member exchange as separate
constructs I as locus of control :Z:'eflectssubordinates I

percepti.ons of their own degree (._'Ifcontrol over events, and is
\\

therefore conceptually independent of the personal
"characteristics included in the leader-member eXChange model.

Thus it is argued that locus of control is a variable
that might assist in e,rp,laining the relationship between

1;

effective leadership anc:Fleadership out.comes I such as job
satisfaction and work performance. In the following section
the concept of locus of control will be discuLsed, followed by
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/:=.:...~//a x'e"iew of reii~arch on locus of control.

The Concept of LOCllS 'of Control
and Locus of Control Research

Rotter (1966) developed the concept of locus of control from
Rotter's (1954) social learnin':::!theo:i.."Y'According to Phares
(1976), the concept of locus of control was developed 'co
explain the apparent tendency of sone individuals to ignore
potential reinforcers of behaviou:r..Their failure to r~spond

,
as predicted to various rewards and punislunents was attribut~d

\_\

to a "generalised expec;::anc:x;"that their own a.ctions would not
.r)

lead to attaiament of reward~ or avoidance of punishment.

A number of pcudies have addressed the basic validity q£
the locus of control concept, that is, whether internals
perceive mo~e often than externals that events are due to
their own actions. Roark (1978) :f·oundthat internally
orientated employees w'ere moze inclined to attribute the
obtain Lng of their present jobs to their own actions.
~ccording to H~er and Vardi (1981), internals were more
likely than externals to attribute past job changes to their
O\q,n initiative •.Finall¥I Harvey, Barnes, Sperry, and Harris
(1974) demonstrated that internals tended to perceive more
alternatives in a choice situation than did externals.

The tendency for internals to believe they can control
events and externals to believe they cannot leads to a number
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of differences in behaviour bYr,j_nterna~sand externals. Phares
(1976) npted that in contrast to ext.e~als, interp.als exert

II'
greater efforts to control their environment, e~hibit better
learning I aeek new information moxe actively when that
information has personal relevance, use infOl::ma'tionbetter,
and seem more concerned with inforrnation rather than \,lith_ !!
social demands of si't.u.ations(Phares, 1976). According_}o

i=>

Crowne and Liverant (1963), internals tend to exhib2_.tles!t;
conformity to the behaviour of ott~rs than d~ externclls. This
is because int~rnals believe in the importance of personal
control as w~ll as exhibiting gre~ter competence tl,em.~elves
than externals. Joe (1971) and Archer (1~79) found that
externals tend to be more anxious than their internal
counterparts. The charac't.eristics of inte-rnal vers~:s external
leaders was studied by Anderson and Shneier (1978); they found
internals to be more independent, more aggressive, decisive,
they gave support, formed coalitions, and were dominant.
Externals were found to be more cheerful, friendly, and showed
more emotion. Internals scored higher on intelligence scales
than ext.ernals (Bialer, 1961; Crandall, Katkowsky, and
Presston, 1962). Ano't.herset of studies found that externals
got frustrated quicker than internals (Butterfield, 1964,
Brissett & Nowicki, 1973). Ext~rnaJs scored higher on hostile-
ag'gression inventories than internals (Williams & Vantress,
1969; Sadowski & Wenzel, 1982). Internals were found to be
mor~ conservative in their social, political and religious
beliefs (Furnham & Gunter, 1984). Also, internals tend to be
self-motivated whereas externals tend to be more outward-
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directed (Spec'corp 19 a:(2). According to Blau (199:3) and Furnham
and $c<:.lt:i:le (1993), these differences •n behaviour bet\'.i'een
interllals and externals are manifested in several ways in

differt:.mtdomains of human endeavour (eg~, educat.Lon , wozk ,

politics, health). Consequentlyrresearchers have developed
more domain-specific locus of cont.rol measures t.han the

original :Rott.er (1966) aca Le (. generalised locus of corrczo.l,

beliefs, in order t.o enhance the predictiveness of locus of

control. Acco~din9 t.o Spector (1938) and Furnham (19B6)u one

of the axeas where the differenc~,.'~s in behaviour of in'l:.ernals

and ext.ernals is manifested in sevexa.l 'I.'lays is in an
or.ganisational context, where the construct of locus of
control'has been developed to be specifically concerned with

employees' loci of control within the work domain. For
examp.Le, eJtternals are mor~\ confiozmd.nq and compliant than

internals (Crowns & Liverant, 1963). This is be~ause internals
look to thern~~£::lvesfor direction, while externals look to

others. Thus I' d.n an organisational context, extE'rnals make

mo re comp:il,~.ant~ol.lowers or subor.dinates than do -internals,
who a:r'-e likely to be independent and I.'Geist control by

superiors and other individuals.

Res~arch has confirmed that the behaviour of internals
and externals differ across organisational settings (Furnham &
Steele; 1993; Evans 1974; Kinicki lit Vecch:to, 1994; O'BX'ien,

1983; orpen , 1$92; 'Ward, 1992). Spector (1962 >,\argues that

because internals tend to believe that they can control the
work setting through their behaviour, they are likel.y to\
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attempt to exert more control than their external

counterparts. Internals are likely to attempt to cont.rol t.he

work settin9 in the following areas: \-lo:r.kflow, task

accomplishment, operating procedures, work assignments,

relationships with supervisors and subordinates, workin~)

conditions, goal setting I work scheduling; and organisational

policy (Spector I 1992). The atterllpt of internals to control

the l,,!TOri\: setting is only likely provided that control is

perc;:ebl'~dby Lnt.ezna."> to lead to desired outcomes or rewards.

l\ccording t.o Sp(~ctor (1,82), if a situation cannot provide

desired outcomes, internals would be unlikely to differ from

externals in attempts to corrtrol the work setting 0 Resea~ch
o ~

has typically shownthe effect.iveness of locus of cQntl'ol as a

personality constxuct as it relates to a nunilierof

organisationally "relevant val.'iables (O'Brien, 1983; Spector,

.1,992,1988).

Resear_chon :t.l)eRelationship~ betweer;Lodus of Control and

Organisatio~al.,Var~~Qles

The basic characteris·tic whjell dist:i.nguishes internals

from externals, nameIy , the belief in the :i.mpoi':'tanceof

personal control as well as the exhibiting of g:t'eater

competence by internals, has been ~redicted as having direct

effects on organisations in sev~ral ways (Spector, 1982). The

following section will cons.Idex research 011 the relation of

locus of control with several major behavioural variables

studied in organisations.
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Reseax'ch has shown that. internals" dd.splay greater job
()

mot.Lvat.Lon than ex-c.ernals (Lied & Prit.c:hard; 1976; Organ !it

GY.'\~~cmo,1974; Reitz s Je;;1ell" 1979). This is not because

are less oriented t.o{'iards achie,,"'ing rewards Or

pCl!:'~:;onal goals, but rpther because internals exert greater

efforts to acquire rewards or achieve goals due to the fact

t,hat t.hey are llIrOre likely to believe that their efforts will

be St1cc0Gsful p;·pe(~t.QrI' 1982). Furtllerlt\ore, because internals

in ('H:'<;Jani.sational settings exhibit more taslc:-oriented and

goal=oriented b::llhaviour they therefore exhihitmore job
mot.Lvat.Lcn (SpEfctor, 1962).

- ,
'--I

Lie.d and Pritchard (1976J and Szilagyi and Sims (1975)

resea:t:ched th~ n;:lationship between locus of control and

expecta~cy. Vroom's (1.964) Expectancy Theory proposes t~p

t.ypes of e:)xpectancies,_ fi:t'f'it, 'chat effort will lead t'o good

,~~pe.ri:15:fma~~~~cc:(i~::::::~belief in p'9rsonal effectiveness), and
s-:>

~--::.:;,/
c' ;~/ secondly; that good perforlnance will be rewarded (Le . a belief

i"n justice in the wox-kworld). Results snowed that both types
-\\

'6t expectancies i;\Tex:emore commonly beld by internals than by

externa.ls t~= -.40 and -.20, respectively) (Lied & Pritchard,

1,)7'6) and (£:;: -.39 and ·... 25) (Szilagyi & Simsr 1975). In ot~her

words, internals were more likely to oelieve that their
efforts wauJ.d result in good performance. This is because they

exhib.i.t s·trongc:.: beliefs in their own compet.ence (Lied &

Pritchard, 1976). Internals also held greater ~xpectancies

that good performar.(x~ 11'~dto rewards. Hence, internals are

likely to perceive. th.:' job situation as more equitable than
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externals (Spector, 1982).

Several studies support the notion that internals perform
::'

better on the job than externals /(Adeyemi.-Bellop 1993; Blau,

1993; Broedling; 1975; Howell & Avolio, 1993; Krent 1992;
J).1ajumbe:t,MacDonald & GreevE'1:,197'7). tor example, using a
sample of 146 full-time bank tellers working for a large bank
in a major US city, Blan (1993) found that internals exhibited

higher initiative performance (ie. performing beyond basic job
requirements) (.r= .27) than the.i.rexternal counterparts (;£=

-.30). 'l'hisis because int:ernals are more likely to expect
that greater effort will lead to good performance and that
good performance will lead tb reward (Szilagyi & Sims., 1975~

Kimmons & Greenhaus, 1976). Thus, in.ternals exert great.er
effort in situations where rewards are tied to performance,
and grea:te~ effort ultimately leads to better performance.

Nystrom (1986), however, failed to detect much association

between locus of control anq the performance of middle

managers in a North American 'nianufacturing organisation.

Internals typically demonstrate gr~ater job satisfaction
than their external courrcerpaz-cs (Andrisani & Nest.el, 1976;

Mitchell et al, 1975; Geuooill £: Heisler, 1972). Spector (19B2)
cites three reasons :for this finding. ]'irst, because internals
tend to take aCfcionmore frequently than ext.t~rnals do, a

dissatisfied internal is more likely to quit a dissatisfying
job, Thus, tk~re would be fewer dissatisfied internals than
ext.ez-naLe . Second, internals have been found to l")erf:prmbatt.er
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t:han e~tern.als when they receive the beIH;,~fitsof that.

performance (Broedling r 1915; 1·16.jumber, MacDonald lie Greever,

1977). Therefore, in situations where rewards follow

performance, internals would typically be more satisfied on

-the job". Third, internals have been found to advance :more

quickly and receive more ra.ises than externals (Spector,

1982). Mo~e frequent promotions (Porter & Lawler, 1965) and

more frequent salary increases ,:night lead to greater

satislfact.ion.

~immons and Greenhaus (1976) reported that internals we~e
foung to perceiye the job as offering more autonomy than did
externals. This might be,because ,internals perceive themselves

as having mdre control over the environmen~ (Spector, 1982).
Internals were also found to receive more feedback on the job
than °did externals (Kimmons lit Greenhaus, 19,76). This might be

(Ibecause internals are typicalll~, more sensitive to infomation

Ln theiienvironment (Phares, 1976).

Internal and external subordinates typically prefer.

different leadership styles and they may react differently to

them (Abdel ...Hal.imf 1981; Cravens & Worche1t 1.9771 Goodstadt &
Hjelle, 1973; Hawk, 1989~ Runyon, 1973; spector'!l1908). For
example, Spector (1988) stf.ltes that one of the ways in whi'c,~

internals and exteX:'halsrequire d.ifferent types of leadel':ship

is the fact that externals were found to need a more

structured work role -than their internal counterparts

(Spector, 1988). ~his might be because externals were found to
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il
I)be more dependent 011 -trleirsupervisors for direction in th~ir

work (Speoto± e :1). Supervisory structure is the degree to
which the supervisor defines the subordinate's role 'for the

I~')subordinate by telling him/her what has to be done (Hersey IX
Blanchard, 1977). Both externals and internals were :ceported
requiring a leader~hip style which suits their locus of.
control orientation in terms of the degree t.owhich their
supervisor structures their work role (Spector, 1992, 1988).

!i'ore:>r.ample,in'cernally oriented subordinates are typically
self-motivated and prefer a more unstructured supervisory
style, where the manager pe:rmits or encourages a subordinate
to take more personal charge in discussions, probl,em sohring"
and deciSion mc.tking(Bass, 1981,1990; Tannenbaum & f,jchmidt;f
1959). Also, Lrrcezna Ls were found to prefer a style which
incorporates less supervisory structure in the sense that they
are given more independence and more trust. ~rhis might be
because their initiative and self-motivation qualit;;ies\10uld
adequately equip them for sllah a situation (Spector, 1>982). On
the other hand, externals were seen to oe more dependent on
. )i-r environment ·for direction, hence they nt..ightprefer more

directi'ir9approa~hea than their internal countie.rpaz-cs
(Spector, 1982). By directive approaches, Spector (1982) means
the extent to.'t'iTnichthe subordinate's work roles are more
struct'.u:r:edin natarre, Directi ve leadership is defined as being
where the manager provides direction to the subordinates,
controls th~ Subordinates work techniques, activities and

'.tasks (Bass, 1990; Cogh:Lll, 1986). Therefore, it is argued
that although both internally and externally oriented
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s'llbordinates were found to respond positi,vely in t~rms of ,,!ork

at,titudee and pe:rforman~e to high. Negot.:i.ating Latitude in the
j

leader-member dyadic relationship, they may requi[~e different

degrees of st:r;ucturein 'the work.

CJ Rat.ionale and, l\.im

n

HHJ6; V~cchio p 1985) is a leadership approach which emphasises

t~~eimport.ance of the dyad.ic relationship between managers Anri
','''''-..,

;",,"'.;,.

thefl:~:~;ubordinates (Scandura & Graen, 1994). In terms of the
""II ,. l

J.MX theory I effftctlve managexia~ leadership is expressed as an

integrative effort b~tween manager and subordinate

characterized hy high mu.tual trust, interaction, and the

pro\rision of both formal and informal rewards (called a high

Negotiating Latitude). Gonv'ersely, ineffec'ti ve leadersh:hp it=t

characterized by low Leve.l s of trust, interaction, suppor'\:, and
. ,

rewa:r:d (called a lo'tAj'Negotiating Latitude) (Dlenesch & Lide~"I.,

1986). Eva~thou~h the LMXapp~oach is a forerunner in the

recent trend in leadership research towards greater' interest

in the role of followers (Hollander, 1985~ l:inic1l:i & Vecchio,

1994), nevertheless, various au ...~ors (eg., Dunegan at al.,
1992; Nunns"&1u:girys, 1992; Vecchio s Gobdel, 1984;) have

levelled c.ri ticism at the LMXmodel. For example r Dunegan et.

al. (1992) suggest that Dienesch and Liden IS (1986) LMXmode;t,

in its current state, is somewhat oversimplified as no

description is given as to what actually happens between a

50



, ((
l\

leader and a member or whEjt factors may enhance (or detract

frOIl.l) a high quality exchange. Simila,rly~ Nunris and Argirys

(1992) and YukI (1989) contend that Dienesch and Liden's

(1986) U4X model is limited b~cause it. does not consider

additional, relevant factors affecting work outcomes (eg.,
work attitudes and pez. .ozmence ) which may be .related to the

ma.nager-subordinat:e dyadic relationship. Such factors could

include individual inputs (eg., personality, cognitive and
atti'tudinal factors, as well as the behaviour of membeza of
the dyad), group and organisational inputs (eg., group. norms

organisational policies, procedures and practices), and even

environmenta5..>inputs (e9 ., societal norms and laws, township
;1

stress and so forth). According to Nunns and Argirys (19SJ2),

not only must; these factors be identified, but their J:el~ltive
~

importance must; be assessed in order to avoid unwieldly and

cumb~~sometheoretical models. Furthermore,. Dienesch and
Liden I (1986) LMX model refers to manager and mluborditl.l1tl!:!

lIcharacter.ifJt.i"os" without specifying what constitutes those

dlaraci.e{ist.iCs\.Moreover, Dienesch and Liden (1986) do not

specify how these characteristics interact. Accordi.ng to

McClule (1991b) and YukI (19a9), the method to adopt for
extending the ~~ model would be to add moderating variables
into the theory'S underlying structure. One such variable
migbot be the Locus of control orie~ ':ation of the subotdinat:e.

Spector (1988) and Rotter (1966) both suggest that the
concef(t of locus of ccntrrol is worthy of consideration in
organisational leadership st.udies..'.1:'hisis because spector
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(1988) fouud,_,that subordinates with eitJ'ler.:i.nternalor
external orientations require different types of leadership
(Spector, 1982). The concept of locus of control has received
considerable attention in orga11izat.ionalresearch (Adeyemi-
Bello ..1993; Blau, 1993; Fergusonu 1993t Krent 1992; Lefcourt,
1992~ O'Brien, 1983; Runyon. 1973; and Spector, 1980). For
example, Kren (1992) tested 44 part-tilllebusiness students in
North America and found that internalG performed better. than
ext.ezrie Ls on the job when 9iven the opportunity of receiving
performance incentives. According to Rotter (19Co), locus of
control denotes the perception that events are consequenc~, of«
one's own action. Individuals with an external locus of
control (ejtternals) believe they have little if any control
over events, but rather fate, chance, 0): luck is more powerful
(Knoop, 1989). On the other hand, indiv.iduals .with an internal
locus of control (internal~) perceive that events are under
their personal control. In terms of the LMX model, both
in·te.rnallyand eJil:t~rnallyoriented suh~'j)rdinateswould be
expected to respond pos.L1::ively to a. high NIl. Th.i.sis because
high quality manager-subordinate relationships typically
involve greater co:mmun.icatioTI,trust, influence in decision
making and discretion between subordinates and their managers
than low quality exchanryes (Koslowsky & Doherty, 1989).
ConsequentJ v, a high Negotiating Latitude is concerned with
the sharing of resources betwesr'ia manager and his/her
subordinate and would therefore be e~pected to be independent
of the 10c11s of control orientation of the subordinate.
Howeverr Spector (1988) states that one of the ways in which
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internals and externals require different types of leadership
is the fact that external~ need a more structured work role
than their internal count.ezpar-t s (Spector t 1988). This is
because externals are typically more dependent on their
supe.rvisors for direction in thRir work (Spector, 1982).

Supervisory structure is the degree to 't'lhichthe supervisor
defines t.he subordinates role for the subordinate "'y tellin9
him/her what has to be done (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). In
t.erms of LMX theory t however, the degree to which managers
structure their subordinates work roles would be expected to
be independent of the quality of the manager-subordinate
relationship. This is because the quality of the manager-
subordinate relationship is based upon interpersonal factors,
such as mutual trust, interaction, support and the provision
of organisational rewa,:ds (Dienesch & Lide~\, 1986).

Nevertheless, concerning the construct of subordinate locus of
contr0i, both externals and internals typically require a
leadership style which suits their locus of control
orientation in terms of the degree to which their supervisor
structures their work role (Spector, 1982). For example,
internally oriented subordinates were found to be
self-motivated and prefer a more unstructured surervisory
style, where the manager permits or encourages a subordinate
to take more personal charge in discussions, problem solving,
and decision making (Bass I 1990; Tannenbaum·~& Sch.."'Ilidt,1958).

Externals, however, are typically more dependent on their
environment for direction, hence one might expect them to
prefer a le>adership style whj.ch provides structure and
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direction (Speqtor, 1982). Therefore, it il!'largued that
-:

'.. <~-,,
al though both int;~rnally and externally oriented subordinates

r)

typic~t.illy respond positively in terms of work attitude!:; and

perft.:>rmance to high Negotiating Latitude, they may require

diff.erent degrees of structure in the t\101."k.

Final1yc in accordance 'Y7iththe suggestion of various

researchers (eg., McClure, 1991.bjNunnEl& Argil."Ys, 1992; YukI,

1989) to ext.end the LMXmodeI !DY considering additional

variables which may explain more variance in work outcomes,

Doth the variables of structured management style and locus of

cont.ro.I will be inc:orp,brated into the LMXmodel in the present:

study and would be expected to explain a significantly greater

proportion of variance' in the dependent variables (namely job

sa tisfae·tion and work performance) than the variab~.,,) of

Negotiatiqg Latitude alone.
,I

In the present stud!y, the construct of supervisory
'I

structure will be eva.tuat.ed in relation to the locus of
, '"control o:r:ientat. t of the llsubordinate 'tlithin the LMX

\[
\:

leadership model. No previous research could be found which

has examined this relation,ship.

The dependent variables to be measured are job

satisfaction and work performance. Effective leadership has

been shown to enhance these variables (BasS, 1990) 0 Thus, the

following hypotheses will be tested:
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Hypothesis 1

A high Negotiating LatH:ude will be associated positively
"lith job satisfaction and work perfornlcllncefor subordinates,
regardless of their locus of control ori.entation.

The variable of struct.ured management style will be
independent of the variable of Negotiating Latitude.

Hypothesis 3

The incorporation of the variables of strucr.ured
management style and locus of control into the model will
explain a significantly greater proportion of variance in the
dependent variables (namely job satisfaction and worle
performance) than the variable: of Negotiating Latitude alone.

METHOD

~!JJ~bjects

Covering le'tters, questionnaires, biographical details, and
prepaid return envelopes were distributed to 269 white~collar
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pers()nnel ''1ithin a major So~:thAfrican insurance organisation"
() ~

Of the 269 perso:rmel sampled, 68 were the direct
J

snpervis9~sfmanagerf3 ),.;..1. th"ef rema:tning 201 ncrr-manaqexf.aL

peZ'sortnl'.'~l 'tested it~the present ~tudy. The life insurance

indust.ry was chosen in order to be consistent. with previous
o
organisational leadership research involv.ing personal~\ty

v4riables and work outcomes (e.g., Barling & Beattie, 1983),

The covering letters usa~ in the present studY,st.ressed
,/~<.~~

that pax..ticipation in the st~l;:,:twas 'Voluntary and that
Q I

confidentiality of responaes would be ensui'ed by the
.reseax'cher. confidentiality was facilitated by the inclusion

of pre-addressed envelopes for the liieturnof questionnaires to
·the resear.cher. Concerning the completion of questionnaires,

subjects were requested to 03tate theiJ,",names on the

questionnaires, so as to match superviser responses with\ "'~~
Q

responses of their subordinates. Furthermore, in the

supervisor-rated ques·tionnaire f supervisors were asked to
jI " c

state the name of the subordj'Il:at~\whose pe:e:tormance.they were
rating, whi.le subordinates were asked to state the name of

their direct .f5".;;:oervisorwhose working relationship 'With that
i[ ,-

1\
auboxdd.natie 'Was being rated.

Of the 269 questionnaires diErt:ributed, .233were returned
resl)l.lting in a 86.6% response rate. Of the" 269 questionnaires

sent out;, 230 (8.5.5%) useable responses were received • .A 85~,.5%

response rate is very highly acceptable for a :mail survey

(Etzel & Walker, 1974). The following biographical .information
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't'l7aaobtainsid from the sample of subordinates used ~n the

present study: (H age::: 30.9 v .§Q = 7.51) q 34%were male and

66%'t'lere female, 71. 7%'Were Af:r.ikaans speakingr and 92.2~ had

educational qualifications of matric or higher (see Ta.ble 1).
Concerning man~gers, the following b.:i.ographical information

\J

was obtained in t.ho present study:: (M age:.:: 36.4; SD == 7,30).1'
67% '!rlere male and 33% v1ere female: 60.6% 'Were university

\"

grad~;ites, and 71.7% we~~\Afrikaans speaking, (see Table 1).
,(~r . ~~

Even though the majority of\I3'l1pjects volare A:(\l.'i.kaansspeaking,
'\ "

>,' . <0-" ;
quest;,i,.onnaires were administer~~d in Englishf as 'translating

~> r~l

the questionnaires into another l~guag~ m;9'ht cause various
-,
-':'~

problems f such as distorted meaning .iIt translating and the

'"incorrect. understanding of idiomatic: pn~es (BluE:'!n,1986).
":"

However, the stibjeot$ did their work in t.he"'~dium of English

and the corporate environment is p~edominantly~n9liShm
speaking. Thus, the subjects' de9'ree of proficiency in the

English language was oonsidered to be sufficient in order to
IX

answe:r.: th~r,:'<lllestioI1naire~. Neve:rtheless, as ~ Precaut.ionary

measure r questionnaires were Checked on their ((ret.urn fOr

response bias o,r obviou~, $~gns ot the subject misunderstanding

th\\.: instructions or questions to overoome pot~ntial confounds

relating to IB/ngueHJe.
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i.:;D Male 57 34 43 67
I)

Female 1fJ9 66 21 33

LangUage:\~
119 71.7 46 71.7Af ikaans

English 25 15.1 17 2'7.0
A:f'rican languqge 15 9 .0
Other 7 4.2 1 1.3

H.:tgl):est level ofeduca4~ion passed:
Less than Matric 3.3 7.8 .2 .2 .6Metric 87 52.4 22 33.6,Diploma 15 9 .0 2 3.3):)egree 30 18.1 25 39.5
Ppst graduate 21 12.6 13 21- 3.

Age :~O.9 7.51 36.4 7.30
Tenure in comp~\ny 3.5 2.15 5.84 5.00

'>;,:\.

Tenure in job 2.08 2.18 2.40 2,,04
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Reseaxc1!.Desi~

The present study constitutes a cross-sectional design
ttlithi.nan applied setting. The study used three Lndependerrc

~variable!?, namely, measu~es of leadership~ locus of control,
and supervisory structure; and two. dependent variablest
namely, a Job performance measure (supervisor and subordinate-
rated) and a job satisfaction measure.

~g Instruments

A biographical questionnaire together with five other
,,1 measures 'fI~~reused in th'e present research. The questi..:)nnaire\r$

used were the member form of the Leader-Member Exchange Scale
(Scandura & Graen, 1984); the Work IJOCUS of Control Scale
(Spector, 1985j; the Goal Setting sub"",scaleof the Michigan
Organisational Assessment Questionnaire (Seashore, rlawler,
Mirvis &: Cammann , 19B2); the job satisfaction sub-scale of '€~

Life Attitudes .sl.lrvey(Warr q Cook & Wall f 1979); and!Work and
the Employee Rating Scale (Graen, Dansereau, & Minami, 1972).
The psychometric characteristics of these questionnaires are
now discussed in th,e following section.

!ti,ogra12h~icalquestionnaire

1\ biographical questionnaire was compiled to obtain the
biographical details (including age, edllcation and experience)
of the subjects (see Appendix A).
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The Leader-Member Exchange Scale (Me~~r Form)

In order to assess the quality of the leader-member
relationship, each subordinate provided an evaluation of
his/her direot supervisor on the seven-item member form of t.he
Leader-Member E}whange Scale (Scandura & Graen, 1984) (see

Appendix B). According to Diellesch and Liden (1986), this
scale measures the quality of the dyadic relationship from the

subordi;t:lates perspective. Item responses were obtained Oll

four-point, Likert-type scales. A to't.al score for each
LndLvidual was developed by computing irhe a\~erage of: the aeven

,', .,

items which constituted the questionnaire. A highe:t total

score on this scale indicated a poad.t.Lve quality of exehanqe

in which the leader enhances a subordinate's role by providing
information, influence, and suppor-t ,

The Leader-Member Exchange Scale (member form) used in
p

the p~ies(;~utresearch has be\~n used successfully in previous
I,

research (eg., Graen, Novak/'lxSOlltmerkantp, 1982; scandure Graen

& Novak, 1986; Kinlcki &. VeC'.!chioy1994), as well as in South.
Africa (eg. r Nunns et aJ.. , 1990). Internal comA~(3tency

i ~
reJiabili ty (coefficien!t alpha) of the scale has been

satisfactory as coefficients range from .84 to .89 (Graen et
aL, 1982; Scandura et a1., 1986; Kinicki &. Vecchio, 1994).

Furthermore, in three separate samples in South Africa, Nunns
at al (1990) found internal cons.Lat.eney re:Uab.ili1;ies of .91,

.
. 91 and .98 respectively. In the present study a reliabilit.y
coef.tl.cient, (Cronbach alpha) of .91 was yielded which is
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highly satisfact.ory (Anastasi, 1992) as well as being

consistent with Nunns et al' s. (1990) en&£)uraging finding.

"The sa,tisfactory test-retest reliability of .67 was

reported by Graen at a1 (1982) over·a six month time period,
"and .42 by Nu~ns ~t a.l , (1990) over"a three mcnt.h period. 'l'he

member-form of the Leader-Member EJtdhange Scale was considered

appropriate fer the present study as it has de-.itlonstrated

acceptable psychometric properties wi~cil.tna South African ,

organisational context.

The Work Locus of Control Scale

To assess subordinate locus of contrbi beliefs, SPC'ifnto~,~s

(1988) v.lork locus of control scale was used (J;ee Appendix C).

Spector' F.i s.cale is a ~~omain"'l~pecificmeasure of locus of
l

con·trol beliefs acrofl/s organjLsat.ional settings. The scale
II· . I

i!
i'

consists of 16 items ilwith a i~even-point :r..,ikert-tJ,rper.esponse
i
'i

format. t?esponsEis ra;hged from (1) ;;: uDisagree Ver'l.lMuchII to
iI il
!,' ji

(7) := ",Aigree Ve;~'YM~ich" whe:ce low scores represented
" ,I, ]I

in terna~i ty and higJ::~acozea e~ternali ty (Spector, 19B8). Eight
I;

of the ~Iixteen i tem~rwere reversed soozed , namely, 5, 6, e, 9I

10, 12,113, and 16.:i (Sample item: "Getting the job you want is

mostLy a. rnatter of 1~OOdluck"). Spector (19Be) reporta alpha

coefficients of .85 ii £01: four samples (N's "'"86d 41, lOll' 496) l'

and alpha coefficier\\tf& of .75 and .80 for a further two

samples (Nt s = 292 a;ad 160).
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The tvork Locus of Control ScalEl r,(Spector, 19813) has been

used in a x'ecent south African study by Munnsand Argirys

0.992). Nunns and Argirys (1992) found that high csuperviso:cy

support enhances job involvement of employees with an external

locus of control orientation; in a aampl.e of 70 non-managerial

bap.king employees. The scale was found to d~1I10nstrate an
, ')

~ "acceptable level of reliability (.85) (N'tll'l.l'ls!i& Argirys, 1992).

,Tn t.hepresent study, a reliability coefficien1: of .84 was
ii

/ yielded, which is satisfactory (Anastasi, 19(2) and consistent
/

w.ith tt~eC\f;i.nding of Nunns and Argirys (1992). Furthermore,
\'

Spector (19\~,S)reports significant cc)rrelations in the

predicted direc:tion'with conceptually related. con.struct.s

including job satisfaction (~' s == .... 6·8 & -.43; J2. <, .• 05) and

with Rotter's (1966) General InternaJ.·-External LOCU5of

Control Scale (r's =: .57, .55, & .49~ 12. < .05). S.illC+'~ the work

Locus of control scale demonstrated ;.acceptable psyohometicLc

pro'perties \'1ithin a South African ot.'ganisational context , it

was oonsidered appropriate for the present study.

Goal Setting Sub....Sca.le

TO assess the extent to 'i,'1h;Lchthe supervisor stJ:'ucture~'

the subordinate's work role, t.hE~ three ..item Goal Setting sub-

scale of the Michigan Or9anisat~Lonal Asse~sment Questionnaire
v,

(Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, & C~mmann,1982) was used (see

Appendix D). This scale was ctmsidEired appropriate fOl" use in

the present study as it aeals 'with the ext-ent to which

supervisors structure the role of their subordinates. Also,
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;',

thi6 soaLe measures to wha1.::degree the superviso~,)tells the
.',,.'

j'

sUtPordinate how to achiev~ the goals. This measure was filled

in by sl.\pervisors. The scale was scored on, a seven-point

Likert-t.ype scale tJ'i th .responses ranging from (1) ::! "Very

False". t.c (7) = "Very True". No items \Ayerereversed acoxed ,

() Internal consi.stency reliability (coefficient alpha) of .• 82

was reported by Seashore at al (1982). In the present st.udy, a

reli.ability coefficient (alpha) of .70 was yielded, which is

Sfttisfact,ory (Anastasi, 19132). No other reported use of the

Goal Set;ting sup-scale has. been found in South l~frican

organisational settings. How~ver, from previ~u5 use of this

scale in the lunerican organisational environment (eg. I Manz ~!

c Sims I 1986; Latham..& Locke, 1979) and from th'e lack of.

availability of another questionnaire; as we~l as the

consideration that this scale yielded an acceptable aXpha
\~,\

coefficient in the present study, use of ·this scale was

considered acceptable.

Supervisor and ~oJ::'dinate-:Rated Perforr.:a1)ce Measure

fJ1aassess superv.tsors I perceptions of their subordinates'

work performance, the seven-item F~ployee Rating snale (Graen,

Dansereau r Mina~i, 19 'i'2) was used (see Appendix E). The

employ~e rating scale is a supervisor-rated measure in which

supervisors. are required to rate the performance of their

subord::Lnates (Novak, 1984). In the present study this scale

was filled in by both supervisors and their suboxdf.naties so "as

to give both angles on the performance level of any particular



subordinate. The scale Lnoozponat es various dimensions of work
pe:t'formance, including dependability, skill in dealing "'.lith
people, alertness, planning (of ,time and equipment), know-how
and judgement, ovexe Ll, present p~rformance and expected future
performance (Vecchio & Gobdel, lS84). The instrument was rated
on a Likert-type scale of (1) (unsatisfactory or negative
perception) to (5) (highly satisfactory or a positive
per.ception of perforn-ance) {Graen at a1., 1972).

Satiufact.ory internal conBlstency reliabilities (Cronbach
alphas) have b~en reported for the Employee Rating ",scale
ranging from .86 to .94 (Scandura, & Graen, 1984; Scandura,

I

Graen & Novak, 1986; Vecchio, 1907; Vecchio & Gobdel. 1984). A
test~-retef;t re.liability coefficient of .85 over a 5i~ month
period was reported by Scandura and Graen (1984), while
Ballar.tine (1989) report-ed a test-retest reliability
coefficient of .86 over a three month period. These findings
rendered the Employee ~atin9 Scale satisfactory for use in the
present study on the basis of demonstra,ting aooeptiab.Le
payohometnrf.c properties. !n the present stu~ I alpha
coefficients of .90 and .69 were yielded by s\i1i~rvisorsand
subordinates; respectively.

The employee rating scale was found to correlate with
leader-member exchange by Scandura and Graen (1984) and
Vecchio and Gobdel (1984). For examp l.e, a correlation of .48
(.Q. < .01) ~'1asfound between self-report measures of
subordinate performance and superviscr ratings of their
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subordinates' performance, in a sample of 45 supervisor-
subordinate dyads of banking personnel in North America
(Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Furthermore, Vecchio (1987) found
that performance, as assessed by the Employee Rating Scale,
was significantly related with high quality supervisor-
subordinate relationships (~= .34; £ < .01; N = 303) and (£=
.47, J2. < .01) reported by Scandura et a l.. (1986) for a similar
,finding. Other findings reported by Vecchio (1987) with this
scale found performance to be significant~ly correlated with
sa'tisfa¢tion with supervision (~ :;:.31; .Q. < .01), maturity
(ie. task-relevant and psychological maturity of subordinate:ls;
:£. :;;' .85, l2. < .01) I and leader consideraJ"ion (£ =: .31; l2. <

.01). The above findings rendered t~~ employee rating scale
satisfactory for use in the present study.

The Job Satisfaction Scale

To measure subprdinate job satisfaction, the Job
Satisfaction sub scale of the Work and Life Attitudes Survey
(W~~r, Cook, & Wall, 1979) was used (see Appendix F). This
scale is designed tiomeasure satisfaction incorporating both
intrinsic and extrinsic features of the job (ShotTh:smith..:""i.,,..~o,
& Jepsen, '1990). Warr, Cook and Wall (1979) define job
satisfaction as the extent to which an individual is satisfied
T-\ th t\le extrinsic and intrinsic features of a job. The
questionnaire consists of 15 items and scbred 011 a seven point
Likert-type response format. Response items ranged from (1) =
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"I'm extremely dissatisfied" to (7) == "I'm extremely
satisfied". No items were reversed scored.

~.ihenused on a South African samplEr, the Job Satisfaction
sub scale (Warr at al., 1979) demonstrated acceptable
psychometric properties (Bluen and Barling, 1987, Barling,
Bluen, & Fain, 1987). For example, Bluen and Barling (1987.)
and Barling, Bluen, & I!'ain(1987) reported internal
cons Ls'ceney reliability coefficients of .86 and .81

respectivelYf as well as a test-retest reliability coefficient
of .69 ('P.< .01). Furthermore, Bluen (1986) rl;1portedan
i:1.terl1a.lconsistency coefficient of .95, while Warr et al
(1979) reported a .63 'test-retest reliability over a nine-
month period. Thus the questionnaire was considered
appropriate for use in the present study. In the present study
an interna.l consistency reI iab.:i.Iity (alpha coeffi.cient) of .94
was yielded, which is highly acqeptable (Anastasi, 1982).

A large insurance organisation formed the setting for
conducting the present research. Introductory lettell's,in both
English and Afrikaans, were compiled for both managers (see
Appendix G) and their subordinates (see Appendix H). In these
introductory lette;-s the purpose q,nd details of the study was
explained. The letters stressed that parti.cipation in the
research was voluntary and that confidentiality was assured so .
that the organisation would not have access to information
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pertaining t.o any individual sl4bordinElteor manager.

;/I(
The questionnaires had aIlr(ad4itional covering letter

\00attached to them supplied by a senior manager from the

organisation .. This covering letter stressed that the research

was voluntary. Quest.i.onnaireswere sent out via the internal

mail services of the organisation, and the questionnaires were

returned using pre...addressed and sealable enve;lopes (to

protect the subjects' identity). Both supervisc'l.7t:.and

subordinates were asked to state their nameson the
que~s·tionnaires in order to match up questi.onnaires which were

filled in with regard 1';0 each other. Reminder letters w-e;oe;'

sent out by the organisation to those subjects who had not yet

responded about two weeks after the questionnaires were

initially sent out.

statistical Anal~s

In order to test for the associ,ation between a high

Negotiating Latitude and \iork outcomes (e~9'., job satisfaction
,-

and work performance) for high vezsus low locus of co~rOl

groups for aSS(i!ssmentof Hypothesis 1, two independent

correlation coefficients were comparedfor Slignificant

difference using the z-Test for ~.~sting Independent

correlation Coefficients (Fit~her, 1934). A !'~~arsonProduct-

MomentCorrelat,ion Coefficient was used to test the

relatf:bnship between the varLables of structured management

style and Negotiating Latitude' for assessment of Hypothesis 2.
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Finally, the mu\~tiple regression statistical procedure was
!_'

used in the. present study t.o examine the relat.ionship between

the independent and dependent variables for assessment of

Hypothesis 3. The various assumption tests underlying multiple

regression wel.'etested before conducting the multiple

regression analysis .

.The 2:-Test fo:r:_Test.ing Inde;ruandentCorre.l,ation Coefficients

Twoindependent correlation coefficients can be compared

with one another by transforming them int.o a combined z....vi\lue

to determine whether a significant difforenct::: exists between

the t'h'Ocorrelations {Levin & Fox. 1994, Mev,}ll, 1986).

According to Levin and Fox (1994), a z~value i~ also known as

a .1standard score" and is a single scale of measnrement which

is adopted by statisticians a~.,standard, in order that

distributions of different or.:i!9ins and unit sizes can be

transformed to that single or "standard" scale for comparison

(Le"in & Fox, 1994). Whena z-value is used in the testing of

a hypothesis, the statistical procedure is commonlytermed a

z-test (Levin & Fox, 1994). In the present study, two

.independent correla.tion coefficients (obtained respectiyely

from high versus 10\1] locus of control gr.OUPE.» were compared

for significant di:f:';;erence while testing the association

between LMXand T..j6rk out.comes (eg. 1 job satisfac'i:ion and work

performance). The z-test for dE.~terminingthe difference

between two independent correlation coefficients has been us .

previously in cross-sectional o:C'ganisational research
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(.Danse:ceau &: Ma:d::hamv 1987; Dansereau. Alutto, Yammarinog

1984; t·lax'kham, Dansereau, Ah\tt.o & DumaaI 1983).

:::-_, The formula used to transform, t,.;oindependent correlation
'.\

60efficients into a z-value is as follo'1J1S:

z =

Where: ill == sample size of group 1
n2 == sample size 0:( group Z

Zrl = transformed z-value fr(.,mrl
Zr2 - transformed z-value from r2

(Levin s Fox, 1994)

,\

I'The transformation of. r to z (ie.' the value of Z) can
found in st....t.i.sticaltables and is computed from the following
fOJ.:mula:

Zr = ~log(1 + r) - ~log(1 - r)
(Levin & Fmc, 1991)

Once z has been computed it is compared with the critical
value 1.96 at the .05 significance level in order to detel~tine
whether the two independent,eo'r.reiation coefficients are
si.gnificantly different from each e;ther (McCall, 1986). The
rules for making this decision are as follows:
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If -1. 96 ;:;i: < 1.96 t do not reject the null hypothesis
If z < -1.96 or z > 1.96, reject the null hypothesis

A decision to reject the null hypothesis implies thrlt the t'VI0

independent correlation coefficients a:t:el~igni£ica:ntly
different, and ~risa versa, concerning the dec.i.sionto accept
the null h}~othesis.

AccordiJ.lg to Berry and Feldman (1985} I multiple
regre~oion is a general data analytic techil.iquethat analyses
'the relationship between a dependent variable and 0 set of
independent '11'ariables.In the present study the relationship
between the independent variables (~ffective leader-member
exchange, suhord.inate locus of control orientation, and
structured management ~~yl~) and each 0f the dependent
variables (job satisfaction and jvb perfon~~nce) wer~
e}~amined. The statistical technique of multiple regression has
been used previqusly in cross-sectional organisational
research (Etzioni, 1984; La RO~co & Jones, 1978; See~s &
Graen, 1984; Winnubst, Marcel1issen, & Kleb~r., 1982), with a
nwnber of studies applying multiple Iagress.ton in South Africa
(Ballantine, 19~9; Bluen, 1986; Hm'lse, 1987; !Cruger..1987).

The gener.al form of the relationship of the linear
regression model between dependent and independent ,ra:r..i.ables

is:
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Where: y := tile predlcted scor.!3of the dependent, "\T(i:t:iable
a == ,;'the intercept of the regres,sion lin6

b t:: the sLope of the r'~gression line
,1: == raw llH::lOl:@S of the tnciependent variables

k ::the number. of independent variables
(Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991)

More t.han one independent variable can be incorporated
into the regression equation. This allows for a more complete
explanation of the dependent variablej as most phenomena are
caused by moze than one fa~tor (Lewis...Beck, 1980).

'::1

The significance of variables in the multiple regression
equation is asses,f',ec;li~'using the standard F-test and comparing
the derived F-valnes with tabled F-values (liJ.cNemar,1962:
Lewis-Beck ..19.80). For the F...test to be successful, the F-

c~'

value must be above the critical tabled F...value, determined by

the degrees of freedom "of the sample (Pedh~zur 6( Schme~.kint
:'-,>

1991). The R2 coefficient (coefficient of mJ1lt.iple
determination known as increment in R2) is assessed in order
to ascertain the goodness.-of-fit of a multiple regression
equation (Bluen, 1986). The R2 coefficient reflects the
pxopoxt.Lon of variance in the dependent variable 'that can be

~\explained by the independent variables in the equation
(l?edhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). From this figure, the term ttR2

change" is derived. Acc~..cdingto Bluen (1986), the R2 change
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shows. ·towhat. degree each independent (predictor) vai'iable
cont~ibutes to the dependent variable.

Assumptions of MultiRle Reqre~

Three major assumptions should be tested before
conducting multiple regression analysis. These assumptions are
the presence of a linear relationship between dependent and
independent variables, the absence of multicollinearity, and
no measurement error (Lewis-Beck, 1980; Pedhazur & Schil1elkin,
1991). Each of these assumptions will be addressed separately.

Linearity Tests

The first assumption is that the relationship between the
independent and dependent variables are linear (Lewis-Beck).
To test for linearity, the difference between Eta2 (a measure
of combined linear and non-linear variance explained by the
independent variable) and the R2 statistic (the variance
explained solely by the linear component of the independent
,rariable) is calculated to assess the nOL-linear portion of
the dependent variable contributed to by the independent (or
moderator variable) (Bluen, 1986, Kruger, 1987). According to
McNemar (1962), to determine whether the relationship deviates
from linearity, the proportion of non-linoa.r variance (Eta:! -
n2) and the significance of the F-ratio is ex'amined.

According to McNemar (1962) the test of significance is
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based qn the $guation;

(1 ~"E2) I (N-G)

Whe,'£::.et ~~eta {correlation ratio)
R :;::~orrelation coefficient

i)
G -. numbsz' of groups in class variable
N :;::sample si~e
Degrees of Freedom::: (W...e;) and (G-2)

(McNemar; , 1962 )'\\

(;1 The relation shows that the F-value, for given degrees of
freedom, ,is a reflection of the difference between Eta 2. and

,';:J

R4,. A significant F...value indicates that the relationship
between the independEmt and depencient variable is non-linear
,<(ie.it deviates significantly :from linearit.y) (l4.cNemal.',

1962). Accoit'dingto Berry and Feldman (1985) and Bluen (1986),
when the relationships between the variables being examined
are non-linear, polynomial xegression is applied to tral~sfor.m
the variable and comply with the linearity assumptions.
Polynomial regression is a form of multiple regression, but
includes successive powers of the independent variable. The
analysis is done hierarchically and with each ~ucces~ive step
a higher order polynomiaJ is added to the equatiLon (Pedhaaux &

Schmelkin.v 1991). The h;ff.ghest-order·term to add significantly
to the previously explained variance of the dependent
variable, replaces the .original non-lineal.'va:ciable in the
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regreSSiQ11 e<;tuati(m (Kruger, 1987). 'l¥htSpolynomial regress:i.on.
eq\u!!t.ion ta;kes tIfe form 01:: f

'_j

11 - a .;. ]:h Xl .;- bz :l!::z + • • bl~;!:(J,1.
(

(Pedha2:~r & Schmelldn I 1991)

,~,.'_ ;;!,.~,I~U...r1.!n~a~
i ,~.

1'1

The s'~con9;:f:assumptionis the absence of
t> " _ _ _ _ _ i;..··~::;' :~<-~

ml:!lticollii~~~flr.ii'I~Y> No' Lndepandent; variable should be highly
correlated wit.h another independent variable (Lewis-Beck.,
1980). To assess multi-,901linea:r:ityvthe correlatioll
(Pearson's Product Moment Correlation)/between the independent
variables is examined. If no coefficients of .80 or greater
axe fo'&nd, it is concluded that nmlticollinearity does not
~xist (Dunlap & 'Kemery, 1.987). This technique has been
successfully used in previous research to determine the
absence of multicollinearity (Ballantine. 1989; Eluen, 1986;

(J

1{ruger1 1987).

I{(easurement ErroL-

Al.L variabJl>esshould be measured accurately Ln ordel~ to
reduce measurement error (Le"'~is-Beck,1980). Inaccurate
measurement results in inaccurate estimates. To determine the
ext.errc of measurement error, the internal consist.ency
reliability of questionnaires is calculated using Cronbach's
Alpha formula (Eluen, 1986). ReIi,ability coefficients above
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c
thi9 .60 level are ,generalJy comridered acceptable (:Anastasi,

o

In" the pres$nt study the .05 level of sigrd£lcance was

used in all" the st.atistical analyses to assess th~ .

9.igni.fic;anc~ c~frela:i:ionships. The .05 leveJ. was adopted in an
(;l

at;l::.em;ptt.o tedllce the potential of making a Type I error
"(Kerlinger, 1986). Typs 1 error occurs firstly, when no

" c- .~

sign,ifictlnt difference' e.xists between the sampl~~ and

secol1.cUy, when the differences observed by the experimenter
r.o\~,

are due to chance (Chr;~stensen, 19~Jl.t, Levin & Fox, 1994). 'llhe
" \
J "

Typec J: erroy;' is controlled by the is. .....hificance level that one

se,;ts. The in\rer~~e of the Type ! ezzoz , namely the Type II

error I is anoubez possible error in signifidance levels

(Pedh~zur & SChl'llelki.n, 1991). The Type :U error OCCUx,'S when

non ...significant results are obtained between sampled groups,
c but in reality differences do exist between t.he sampled groups

(Pec!.hazur & Scbmelkin, 1991). Using the 005 signitic:ance level

helps to achieve a balance between the Type I and Type II
e'rro:r:: (Ke:rlinge:t, 1986). A more lenient .10 level cut--off

po.i.nt; has been adopted by previous researchers (eg. I Dunegan

et al. I 1992), the rat,lonale being that multiple regression is

a stringeni~ pxooeduxe . Howevel:', due to the lower degre~ of

acouzaov inherent. in the.' .10 level, studies using the .10
level have been c!riti(dse.,dby Wilhelm, Herd and Steiner (1993)

for producing results whic.1hmight be due to chance. The .05
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~' ].6,\"e1 has been' '\~sed in prev.iol.~s South" ~frican resea17ch
,,_' ..

satistt'ltt:orily .(B1uen, i9SG; Kruger, 1987; Nunns at a l . I 1990,

Nu:o_n,s& Argirys, 1992).

RESULTS

This section firstly deals with the findings for assessment of
H:ypotheses 1 and :2. II'hE:'1reafterr for Hypot.hesis 3F the findings

of t.he vazLoue assumpt.ion test,s for multiple r~gression are

presented. Finally I the remul t.s of the mu),t,iple regression

a analy~;es aJ:e pr~sented.

\J
(~ Result.§... for. H,IPothesis 1

Table 2: !L~nmftXYof z-Test Resul~s for assessment of

HY.Qo'thesis 1.f.,.S?rHigh versus Lot., Locus of Control Grourui

~~~~;i ...:.....·.....',""...~--""',,""5""8""'8""""_"+'-'---~--""""u

_' ~Per.torxnance (man.) .196 .334

ll~~~anca (su,b.) j__,/.l~t___ .125
~T::fu "" high~Iocus 6:c\:=bont:roT::;::g~r::::o?"!up""'==::Z;"=='-=-:o::!====~===:!J

1":.2 == low locus of control ~lraup

....89 ns

.....14 ns

Results of the z-test analysis for comparing independent

correlatic'n coefficients supported Hypothel:;is l, indicating

that there were; no significant differences between high and

Low locus of control groups (based on a median split) in all
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three cases while test.ing the associatil.i>n between LMXand the.
i)

t:hr.ee dependent. va.riables (:b.e./, job satisfact.ion (2 := .... 72

US); manager-rated woxk perforanance (z ::;:;-. 89 .ns) .and

subordinate ..·rated tN'orJ~perforrilance (2: =: .... 14 na j j ,

FU+,thermore, uarl correlationE; Ln :1:able :2 (above) between. a

high Nego't;tatil1g Lat.!tude and all th:t;'ee dependent 'tariables

'Wlerein the same direc:tion (positive) r for both high and low
_;)

locus of control groups respectively (i.e., jOb satisfaction

(r'g ;;:::~503 & .588; 1.2.< .01), manager-rated work performance <z:
;; .196; ,e> .05; and!:;;::: .334; 12<.01); and subordinat.e-rated

work perfol.'1}ial'lce (r'B"" .151 & .125; 12.> .05»).

-} -'

{( '"Results {or Hypothesis 2

,Bgsult of Correlation between StrUctured ManagementStyle ~{J.d

pegotiating Latitude for assessment of Hypothesis 2

A Pearson Product-Moment correlation of r = .067 (B> .05)

was obtained between the variables of struoturecl<'1nanagement

style and Negotiating Latitude, indicating that, for· the
present sample, these two variables were Lndependent; of each

other for auboxdfnaties . 'rhus,Hypothesis :2 was supported.

r,/
ASstmmtion Test.s for Nultiple Regresaicm

Prior to the multiple regression analysis being computed

"\\

/l
U
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for assessment of Hl~othesis 3, the underlying assumptions of

multiple regression were tested. These included the

reliability of the measuring instruments, the presence of a

linear relationship between the dependent and independent

variables, and the absence of multicollinearity between

independent va~iables.

Reliabili ty of Measuril19:.Jnstruments

The int.ernal consistency reliability (Cronbach' is alpha)

was assessed for each measure to detex;:nine the reliability of

the measuring ins1;.rum.ents. Internal consistencies were

assessed for the Locus of Control Scale (.84), the Leader-

MemberExchange Scale (.91) I the G~')~lsetting Sub-scale (.70)
'\

of the Michigan Organisational Assessh1ent Questionnaire, the

Employee Rating Scale (supervisor-rate:i (.90) and subordinate-

rated (.69», and the Job Satisfact.ion subscale (.94) of the

Work and llife Attitude Survey. Hence, internal consistency

coefficients ranged from .69 to .!l4 (M= .83), and were

considered satisfactory (Anastasi, 1982). This fulfilled the

requirements for multiple regres~~ion.

Linearity: Tests

To test whether a linear relationship exists between the

dependent \"ar~ables (job sa.tisfaction & job performance) and

the independent variables\'( Leaderr-membar exchange, Locus of
\\

'control s! managementstyle),. tests for lineari t.y were carried
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out (Lewis-Beck, 1980). Testing for linearity;;involvas the F-
test, ..which ccncarns examination of the relationship bet\V'een
Eta2 - .. R2 (Kerlinger, 1986). In order for a linear relation'-
ship to exist bet\l1eenthe dependent variable~'1,Eta 2 should not
be significantly different to R2. The siq·;iificanceof the
differe,?ce between Eta2 - R2 and the relevant F-value showed

that all relationships between the dependent '\rariablesand
independent variables did no~ deviate significantly n

\,\

lineari ty :.(see Tabl~s 3 and 4).

Table 3: Test,of Linearity of Relationship between Le~:ler-
Member Exchange and Dependent Variables

-.01 4/144
1,7ns

.13
.02 4/156

p< •** p< •enns = non-significant

.04

Examination of the relationship Eta2 - R2 for leader-
member exchange versus the dependent variables was not
significant thus signifying that ·the J:'elationship satisfied
the assumption of linearity. The relationship between leader-
member exchange and the two dependent variables (job
satisfaction and employee rating scale (supervisor and
subordinate~rated) is linear, hence, these variables can be
included in the multiple regression computation (Kerlinge:x;,
1986) .
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Table 4: Test of Linearity of the Relationship between
Locus of Control and Dependent Variables

.01
ns = non-significant

Examination of the relationship Eta2 - R2 for the
relationship between locus of control and the dependent
variables was non-significant thus signifying that the
assumptions of li~earity were satisfied by these
relationships. The relationship between locus of control and
the two dependent variables I namely, job sat~ ~·~·\'.ctionand

r~.,

performance, is linear such that the above relationships may
be included in the multiple regression equation (Kerling'er,

Ii

1986) .

Table 5: Irest of Linearity of the Relationship between
Management Style (Structure) and Dependent Variables

.037 2/146.035

.01 .008 2/149.002

**p< .01
ns = non-significant
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Examination of the relationship Eta 2 - R2 for struc'cllred
Irr~~:-aagementstyle '~/1~~SUSthe dependent variableS was not;

\.f

significant thus signifying that the relationship snt.isfied

the assumption of linearity. The relationship bc::rttyeen

structur.ed management style and the t'V-10 dependent variables ,

(job satis-faction and employeerating scale (supervisor. and

subordinate-r~ted) is linear., hence, these variables can be

included in the multiple regression computation (Kerlingexr
1986) •

Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity was assessed by correlat&ng the
independent and dependent variabl~~()( see Table 6,). The

Pearson Product-Momentcorrelat.ion coefficients between the

independent and dependent variables '>1erelow (~ < .65) and did

not exceed the .80 level indicating the absence of

multicollinearity (PQdho.2lur & Schmelk:tn, 1991).



Table 6: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Independent and DeDende~t Variables

1 Locus of Control 166 85.3 14.32 (.84)

2 Leader-Member Exchange 166 13.2 4.86 .45** ( .91)

I 3 Supervisory Structure 166 16.36 3.26 .22** ~07 ( .70) 0;

I 4 Job Satisfaction 166 76.23 13.81 .65** .63** .16 ( .94)

5 Job Performance (man.) ~63 26.30 5.43 .31** .36** .19* .40** ( .90)
~

6 Job Per.formance (sub.) J 151 29.15 3.28 .16* .20* .04 .25** .26** (.69)

* ~-p
** P < .01Note: Reliabilities (coefficient alpha) in parentheses on principal diagonal

co
:\.)



~J:able..l.!-summa~* o_:t.the Mult.i.:ele_Beareltaiop Aqll!ysi~ S!i

l.leade:a-14e..mbez Exphange t ...1.t.oc}1s...9f. _Qontrol, Structure. art's!

ns
46.86 *~I:

.01
ns -- non...significant

ReStll te of the mu.Itiple regression analysis for job

satisfaction and the three independent variables P:.J.iX,
struct.u.re, and LOC) provided partial support for Hypothesis 3•.

J;.teader-member exchange (.E.( 1/162) ~;;4,7.86) evidenced a

significant mad.neffect on job satisfaction. e~rplaining .~'1%of

t,he var,iance in subordinate job satisfaction. In the multiplo

regression analy&:~p of leader-member exchange. onto job

satisfaction, locus of control (F(1/143) = 46,gS) explained an

additional 14%of the v£l:riance in terror3 of the leadership-

satisfa.cti.oY'l relationship than the variable of L1>1Xalone.

Howev-e:r:,super'ltisory structure (F(1/147) = .2B) did not

explaill additional variance in terms of the leadership.,.

satisfaction relationship.
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!i'a'ble a ~ Suwn,a,ey ...of t_hg.J1ul t:i.J.?,le Reg_li.~ssion Analysis •.of

L~..t~k.Membet. _,Exchange l • :POCUl1 of_ Con.tr9:j..lJ_tr,'!lct...u~~.and
(,'

'j::nm1ol!:ee_Rat..j.ng,S.calg (~na9J:!r ...rat~d )_for a~-,,;essment of:
(,

o
c

l.bn?othesls a-
(I ,;:

.15 ,) 1/147.02
J./143 31 ns.11 .02

ns
I~Ol
llt:m-signi,ficant

It 0:;

Leader-member exchange (E.(1/147)== 10.92) evidenced a
II

significant. main e.ffect on job performance eJtplaining

13% ~lfthe variance in subordinate job performance (:manager...
p

rat~~1d). In the mul,tiple regr.ession analysis of, leader-member

exchange onto job performance, locus of control (F(1/143) :;:;:

2,31) and supervisory S'txuctllre(F(1/147) :;0: 2,94) di.d not
explain any additional variance in terms of the leadership."

,I',

p~.rformallce relationship than th~ v'iiriable of LMX{Alone.
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T_@le 9 = Summary •.Q.f t:.v.~ Mul ti'Qle Regression AnalX!'ilis of..

Leq_der-Member Exchange, Lo_gul5of. Control.; StructuJ;'.~.,.j!11d

~~m,t:21oy~eRating...Sga~ubordinay-ra.ted) for ,aSSeSSll'lEmtof
!l.Jll20thesis 3'

.01 ns

.01 1/140 ns
p< • 1 ()

'nB = non-significant
(/

t.eader~·member exchanqe (l.( 1/159) = .3.17) evi,~enced a
v-

.~ significant main effect 'on job performance explaining 4% of

the variance in suborQ.inate job performance (subordinate ...
.rated). In the mult.iple regression aXl'ilysis of leader-member

exchange onto subordinate-rated job performance, locus of

control (E.(1/140) = 1/48,) and supervisory i3tructure (F(1/144)

:::; .SO) did not @xplain any additional variance in terms of the
';1

., leadership ....perfo:rmance :rela'tionship than the variable of LMX
alone.

:Liden and Green (1980) argue that the quality of the dyadic
relationship that exists between manager and subordinate must
be central in leadership research. In fact, the focus of the
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leader-member exchange approach is this dyadic relati~mship
between manager and subordinate. Despite the view that leader-

""j;>' ,"-.:~"-~~<
member exchange has provided a more accurate conceptualisat.ion
of the exchange relationship (Dienesch & Liden, 19B6~ Wayne &
Green, 1993), the mere recent trend in l~ research is to
dLacovex ways of extending the leader-member exchanqe model by

incorporating moderating ,rariables into thf3 theory's
underlying structure so that IJ1X may explain a greate.r amount
of variance in orga.nisational outcomes, such as job
satisfaction and performance (Kinicki lie Vecchio I 1994; Vect:hio
s Gobdel, 1984). Locus of conz roI is a personality variabl~:l
which may strengthen the leader-membex' exchange leadership
model, as locus of control is frequently associated with ..job
satisfaction and p~rformance (Spector, 1988; Blau, 1993).
Furthermore, the degree to which managers ~tructure their
subordinates' work role so that subordinates have a clear idea
of Nhat has to be done on a particular job, may result in an
increase in subordinate job s';itisfactionand perforInane,e
(Spector, 1982) ..Incorporatin~~ the variables of locus of
control and supervisory struc't-;ureinto the LMX model may
account for more variance beil'lg explained in terms of job
sati.sfaction and performance t.han 'che variable of LMX alone.
The results of the present study supported the.first two
hyPot.heses and provided partial support :eor the third
hypothesis. A high quality lead.er-member exchange was
positively associated with both job satisfaction and
performance. Furthermore, the variable of structured
management style was found to be independent of the variable
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of leader-member exchange. Finally, 'the incorporation of locus

ot t~mltro1 and structured managementstyle into the model

explained a significantly greater prl:)portion of v'ariance in

tenns of suhozdLne'ce job satisfactiolt1 only, but not in

subordinate t\1'ork performance.

The present study explcJ::cedthree hypotheses. The results,:

of the study will be discussed separately for each hypothesis.

Thereafter I t.~e limitations of the study will be presented.

Finally, both theoretical all";' pract.ical imp,lications of the

fi:ndings will be considered.

pypothesis 1

Resul ts of t.he z-test analys.:i.s revealed tha·t no

significant differences existed in correlation coeffici~nt.s

(i for t.he relationship betlrleen Ll"l1Xand the dependent variables

(i.e.~ job satisfaction (z ::: -.72 ns) and subordinate work

performance (z ;;::... 89 ns and z == ,•• 14 ns j ) for both high and

low locus of control groups. This findi.n~r provided support fox"

Hypothesis 1whi.:''h,tested wheth'9r a high Negotiating Latitude

would be aasocf.aned positively with job l:latisfaction "'~'ndwork

performance for subordinates, regardless of their loous of

control ol::'ientation. Simply put, in torms; of the IeMXmodel,

one would expect both internally and extElruallr orientated

subordinates to respond positively to a high Negotiating

Latitude. This is because high quality manager-subo:td.inate
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relationships typically involvec9reater oommunication, trust,

inf ltlence. in decillion makinq and discretion between
(iI' - . r:

subordinat:es and their 'fuanagers than low quality €lli;changes
c:

(l{oslp'lil1sky & Doherty, 1~~89). Consequently, a high Negotiating
Lat.itude is cencarned with the sharing of resources bet,ween a

manager and his/her subordinate and might the:cefore 'be

expeq,ted to):)l~ independent of the locus of control orientation

of the subordinate. The results of. the present study revealed
t.Il,is idea to be coxzect; with r.egards work euticomee , such as

job .~atisfact.ion and work perfOrIMmce of ..Iubordinates.
c,J

HI:)'fleVer, only two studies (E;f.g., l\irlicki & Vecchio, 1994,

M~~?lane, 1991b) could be located \*lhichhave considered the

Locus f)f control concept wi thin the framework of the :tJI1X

thE~oryof leadership. Neither of these two studies, however,
c .~

ar~? relevant to the present finding. Thus, from a theoretioa.l

pel:spective, the present findi119 is a "unique" finding, which

sU~Jgests, for the LMXmodel, that the locus of control

orj.entation of che subordinate does not moderate t.he aualit,'!:it•. . .,..t

Ii of the manager-subordinate dyadic relationshj.p.

{)

.Hl!::Qothesis2
o

The 'Irariable of structu:t'ed management style was not found

(i to be significantly correlated (.t. :::; .067; ll> .05) to the

vax'iable of Negotiating Lati'tude (LM.X). This :J:'9sult provided

support for Hypothesis 2' which investigated \lThether the

vax'iabia of structured management $·l;:.y1eWillSLndependent; of the

vax'iable of Negotiating Latitude (U-4X).The aim of this
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hypothesis ,,!as to test 't<lf,IEfther the concept of Negotia.t~lng

Lati1:ude allows for tbe possibility t.hat subordinates may need

varying degrees of structure: in their job ;roles. For ex,ampler
o

l,nte!:'nally ...oriented subo:rdil1,ates typically prefer a mor4;~

unstructured s\lpervisory sty\le in the sense that they are

giw.m mOl.·e independence and ItIore trust (Sp(~ctor, 1982).

E::'{t~~rnalsj on the other hand, tend to be mor-e dependent on

'their environment. for direction, hence they typically preieX'

mOl:'S directive approaches than t.heir internal counterparts
',I

(SpectQl:;,1982). Thus, since internals and externals require
different degrees of supervisory structure in their worle

roles., '-,ild considering that the locus of control construct may

be independent of the variable of Negotiating Latitude (see
Hypothesis 1) for" subozdf.natea, one would expect supervisory

st.ructure to be independent of Negotiating Latitude. The Goal

Setting subscale of the Michigan Organisational Assessment
Questionnaire (Seashore, Lawler, Mi:r:vis& Can~ann, 1982) was

used ,to assess the extent to which the supervisor structures

the role of the subordinate.
(/

No prior relsearr:h has been found in testing :for the

independence of supervisory structure with LMX.However, the

construct: of sut>ervisocy. structure has been tesearched in

relation to othelX leadership approaches (eg., Hersey &

Blanchard's (19;'7) Situational Leadership) where the construct

of init.iating st;ructure was found to be a major component of

Leadez ahf.p behavdouz. The variable of IIini tie t.Lon of
structure II (along' wi·th IIconsideration II) constituted the basis
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around which leadership style theories described the behaviour
of leaders. HO\-rever, the concept of structure has not been
considered in relation to the dyadic approach, rather in
relation to the standard a.pproach (leader-group ;vela'cions)

(BaSsu 1990). In the present study, given that supervisory
structure was found to be independent of LMX, the final
hypothesis considered whether the variable of supervisory
structure (as well as locus of control of the subordinate)
explained a.dditional variance in the dependent variables (job
satisfaction and performance) than LMX alone. The final
hypothesis is in line with the more recent trend in LMX
research of discovering ways to extend the leader-member
exchange model by incorporating additional variable~ into the

I;;,

theory,'s underlying structure to increase the predictive power
of the model in explaining organisational outcomes,. such as
job satisfaction and work performance (Kinicki lit Vecchio,
1994; Vecchio & Gobd.;l, 1984). The present finding (for
Hypothesis 2) suggesr.s that the concept of Negotiating
Latitude does not allow for the possibility that subordinates
may need varying degrees of structure in their j.oP roles.
Consequently, the incorporation o:fthe variable of supervisory
structure into the underlying strllcture of the I.iMX model may·

increase the effectiveness of the model in e~rplaining
organisational outcomes.

HYeothesis 3

Considering job satisfactl.on first, the multiple
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regression analysis yielded a main effect where the one
Lndapendent;vari.able, namely leader-member exchange t explained
a significant proportion (4·0%)of the variance in the

dependent variable job satisfaction (1l(1/162) == 47 ..86: 12.<

.01). This finding indicates that where a high quality dyadic

relationship ()e~lstsbet~leen a manager and a subordinate, t.he

subordinate is very likely to feel :moresatisfied 't~i"'!;.hhis/her
job. This strong relationship" bett'il'een leader-member exchange

and job satisfaction is consistent with previous ,research
(Dockery & Stei.ner, 1990; Graen, Liden & Hoel, 1982; Graen,

',.','

Novak & Sommerkamp, 1982; Hollander & Offerman, 1990;
SchriesheilU, Scandura, Eisenbach and Neider, 1992; llilhelm,

'C Herd s S;1:.einer,1993) w'hich indicates 'that a significant
e.

relationship exist.s between LMX and jOb satisfaction. The
reason behind this significant relationship/between leader-
member exchange and job satisfaction may be due to the extent
of the sharing of 'resources between :manager and subordinate
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986~ Koslowsk;r & Doherty, 1989; Wilhelm at
al., 1993). According to Koslowsky and Doherty (1989), the
sharing of resources leads to an .i'ncreasein job satisfaction,
while decreased sharing of resources will lead to lower job
satisfaction''-

The addition of locus of control into the model resulted
in a significant main effect where subordinate locus of
control explained an additional increase (14%) of variance in
the dependent variable job satisfaction (F..(1/143)~ 46.a6~ l?,<

.01). This finding sl'ggests that when a manager takes into
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=«,considexation a. subordin.a.tes'internal locus of.control
orientation in the dyadic exchangE! relatiop,ship, the
subordinate will achieve a significantly greater amount of
satisfactism from his/her job. ':PI ", ~ finding is consistent with

theory and research around the locus of cQntrol~job
satisfaction relationship (AndriSani s Nestel, 1976~ l-1i'tchell
et aI, 1975; Gemmill & Heisler, 1972; Spector, 1982), namely,
that internals are more satisfied at work than externals.

o

Finally, coupled with the finding that the quality of the
,-
)

leader-member exchange was significantly positively correlated
with internal locus of control (r :::::_45) If the present resuJ.ts
suggest that the locus of cont~ol orientation of the
subordinate might moderate the effects of the quality of the
dyadic exchange. The above findil'lgis supporti va of Dienesch
and Liden's (1996) sugges1~ion that individual ...difference
variables should be incorporated into the leader-member
exchanqe model t:o~~ncrease the predictive power of the model
in explaining organisational o~~comes.

The inclusion of the variable of structured manaqement;
style into the model resulted in no main effect between
structured management, style and job satisfaction being found
(F(1/147) = .28). This means that the variable of structure
alone explained no significant additional amount of variance
in job satisfaction. The reason for this finding may be that
the effect of structuring the subordinate's job may only be
beneficial for certain personalit:y types (eg", internal locus
of control) and not for others. This idea finds support in the
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Iitara ture 1phere Spector (19 B2), a:rgu.esthat a subordinate who
has an internal locus of control ~rienta't.ion would typically
prefer a lItore unstructured supervisory style as internals ~r,j9
t.ypically moze self-motivated and independent than their
external counterparts. Externals, however, might prefer a .more
structured work rola as they are more dependent on their
environment for direction (Spector, 1992). Hence,
consideration of the variable of structure alone may be
meaningless without specifying individual differences in the
sample.

The third hypothesis also conSidered whether
incorporation of the variables of structured management style
and locuq;,of control into the model would explain a>1

significantly greater proportion of variance in the other
dependent variable, namely, work perfor.mano3. Concerning both
manager- and subordinate-rated perfor.manca, leader-memb(;r
exchange yielded significant lnain effects explaining 13~ and
4% (r~spectively.) of variance in work performance (F(1/147) =

10.92t 12.< .01; and ]!"(1/159) = 3.17; R< .05 respecti,vely). This
result is supportive of previous leadership research which
found that a positive relationship exists between leader-
membez exchange and work perfo:r:mance (Dienesch & Liden, 1986 ~

Dockery & Steiner, 1990: Dunegan, Duchon, Uhl ....Bien, 1992;

Graen, Novak & Soromerkamp, 1982; Nunna et a1., 1990).

For both work performance models (manage:r- and
subordinate~rated) the independent variables of structl,'ureand
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locus of control did not explain amy additional significant
incrri,~seof variance than the variable of leader-member

'\

exchanqe alone. This finding, A.:n.likethe job satisfaction
"\\model r was contrary to expectations. A possible reaso,Xlfor

this non ....significant finding is that various differences exist
between the constructs of job satisfaction anrt work
perfor.manc~ (Petty, McGee & Cavender, 1984). For example, job
satisfaction is not a simple construct. According to 'Warrf'
Cook and Wa).l (1979) job satisfaction is defined as thf?Je>ctent

\,

to which an tmployee is satisfied with the extrb1sic and
intrinsiC features of his/her job. Furthermore, Lock~ (1983)

str~$ses that the concept of satisfaction incorpor.ates a
global impression which incorporate.:; bo.th pl.esent and past
situations. However., the concept of work performance is
narrower as it is generally measured by taking an empl0:lree's
actual performance or work output (in th~ insurance industry
this is recorded as the number) of sales) as a percentag~ of
projected target (Dickinson & O'Brlen, 1982). Hence, the two
independent variables (structure and locus of contrOl), which
are concerned with the manager-subordinate interaction, may
not have lent any assistance to the actual sales of products

\1which might be affected by factors outside the control 6f the
employee (e.g., the sales area and nature of competition)
(Locke 5< Latham, 1984). Furthermore, a system oz o:t'ganisation
exists in dynamic interaction with its t?nvironment (:Katz &
Kahn, 1978). Hence political and socia-economic factors
operating in the wider environment .:may impact upon and
influence the organisation. For eXal,\\ple,insecuri ty and
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tension surrounding the pre- and post-democl:-atic election
periods in South Africa (Apri1u 1994) manifE~sted by violence
in the political a.nd industrial envirqnments, and effecting a

, i

genera.l mood of uncertainty about the tuture, may have
undermined organisational effe~tiveness, e.g., ~ decrease in

.,'

sales perfo:r:rnance.'l'husI work performance I especially in sales
industries, can be affected by factors outside the control of
the employee, tv-hiehmay result in an inaccurate portrayal of

an individual f s true level of work performance. .Hm17ever,
subjective measures of performance, such as the employee
rating scale may take adverse environmental factors into
account.

Summary of Findings

Irhe results of the present study revealed that a high
Negotiating Latitude was independent of the locus of control

~---/,'orientation of subordinates, with'regards to subordinates I job'
satisfaction and their work performance. This finding
suggested that the locus of control orientation of the
subordinate does not nn..lp.ratethe quality of the manager.-
subordinate dyadic reJ.3t.ionship. Furthermore, the variable of
structured management style was found to be independent of the
quality of the manager-subordinate relationship. This finding
suggested that the concept; of Negotiating Latitude does not
take into account the possibility that subordinates may need
varying degrees of structure in their job rol as. J!'inally,th.e
relationship between effective leadership and the variables of

(I
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job satisfaction and ~.ro;rkperformance respectivelyu was

significant. When the variables of locus of control and

structured manayerae:nt i3tyle '£-Jere Lnc.l.uded into the letider-

member exchanqe model , locus of control e,tplained an

additional 14%of the variance in t.erms of tht,· laaderl!,hip'"

sathJfact..ion relaJc..i.onship than the va:r.:iable of LMXalone!, but

leadership-perf(,'H':xnance relationship by locus of ccmi.::rol. I'£he

variable of sttuct:urr:ld management style did not e~t:l:,lain any

additional variance in terms of sU~lordinat.e job satisfaction
J

and work pe:r:fo:rmance than the variable of LM.'K aleln.e.

E'tploratory r(i!Search on leadership mode.l.s , such i!W; leader-

member eJwhanl;;re, is necessary in order to better explain

leadership ouucomes such as 't..rc.'rkperformance and J'ob
(,\

satisfaction, and t.oenhance the leadership model by inclu.ding

other indivl.dv-a1 di:fference 'Variables.

Limitations of t~

A number of limitations of the present. stud~'can be
identified. For example, the sample used in th~~present. study

was predominantly Femal.(!.), White and Afrikaans l~peakiJrlg. The

greater propc~tion of "10ntE'-'n(.i.e. I 6I)%) in the ,$~:mple may limit

the generalisab: '.:Lty of the findings to the m4!le gender
I

(Bluen, 1986). Even though the roajoritx of su~~jects were
\ ,

Afrikaans speakin.g f 'le., 72%) ·the actual ques1~ionnaires wel':"e

administered in English and not necessarily i;h the home
II
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language of th~.1 su,bject.. CO:r'~sequently;.there 't'l1t1f'> a great.er

chance of subjl~cts :m.iE;1:uder$tandingthe items, t.hus creating

possibl.e bias .Ln the sa.ll\pl~l"HO"lryevert sUbjects "VJereprofioient:.
I)

in the English language as they "((Jorkedin EngliE;h and the

cozpoxabe envLxcnment; is predominantly Engli,..s.h-speaking.
:~ ,

Furthermore, accordil'l.g t.c Bluen (1986), translating the
\\questionnaires into another language might cause various

problems .. 'such as dist.orted 1l1eaning in translating and.the
incorrect. understandin9 of idiomatic phrases. ConsequentlY\~\

questionnaires 't1ere not translated and "'Jere used in the

original language in '!Jthich they had b&3enconstructed.

Nevertheless, various step~ tlers taken to aid Afriltai.ins

speakil1\~(.respondents in completing the questionnaires, such as

the ord'aring of Afri'Jeaans covering lett.ers before English ones

and adc',re~sing quest~iC)nnaires and Ei'nvelopes in A.frikaans· to

Afrikaa.lls speaking 'responderrts. FUi'thermore, questionnaires

were checked on t:.helir rs'turn for response bias or .~b'if;ic'l:'i.::i
/?~j

si gns of the sUbjEH!::t misunderstandin,q the instructions or

quest~,pns in order to overcome these potential confounds

relating to language.

Participation Was voluntary even though volunteer ~amples

may have biased,the responses obtained (RosnOwSt Rosenthal,

1976). HoweverI :r:eminder letters were sent. out by the

researcher after 2·,3 't'V'eeks.According to Francel (1966) f the

use of reminde:r: letters tends to increase the response rate

and reduce the bias encountered by volunteer samples. In order

to be ethical, only reminder let.ters were sent out, as
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stronger reminder techniques have been known to influence a

sample negatiV'e1y (Rosno~i & Rosentha.l, 1976) ..

Lastly, in the present zoesearch questionnaires 't\iere

relied upon a~ a means of data collection. Fut.ure research
could adopt a multimethod appzoach as a benej:icial means of

collecting data 'l.l1herea varl€;ty of technique~$aze used, such

as interviews and naturalistic observations (Anaatasi, 1982).
However, much research has been done bi the use of

quest.ionnaires as a means of date. collection. Furthermore,

future research maybenefi't from receiving data from

addi tiona1 souzcea ot.her '('.han the immediate;, supervi.soJ:s and

their 'subordinates t \~,ch aa peers whomay act as independent

observers.

There are a number clf theoretical implica·tions of the

present research. Sinct,3 thEl present study was an invest~.igation

of a variation of the leader-member exchange model, ~esults

suggest that the Lnctusf.on of work locus of control into the

leadershi.p model would assist in the devel.opment;of a

multi vctr1..ate approach to leadership. Such an approach is

::equired to undezacemd leadership ouzcomes as D\&lnagex;,s,

subordinates I peers.l the organisati()n an9' the ext~rnal

environment all affect such out.comes (Dl,ckinson & 0' Brien 1

1982). More compx;eb.ensiveLMXmodeLa may involve consideration

of various factors (e~g., personl.ility, organisational poli«.::ies
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and practices) r~,~uiring :r:esearch 'to identify them and

establish their i~f;}:uencE{on the quality of the manaqez--
subordinate dyadic relationship.

Even though work locu~. of control and supervisory

structure Lmpaccedpositiv,sly on subordinate job sati.siaction,

these two ~ariables did not impact ~ignificantly on

subordinate ~"ork perf.ormance. Future research could examine

the direction of the work locus of control-performance and

supervisory structure-performance relationship over time using

a longitudinal design approach. Furthermore, even :though in

the present study, both supervisor and eubozdxnace measures of

pezf ozmance 'Were used , future t:esearch could assess more fully

the i:m:n.actof wor'i(;locus of cClntrol and supervisory structure
[/t ' f,

on p(:Jr1:ormanceby using additional measures, such as an

obje:ct:tve work output measurfi~and bel:iavioural measures.

Research has generalry supported the efficacy of Graen's

Leader-Menwer Exchange model in the North Anlerican and

Japanese organisat:i.onal emrirorunents (Dienesch & Liden, 1986,

Scandura, Graen & Novak, .'/.986). As evidenced by the positive

correlation between leadeitr-member exchange and both internal

locus of oontiro l and the dependent va:':iables (job satisfaction

and pez-fozmence j , . the pr.'esent results support the utility of

the leader-7,nember exchange approach in t.he South African

organ.isaticlnal envirqlrur,ent as well. .Future research should

consider the concept" o1i:locus of control and supervisory

structure within thE! li~adership-sat;Lsfact.ion:/performance
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domain w;t'"h other samples. The nature of South African
society, u,':,mely,mul,tiracial, plultilingual, and vastly
differing educational levels miaht result in locus of control
and supervisory structure becoming essential elements .i.n the

leadership-satisfaction/performance domain. Furthermore, it.is
advisable to conduct research within industries besides the
insurance industry.

Finally, the present :findings are supportive of Dienesch
and Lidenqs (1986) sU9gestion that individual difference
variables can be incorporated into the leader-melnber exchange
model to increase the predictive power of the model in
explaining organisational outcomes. The development of the
leader-member exchange model can be furthered by corrcd.nued

','

at ~Yof suspected antecedents of differing supervisor-
subord;inate relations and the effects of t.hese differences,
from both the martager's and the subordinate's perspactive,t on
leadership outcomes. For example, in the present study four
variables were used, namely, work locus of con'cro1,
supervisory structure, subordinate job satisfaction and
performance. In search of a multivariate approach, futUre
research could exami.ne additional variables, including both
intrinsic (ie., Typ(~ I\A person6'l1ity, organisational conunitraent;I'

personali ty !~nd att.1tudofj) as well as elt'crinsic:fact.or6(1e."
incentive schemes, appropriate rewards, and organisational
procedures). The present study t.hueprovides implication;;;felr
further model building.
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,Pra.ctical Implica'tio-Ds Present Research

In a broad sense, the main practical implication of the

present research is the potential for enhaX'win9 the quality .of

the manager-subordinate dyadic xelationship. Increased quality

of the dyadic exchange will have a significant impact on the
performance and job satisfaction levels of subordinates~ More
specifically, supervisors can be taught to identify the locus
of control orientation of each.of their subordinates, and
manage accordingly. Given t.he finding of an inverse

correlation between internal locus of control and structured

managementstyle (r = -.22), the assessment of each

subordinates' locus of ('ontrol orif.;mta.tionmay allow

supervisors to allocate their time moze effectivelyu by
1\

providing greater degrees of stru~ture to the work roles of

individuals with an external 10C11S of control orientation than

to internally-orientated subozdfnaties who typically requ.ire

more independence on the job. ~hU6, supervisors could be

trained to provide appropril'lto supervisory behaviour 1;pr

subordinates depending on T~G ext~ntof their subordinates'

lOyUS of control orientations.

IJastly, due 1:'0 the ori tical shortage of managerial

personnel in the South African indu.st:r:ial environment

(Chalmers, ~.986), tP,::..l"]ir, :1. strong p:cactical need for

pursuing neWand i1:!prcNt?!Ci approaches ·to\..rardsorganisat.ional

leadership within ~iouthAfrioa .. Furthermore, given that the

number of organisai::ions implement.i.ngaffirmative action

101



policies ,has risen by 25 percent in the past t"10 years

(Webster, 1994), black recruitment and promotion is on the
o .' t

increase in South African organisations. Furthermore, 'due to
\

factors such as a lack of adequate education, there is a
possibi.li ty that manyblack South A£iHcatl workers may £unct"ion

wi tih an' external locus of co:p:t.rolorient.ation (NunnS &

Pentreath, 1992). Supervisors need to be.made a\'lare of t.his

phenomenon and adjust their supervisory behaviour accordingly.

The present findings suggest that. one such way is to structure,

the \-rork roles of theIJ9 employees to a grea·ter degree.

u

~,
\
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BlOOay:alCAL !:ttFORL'O\TION
" /) Co.'

Dear_,_- -'

Pledse provide the following information about yourself:

Name of the Branch:

Age (in years):

Gender: Male / Female

"Home language; . _l_--- __

Education (h.i.gh':=stlevel passed):

Hoi, long have you been employed by your present company?
Years Months_.......__-----

;. \~

~ow long have you been wor.king in y(»)~:r.' pres~nt position?
Ii----._-_ .._. --~----..... ----.....---, ..._--

'llhe following qu,estions 'fffill be asked ecncexnfnq each of the

follo\'1ing people whomyou supervise; __~ _'
~

\\-----,..------- .....

.........__ ........-------(,
Inease oomplete each questionnaire with specific refer~nce tp ,,;the
one person whose. name appears on thatlC!uestionnaire.

122



Dear

Please provide the follot'l?rnginformation about YQurself:

(Name of 'i;"heBranch:

Age (in yee,rs):

Gender = Male I Female

llome langua9,'e~

Education (highest level p~ssed):

How long have you been employed by your present company?

__ Years ---------~rMonths

Howlong have you been w~Jrking in your pres~nt position?
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APPENDIX B

Leader..M'~rnber Exchange SeaSe (Merilber Form)

(seandura & Graen, 19(4)
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CONfiDENTIAl

Here are some questions about your supervisor/manager,. Please answer the following questions
op-e-'n-l::-y-~a-n~d-:"'"h,-o-n-e-s"!""t"::"l-y--rega:cdingthis person. Indicate your
B.Dswer by marking only one of the four possible responses to
each question with a cross (X).

1. Do ~ou usually feel that you know where you stand •••
de lI"ouusually know how satisfied y(.~ursupervisor is with
'x<1hait. you do?

A always know where I stand

~ /' usually know where I stand
C 1_ seldorG know ""here I stand
D never know where I stand

2. How well do you feel that your supervisor tn,derstands
your problems and needs?
i~ - cOID}?letely

B well' Elxu)ugh

C - some l\,ut not enough

D ...not at'all

3. How well do YDU feel that your supervisor recognises your
potential?

1l.~- fully

B - as much as the next person
C .. SOme put not e.\'nough<.',

D ...not at all
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4. • Regardless of howmuchauthority your supervisor bas b\'lilt.
into his or her pOSition, what are the eha!l!cesthat fuleor
she would be personally inclined to use pO'll:7er to h91p yousolve pf,oblems in your work?
A = certainly would
B - probably would
C might or migh~ not
D - no chance

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formai authority your
supervisoX' has I to what. extent can you count on hill1 or br.:'::t'to help you out at his or her e!l:pensewhen you rea.lly need.
it?
A - c~rtainly 1r1ould

B - probably would
C - might 91.' might not
t' no chance

6• I ha,re enough confidence in my supervisor that:. Xwou.ld
defend or just;i,fy his or her decisidns if he or she were
not present to do ,so?

A certainly would
B - probably would
C - :maybe
D - probably ,not

., ~ How would you chd.rac1;;e:riae youi' working relationship
with your supervisor?

A - extremely effe~tive
B - bet tel:',than average
C - about. C1~verage

D ""less than average 126
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Work Locus"of Control Scale (S,pector, 1988)
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CONFIDENTIAL

The following i;tems deal with. va\tious aspects conceznanq your
job. Please indicate the extent tq which you agtee or disagree
with each of the following statements by marking a czoas (Xl over
the relevant block.

l~ A job is what you make of it.

2. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplish whatever
they set; out to accomplish.

7AGREE VERY
HUCHr:S~GRE' DISk, olSAGi'E ET~s:"~I~~--r::'EL~.vHUCH NODERATELY SLIGHTLY _ . • SLIGIIT~RATELY

~===:::::!:::-=:.==========.- ..--. ---='======::.=::!I

3. If you know t'yhat you want out of a job, you can find a
job that gives it to you.

4. If employees are unhappy with a decisjon made by their
boss, they should do someth~ng about it.

===1~:::::r==2 ~-=r===3 ~~4 ~~5 J ~6 E~7j
DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE NOT SURE AGREE AGREE EE VERY

VERY MUCH MODERATELY . SLIGHTLY __=__ ,;;: = :;~~GHTLY : MOD~~~~~Y , HUCH

5a Getting the job yt')u want is mostly a. matter of luck.



6. Making money is primarily a matter of good fortune.

~

2 3 AI 5 I) 7'IAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE (~IJI SURE AGREE AGREE AGREE VERY
11~pH ~IODERATELY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY MODERATELY MliCH

-

7. Most people are capable of doing their jobs wall if they:make the effort. \II

Sq In. order to get a ;re.tl.ll,y good job you n.eed to have
family members or friends in high places.

r-1
- -_"..,,_- ,._. ... -- - ...,,.....

2 :3 4 5 6 7
~SAGllEE DISAGREE DISAGREE NOT SURE AGREE AGREE AGREE VERYRY HUCH MODERATELY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY MODERATELY ~lUcn

- - ~

9 • Promotions are usually a :matter of g'ood fortune.

10. When it domes to landing a rea.lly good job, '\~hayou know
is more important than what you know.

O.I~:="';SAJEE T::.ti..RE A"~E Aq. ~E1 VERY
1100ERATELY SLlGfITL'f ._L~~ SLIGHTLY MODERATELY MUCH

L'===========:!::=====.<;:::*======""='===~_";:;~ e.····C-_ •

1DISAGREEVERY MUCH

11. ~xomotions are given to enlployees whp p9rfor.m well on
the job.

6AGREE
MODERATELY

?AGREE VERYMUCH
1 2OISAGREE DISAGREEVERY MUCH NODERATELY

I.l:::::==-=' ;:::::=__!=. ====:':=========!:~'.'

3DISAGREESLIGtiTLY



12. To make a lot of money you have to knowthe right
people.

4NOT SURE
'~=6==;-P==<==;==n

AGREE AGREE AGREE VERY
SLIGHTLY MODERATELY MUCH

Ll _-=-.,

13. It t.alt::es a lot of lu.ck to be an outstanding employeeon
most jObs.

~EE

-- - - r- = == ::g -:

Z 3 4 5 6 7DISAGREE DISAGREE NOT SurE. AGREE AGREE AGnEE VERY
MUCH MODERATELY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY MODERATELV MuCIl-----,,~ ..

14• Peoplc:?whoperform their jobs well genera 1.1y get
re~frded for ito

-j. ,1n=---- -
l,'

.3 )\

~7
1 2 Ii 5DISAGREE DISP.GREE DISAGREE HOT SURE AGREE AGR GREE VERY

!i VERY MUCH MOD~RATELY SLt~IlTLY "
SLIGHTI.Y MODEM HUCH

'.==e :::===e :> ==o ,. t~t
15. Most employees have lUQre influence on th~ir supervisors

than they think they do.

16. The main difference between people whomake a lot of
money,and peopl,7~whom9'~:'?\a little money is luck.

• L- "\., .-
'\. ,~
".-~ 0:." r DlSAGi"

- ~
1 I) 5 s 7DISAGREF. sor SURE AGREE A~tE AGREE VERVERY MUCH M~DERATELY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY MODERATELY HUCH

" -- . ~----,.
c\
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APPENDIX 0

Goal Setting Sub",Scale of the Michigan Organisational
"Assessment Questionnaire (Seashore et al., .1982)
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CONFIDENTIAL

'l'~~:((f;l'lOWing .items deal with the degree to which managers
\::::;:.:::'

struoture their subordinateDs job. Please indicAt.e how true or
false the following statements are for you by marking a cross (X)
over the relevant block in respect of ~

-<.:>

1. I make sure that he/she has clear goals to achieve~
:)

A
VERY
FALSE

B
¥..oDERA'rELY
PALSE

C
SLIGHTLY
FALSE

D
NOT
SUIlE

I )7-
SLIGHTLY
DIYE

1! G
MODERATm.y VERY
mUE J TRW

20 I:make acre that he/she knows what ha.s to be done..

~~=A~~~==~~'~~~=~~~~~~
BCD E " F G

VERY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY NOT SLIGHTLY MODERA'rBLY VElY
~SE FALSE FALfJE SUItE HUE nUB 'ntm

3. ,):make it clea.r to this subordi.nate how he/she should do
hii:l/h~rjob.

~

B C D 1': r vmCJMODERATELY SLIGHTLY NOT SLIGHTLY MODEaATELY
FALSE Y!ALSE Stm.E DUE n'lm TIlUE. ~
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APPISNDiX E

Employee Rating Scale (Graen et at, 1972)
I

(supervisor.. and subcrdinate."r(ited measures)
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CONF~DcNnAL

Please circle the appropriate number that describes yot!.l:'

response for each of the following question.s, in respect of

~P.END1L~ILI~: This subordinate maintains high standards
of ,l'urk and performs all needed work.

2.
3.

Ah~ays cuts corners; must be watched closely to make sure
wc);jjk is done right.

j',
Be~;J~e:r: than 1 but not. fully 3.
Can1\\\2counted on to perform assigned jobs without being
wa~chla-d.
Bettel:' than .3 but not fully 5.4.

5.
,

Ahrays can be counted on not only to perform assigned
jobs w~thout being watched but also to perform, without
b~i~:<1t\told',other jobs that should be done.

I·,

B. ALERTIDUi§.: This sub:>rdinate sees acti.ons and changes
which might affect his/her work.

1. Always fails to see even the big changes in his/her w9:r;,k
surroundings until they are almost out of control.
Better than 1 but not fully 3.
Usually" sees only the big changes in his/her work and
jsurroundings.
Better than 3 but not fully 5.
Always sees the little as well as the big chang:es in .
his/her work and surroundings.

2.
3.
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c.

1. In "hot" situatioL'~ with other people, this person ahlays.
. does and says things" that make t.hG!problem 't'70rse.

4:. Bet.t.er than 1 but, not fully 3.
,~. In "hot" s.ttuations with other peopleJ this person

usuC\ll.y dcas and says things that do not make the problem
"woz'se ,

Better t~lan 3 but not fully 5.
EverJ.in il lIliot II ai tnrat.Lons with other people, this person
always ffays th(;J rxght things to 0001 the people down.

D. R,J.J\N!fm!!= This subordinate makes good use of time,
equilJmant and people.

1. Elv~non daily routine w~7:rk,this person hardly eVt~l':' picli::i3
out. the mo:r;e important job to do first, ar J usually makes
po'~r use of ti:me, and people to get the job done.
Beitter than 1 but, not fully 3.
Usually can pick out the moat important job to do first
and usually makes good use of time, equipment and people I,,!

t.o get the job done ,
J3etter than 3 but not fully 5.
Even when overloaded with work, this person almost always
picks out the noat; important job to do first I and almost
always makes the best., use of time, equipment and pet'.)ple
to get the job done.

2.
3.

4.
S.

!)
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E. ~IOW-HOW.AND JlJOOEM.E~:: This su.bol:'d~\nate ha.s t.he know-how
and judgement needed to do the right job.

1. His/her wC.lrkshows that s /he does not. have enough know...
how «and judgement needed to do the basic job.

2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. His/her wo:d" ahows that s/he has adequate or ayerage

know...how and judgement needed to do the bas1.c-:job.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5.
5. His/her wor.kshows that s/he has outstanding know...how and

judgement needed not only to do the basic job h but to
foresee and handle urrusue.L job problems as well.

F. EXPECTED LEVEL OF FUTURl!! PERFORMANCE: in meeting w'O:rk

standards.

1. '.[ihis employee will be a clearly unsa.tisfactory perform~~r.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. This employee will be a sa'cisfactoX'3t per£c>rm.er.
4. :Sl')t.terthan 3 but not fully 5.
5. This employee :w.:i,.l.l be a clearly out$tandil~g performer.

\)

G~ RBESENT LEVEL OF PERF~CE:

1. This emploYi?eis clearly an unsatisfactory performer •
.2. Better ~han 1. but not fully 3.
3. This employee is a satisfactory performer.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5.

This employee is clearly an outstanding pel~fo:r:.mer.
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CONF8DENTIAL

Please rate your o\~ work performance by indicating the
!I n

appropriate number for each question. Please indicat~ the rating
(1...5) that you feel genuinsly reflects your own level of t"1ork
p~frformance by placing ,\3- cro~s (X) over tht~ appropriat~ number.

A. D~PENDABn~I'1'Y:YOu maintain high stand~rds of work aXlcl
perform all needed work.

Ah.rays cut corners; must be 'I.'I.1'atchedclosely to make. sure
work is done right.
Better than]. but not fully 3.

1\

3. Can be counted on to perform a$.$igned jobs w;i.thoutbeing
watched.

4 . Bettel' than 3 but not fully 5.
5. Al\\I'ayscan be counted on not only to perform assigned

japs without being watched but also to perform, without
being told; other jobs that should be done.

B. ALERTNESS:You see actions alCildchanges which might a.ffect
your work.

1. Always fail to see even the big changes in y6~r work
surroundings until they are almost out of control.

2 . Better than 1 but not fully 3. ,.
3 . usually see only the big changes Ln your work and

surroundings.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5 Q

5. Always see the 1it.t.le as well as the big changes' in your
work and surroundings.
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c. SKILL IN DF~ING wr~~ PEOPL~* You do and say the right
, il

V

things at. the right tima.

1. Xl'). "hot," situations "{1ith other people, you ablays do and
say things that make the problem worse.
Better than 1 but not iul1y 3.

:1. !> In "hot" s:jtuations 'l.;V'it.hother people, you usually do and
say things that do not make the prol:Slem wo~se.
Better than 3 but not fully 5.
Eveh in "hot" situations ~ith other people, you always
say the right things to cQol t~ p~?ple down. (r

4.
5.

D. PLANN:tN~: 'fou :make good use of tim~;!h equipment. and

people.
I;)

1• Even on daily routine work, you hardly ever pick out the
moze impo:r.tar~t;' job to do first, and usually make poor. USE~

. . ~
of time, and people to get t.he job "clone.

2. Bett~rthan 1 but not fully 3.
3. Usually can pd.ck out the most imli?o~t.ant job to do first

"and usually make good use of tim~1 equipment and peQple
to get the job done.

4: • Better than 3 but not fully 5.
5. Even wh~n overloaded with work, you almo$t always pick

out the most important job to do first, and almost a1wall's
make the best us~. of time, equipment and people to get
''thl; job done .
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,4.

E. ~w ...~~~~: 'Youhav'e the know-how and
judgE"..mentneeded to do. th~ rj.ght job ..

(i

1.... Your 'lIl1ork shows t.hat you do not: have enough know...how and
jud9~roent needed to do the ba.sic job.
Bett.er than 1 but not fully 3.
Your work ShO'RS that you have adequate or a:veragG know-
hO'Yl and judgement. needed to do th0' basic job.
Better than 3 but not fully 5.
Your work sho'Wsthat you have outstanding knclw~howand

',' . . '1·(

ju91gement needed not only to do the basic johl Dtll'i;t.o
fm:esee and handle unusual job probleuns as 'fell.

2.
3.

4.
5.

F. El!~ECTED I.1EVELOF FUTtllREPERFORMANCE:11).meeting work
standards.

1. ,You will be a clearly unsatisfactory performer.
Better than 1 but not fully 3.
YO\1\'till be a satisfactory performer.
Better than 3 but not fully 5.
,You will be a clea.t'lyoutstanaing performer.

2.
3.

5.

1. You are clearly an unsatisfactory performer.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3.
4.

You are a"satisfactoey performer.
Better tha.n 3 but not fully 5.

5. You are clearly an outstanding' pe:rfor,mer.

'!

o
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APPENrJIX F

r:;wl'~rSatisfaction Sub ..Scale" of the Wor~

a~cfbifeAttitudes Survey .(W;rr et al., 1919)
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CONFIDENTIAl

The fol1owi.:ng items. den Lwith various aspects of your job. Please
indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you areil wit.h respect \~o
each of the following aspects of your,. job by m~.tking a cross (X)
cvez the relevant blocl~.

1. The phYSicalwork conditions.

r:R~lY vJ, To:,Jra, I
l!::~==A=Tl".,S=FI"",tD"",*"...D=!S"",SA=T=lS=FI>=:J ~~ED .

0 E F G
flOT SURE MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELY

SA'fISFIED SATlSnEO SATISFIED

-

2. The freedom to choose your 'ownmethod of ,Working.

j,~--,;----;-~- -f:XTREMF.l Y VERY MODE
,D!SSfinsFltD DISSATISFIED ~S

~

EXrR~~
C D ~ E F

RATElY NUT SURF. MODERATELY VERY
ATISnEO 1 SArISFIED SATISFIED SATISfIED

..-- __ "L>IU" __ ,, .

3 • Your fellow workerlS e

A
EXTRWELY

DISSATISFIED

a
v·tRY

DISSA'ilSFlED MDtlIDSESRA~TClrESHEDI?:.lE MIluE.1TEL' . ~
r~ SATISFIED SATISFIED I~==========~======~~--====-================~====~==~

G
EXTREMELY
SATISF!ED

4. The recognition you get for good work.

B
VERY

DISSATISFIED

- - --
C D E F G

rlODERATELY NOT SURE MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELYDISSATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED
='_ .....~~ ....-___ ---

AEXTRENELYDISSATISFIED
~.~=======-I=::
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5. Your iMmediate boss.

- :-

[ - -
A B C D E ~ GEXTREMELY VERY MODERATELY NOT SURE MDOEAAT~LY VERY EXTnEMElYDISSATISFIED DISSATISrIEa OISSATlSF"lEO SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

~ Q -- - ._

6. The amount of responsibility YO\ll are given.

7. Your rate of pay.

l---=::::l;I~- ===;:::-=:·==ll~~ .=~~-~
ffi1l.E~ElY VE~V M~!ttY NOTsg" HOoaJTELY VE:V EXTR1HElY

b IS~~I\:O:I=SF::::I=ED==:::::D=!S.:::::S=AT=IS::::::F=IE=D=:!=D=IS=SA=T=IS=}·=IE=0=b===:::£.i_...;;.t~TISFIED SATISfIED SATISFl EO

(

8. Your opportunity ,to uae your abilities.
---....._ --- _"GA B C 0 E F

EXT~1MELY]ExmEt·1ELY VERY MODERATELY NOT SURE MODERATELY VERY
ISSATISFI~O DISSATISFIW DISSATISFIED SATISrtED SATISFIED SATISFIED

- .---

9• Indust:r.·ial relations between management and workera in
your finn. ._

A B C 0 E F G
RE~!ELY VERY ~IODERATEI,Y HOT SURE MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELY
ATISFIED DISSATISfIED DISSATISFIEO SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

..... --. -
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10. Your chance of promotion. \J

•..",J ___ ~e:e-="';"J ==='~I
~A

13 C 0 E F
TREI·1ELV VERY !·IODERATELY NOT SURE ~mOERATEtS VER," EKnlEMELY 11SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATIStlELT SArtSF'Xt::O SATISFIED

--

11. !i.'beway your firm .is managed0

- =--
a c D

!
A E F GTREHEI.Y VERY MODERATELY NOT SURE MODERA'rEl Y VERY E}''TRE!1ELY

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

--- !,

12. The attention made to suggestions you make.
~

A 's C 0 E F (l
EXTREMELY VERY MODERATELY NOT SURE MODERATELY VERY Exn'EMELY

01 SSATISFI to OISSATiSFIED DISSATISFIEO SATISFIED SATISFIEO SAl1SFIED
._........_..._ ... - .._----

13. Your hoursof work.
- - ., ...••~•.;;...~_.....t'

A B C D E
EXTREf1ELY VERY MODERATELY NOT SIlRF !'!ODEMTELV V

OISSATlSFTED o rSSA't'! SFlEO PI SSArI SF U:.O SATISFIED SAT
-= =~:= ~...=

14. The amount of variety in your job.

A B C 0 E F GEXTREMELY VERY MODERATELY tlOT SURE MODERATELY VERY EXTREt1ELYDISSATISFIED U!SSATISFIED 01 SSATlSFlED SA'(ISf'IED SATISFIEO SATlSFlED
. - --- . - ~

150 Your job securH:y.
- _".'" -- ;-, ..._-....

A B C D E F GEXTRE~tF.LY VERY MODERATELY IiOT SURE MODERATELY VERY EXTREMELYDISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED

-- ..- .-~-""".,__
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APPENDIX G

Covel'jng Letters for Managers
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Department of Psychology

Private Bag 3. WIT~ 2050. South Africa· Telegrams 'Uniwits • Telex lj,.2112SSA • Te.leph(ln~ (0 II) 716'11,11

.,.
Ek studeer tans vir '81 Meestersgnuul in lJEdryfsiclkwule rum die Unitvesitelt van me Witwatersrand. My
studieveld is toegesplts up ille verhougUng tussen be!ituurs efi'ektlmtelt en organiBatoriOOt resuitate. wat

hmMt beroopstevredenhicd en w'el'k.verrigting. U orgnnis8sie WI18so mendeUk o!ii..:uy tcestemming te gee

om,my Dovorsing bier oit te'V63li'. Ek vertrou dat die resultate Vrunhir.rdie Dilvorsaog nuttig ,~alwees in

die manter W8arop mellWl.l~i'!sruur word ID maatskapp~ sees die. Ten etnde hlerdie navorsing t.e
vergemaldik, sal ek di~waardeer ind1~ U 80 vriendeUkS3l 'WI!e;9 om u ,amnmrking te verl~ deut' cUe

lugesJote vraclys W voltool ten opsigte van die wermcmer!s cnder u bi.lstnm', dlt beb®rt ntt, meer AS S

minute per werimemer te neefn nie (vrae sal betreJddng he op 'II n:aJi:f!!mUMI van vier 'werknemers). tet
asseblief durop dat die oaam 'YU €leh V~ u 1\tlJ$emel'sep eIke wadys verskyn. Elk.emlciys moet

assebllef V(l!t~td word met spesffieke\(\'1?'rwysing lila hierdie werkncroer •
.. {/ .)

/, 11 \~J_._,
Dievmelys is oorsprcn:dik in Enge)s OpgestelM om die geldighcld en betroubaarhcid _rvan te verseker,

bet cit besluAi orn dlt nle \'erder ttl vertaal me. Ek boop dat dit U Die 6ngerief sal versoorsaak oie.

Alboewe! ek ooreengekom bet om aen U orga.ni,sasle 'It opsommiDg van die bevbI~ van die navcrsing
te verskai', ondemeem ek om aUe blldividuele vrael,ystem~·~ te bebandei. Die ontwerp van die
vrnelys verlang weI dnt U DRam verstrek moot word, mQ~1'dlt sal Jde vir u maatskappy moontUk Mea @lilll

individueele resultate of' inUgt1ng in verband met enlgc bestuurder te onderskel ate, Om U w.JUl~ ~!;
've\gem~ldilt, word 'n germnlooe ...de keevert hierby ingf.Slul£. Plus easeblief' me voltooide vreal~lb\d5e

\.

koevert en stuur dlt rummy terug by die Unlversltelt.

U snmewerkiDg en bydm-:.om hierdie iiii'1!Ol"1lingte vergem.IDdik,word opreg waard~r.

Die UWe (i
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o '} .•..i\.._,. '~~..."
.' Departtt'7fi{Qf PSY~rrl:Jjpgy 1'\

UNIVERSITY Of THE "WITWATERSRAND, .JOtlJN_NE5B~~JRQ
• , .' . __....... t~\\· •... "':'i

Private l3ag,3. WITS2050. South Africa' Telegrams Uniwlts • Telex. 4-2712S;'A • Telep~~.nelOl't~716·11I1
'<J

II

,.-,
t._

Deal' ------
I am presently smdyalThg tor my masters dt;gree in Xndustrini l'sy®o!ogll at the Urri'fmlty ~r the

\Vitwatersmlfad. My area of study focuses on the reb~ti()Pship between management e!fectiveness and work
attitudes lIKncindingjobsatisfaction and job performance. 'Y()U~~company bas ldr.dly granted me permisskon
to conduct my research here • It ts hoped that the results of this researclt would be of benefit to the way
in which people are managed in organisations such as yours.

In order to faclIitate l!lt;s i'esearcbs I w()i,tld greatly appreciate your cooperation by completing the attached
'J .

qncstionnaii"eS w!m ~¢spect,to the pel'$oD/s Whom you 5upero:!le. This should !lot taIm longer than about
. \.:/ .

5 minutes per subordinate (questions will be concerned with a maximum of four subordinates). Please
;:c=~0

complete each questionnaire with specific reference to the ~on Whose name apperum 62 tbat

questionnaire.

Although I have agreed to pro'Vide your organisation with a summary ot the 1"esearcll !indings, ali

individual responses will be treated with the 9~ ~ddelltiality. Because of the design of the research,

I need to know your name, however, it win Jlot be possi~je for your company to identity any bldMdual

persons responses ..'or inf();''lDation pertainilJg to amy single manager. To facilitate thls 1 have enclosed a
Ii"" ." •

self-addresSed envelope. Please put your completed q'l.u;stionnaire in the envelope and return it to me at

the University.

ThallI< you v~ry much fer your assistlmcc in this i'esearclt.

Yours sincerely

COLIN ABRAl.\1S

if

If

T-h-e-w-'ru ...·\·e-rs-,t-\ -or""'t-he-\-V'-I"-l.!t"e·rs-ra-r-IO-re-je-c;-ts-ra""'C-is-m-a-nd':""r-I,~":",a":"'-~e-gr"':'eg""a'.':"tlo"'n-.l::-t~i5':'!;O::' lt1~n~!,t(it::-:te':d~to~n:':o::II-<l::I:::;;c::;Ii::m::'n':lIl1::'Dn:-p:':a::rt:::iC:u::lil::rt::"y;':in-':~h::e-:c::on::;:~tit;n
• of It~sttld{'!l'ItbOOy. In Ih~ scl~c!lon alld promotion of lis ~t!iff.<lnd In Its lll1mlnkiralion.
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J)epartmeQt Df P5yChol~

,:1

, UfnVERSITY OF TIiE .WITWATERSB&.ttDI J.QJj~N!i~,§,§U.89
Private Bag.:s, Wl'fS 2050. South AfrIca • ielegrams 'Uniwits • Telex 4.211255A • Telephone (0 II} 7 I C....II i 1

;::1

GCl~gte• _

lEl~stu deer tans vir ~nMcestersgralld in Bcticyfsielkunde aan die Unltvesite!t van dile Witwn~ersmnll1. My
studieveUd ftS toegespiis op die verhouding tu~sen bestuul"I3eitekdwlteit en organH,mtoricse reaultnte, wnt
inslu't bcrOl;lpstevreden[iie~ ~n werkverrigiing. U organisie was so 'Wicni!lclikom roy tOEStmnming te gee
om illy n8vo~io.w)lJjer uit te V(let. Eli. v~rtr()n dat db,- resnltate van h!l!l'dS@ worsing nuttig sal wees ten

~ ,:~.!,/ ,"'-~/

i,;"'"()psigte van die mauler W;'!aropmanse bestuur word in m~tskappye sees hiercHe. Ten mode hle.rdJe
lllavors!og ttl vergemsklU~ sal Elk dJ.t Wllsrdeer' bulleR u so Vliendcilk sal wees om u sameweklug toeverleen
deur die ingeslot'll vraelys te vq)l~ool,Wilt Die nanger as boogstens 20 minute sal duur B.d~.

Die vraelys is oOl'SprorillJlk inEngels opgestel en om die geidigbeld en bctroubanrheid dwwvtUl te versekel' ~
bet ek bes!uit Dilil ~it nile verdeI' t.; vermru Die, ll:k hoox>dut dit 11nie ongerlef lila! ve~oorsal1k Die.

,> "

Alboewel cit ()oreengekohl lIl..' .om aam U ol'g21lisasie '0 opSl)lmntng vau die lxwincllnge van die navorsiog
te verskafo olulcmeont ek {bID 'tile in~ividlieie vrr.,Iysde .~ ~ te behandel. Die ontw~rnil'iltJlTh die
vr'M~Jysvel'lang w~ldat u aaam verstrek moet word,maar dit sal. vir U ln81ltSkJlppy moontilk wtlea am
individueele resultate te onderskei ':.ie. OAllu tank te vergemnlillk, word ~ngefrankeerde koavert bierhy
ingeshllit. Plans assebUer die volt.nJide mlillys in die koe'leri en stUDl' flit ~sseblier ~aii my ierug by die

Unlversltelt,

U snmewerklng en bydrae om bierdie !l!lvorsing te 'fergemakli~'"1word opreg l\'i!ardtet ..

Die UWe
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UNIVERSITY Of THE WITWATEBSRAIiD, JQtiANNES~URQ
Private 8ag:S. WITS 2050. South Afri<:<l • T~legtarn5'Unl\vils .• Telex. 4-271lSSA ~.TeJepllone {OI1l716.llll

1 DID r-.resenUy swoying ~Oll" lInYmUBUl!'S d~ !n IndaRstri!!J Psychll)logy at the University or the
mtwate~'Srand. My area of (1);u!dy licenses Oil tliia reinti@Dship .be~ Managerial effecQ;ivillliessand worir.

attitudes such IlS job satisfactio)lA as well as \Vorrlt.perrOrbllUllCe. Your compony boo kindly granted me
perm.ission te c@nd'lJlc&my 1ff)seach her-c. It is hoped thnt results of this researdt wouid be of benefit te the

way in wbien people arc managed fua ol'gt"J:!.uoatiouB su!!b as 1our:s. In ord~r to facl1jtate tbJs· res~, I
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