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Since first proposed by Graen and his colleagues, LMX has been suggested to have a positive effect on an
individual's performance because of the added support, feedback, resources, and opportunities (Feldman,
1986). The behind rationale for this expectation is that when a subordinate gets the supervisor's physical
and emotional support through the high quality of LMX relationship, s/he may feel an obligation to
reciprocate the leaders support (Deluga, 1994). And, such a sense of obligation to reciprocate would
motivate the subordinate to perform better (Wayne & Green, 1993). Although this rationale sounds
intuitive, it has never been tested: it has simply been assumed. As a result, some inconsistencies,
especially in studies linking LMX and subordinates performance (e.g.. Vecchio, 1982), have not been
appropriately addressed (Gerstner & Day, 1997).

To test the alleged rationale, the current study proposes a model that incorporates perceived accountability
capturing the sense of obligation to reciprocate as a mediator that carries the effect of LMX onto specified
performance behaviors. In this model, the concept of perceived accountability is defined in a pheno-
menological way and operationalized in terms of its source and objective. While the source of perceived
accountability is limited to respondents supervisors, the objectives of perceived accountability encompass
both traditional and non-traditional performance elements, which are often referred as contextual
performance or OCB (Organizational Citizenship Behaviors).

A series of hierarchical regression analyses and structural equation modeling analysis of the data collected
from 409 supervisor-subordinate dyads rendered evidence supporting the proposed model. That is, it is
shown that perceived accountability acts as a mediator between LMX and the performance elements. Not
only does this result add more direct empirical evidence for the rationale behind the allegedly positive
LMX-performance relationship, it also provides an explanation for the inconsistent findings on the LMX-
performance relationship. That is, in the case of the studies (e.g.. Scandura, 1999; Scandura & Schriesheim,
1994; Schriesheim, Neider, & Scandura, 1998: Wayne & Ferris, 1990) that reported a positive relationship,
the respondents might feel accountable for the performance elements measured, whereas the participants
of the studies (e.g., Vecchio, 1982; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984) that reported an insignificant relationship
might not for some reasons.

The current findings also provide an important managerial implication for supervisors to manage
subordinates performance. To utilize a good relationship maximally for fostering an employee’s performance
behaviors, a supervisor needs to make his/her support through the relationship specific enough so that
they can be clearly perceived by the subordinate as related to one of the three linkages (i.e., identity
-event, event-prescription, identity-prescription) of the accountability model. Otherwise, a good relationship
would not lead a subordinate to experience a high level of perceived accountability, and no effect on the
subordinate's performance would take place. This means that supervisors need to be careful in communicating
what they think and expect on subordinates job-dedicated behaviors and task performance.

Key words: LMX, contextual performance, task performance, perceived accountability

..........................................................................................

=E8se: 2005. 4 ARHEtE: 2005. 7



SeungYong Kim

| . Introduction

The area of management has a long tradition
of looking for effective ways of securing high
performance. Among various means studied
by the academic community for achieving
and maintaining high performance is leadership
(Bass, 1985), which has been evolved into
the concept of Leader-Member Exchange
(LMX) during 1980s. LMX refers to the dif-
ferentiated relationship between a leader
and a subordinate. Unlike traditional leader-
ship theories, leader-member exchange theory
maintains that a leader would develop
differentiated relationships with different
subordinates because of several situational
and personal factors posed on the leader
and the members (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).

Since first proposed by Graen and his col-
leagues, LMX has drawn intensive research
attention and been reported to have po-
sitive effects on various aspects of organiza-
tional effectiveness, such as performance
(see Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Although
performance has been expected to be po-
sitively related to LMX in general, its
highlighted role in the literature has varied
from as an antecedent to as an outcome.
For example, performance has been iden-
tified as an antecedent of LMX in the
literature that focused on identifying what

factors would contribute to the development
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of LMX relationship (e.g., Bauer & Green,
1996: Dienesch & Liden, 1986: Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995). Regarding such an identi-
fication, Graen and Scandura (1987: 190)
speculated that a supervisor is likely to use a
subordinate’s current performance information
to select “...those members...who are depen-
dable in the sense that they can be counted
on to complete the superiors task when
necessary, and who are effectively teamed
with the superior.” This speculation was
echoed by Bauer and Green (1996) who
argued that a subordinate’s high performance
would lead the supervisor to consider more
delegation by reducing risks entailed by the
delegation and found that a positive rela-
tionship between a subordinate’s performance
and the quality of LMX in the later stage (r
= .35).

In contrast to the aforementioned studies
that identified performance as an antecedent
of LMX, another stream of research (e.g.,
Deluga, 1994: 1998; Graen & Cashman, 1975;
Wayne & Green, 1993) identified performance
as an outcome of LMX and showed sup-
porting evidence. For example, Graen and
Cashman (1975) postulated that subordinates
in high quality dyadic exchanges are more
likely to exhibit higher levels of performance
because of the additional resources they
typically receive from the leader. Wayne
and Green (1993) also stated that “when
the supervisor engages in helping behavior
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toward the employee,...the employee incurs
obligations to repay the supervisor so that
the exchange Is mutually beneficial (Blau,
1964). OCB(Organizational Citizenship Beha-
viors) is a set of behaviors that employees
may use to reciprocate.”

Although each of these research streams
conceptualized the LMX-performance rela-
tionship in different ways with different
rationale, they may not be in conflict each
other, because they emphasized different
perspectives. That is, the former focused on
a supervisor's point of view in establishing
the early stage of the LMX relationship,
whereas the latter focused on a subor-
dinate’s reaction to the current LMX quality.
When taken together, these streams of
research suggest that the LMX performance
relationship is cyclical and an on-going
process as implied by Graen and Scandura’s
descriptive model of role making (1987:
180-185) and represent the two dimensions
of LMX (1987: 192). Therefore, it can be
said that theoretical conceptualization and
its empirical collaboration in both of the
research streams have contributed to our
understanding on LMX.

However, our current understanding on
LMX still holds a hole to be filled, and that
is about the theoretical rationale for the
relationship of LMX — performance. While the
rationale for the relationship of performance

— LMX quality has been at least partially
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addressed by Bauer and Green (1996), the
rationale for the relationship of LMX—
performance has never been scrutinized. It
has been simply assumed that when a
subordinate gets the supervisor's physical
and emotional support through the high
quality of LMX relationship, s/he may feel
an obligation to reciprocate the leaders
support (Deluga, 1994: 1998) and such a
sense of obligation to reciprocate would
motivate the subordinate to perform better
(Wayne & Green, 1993). Although this
rationale sounds intuitive, lack of its empirical
collaboration has left some inconsistencies
reported in studies linking LMX and subor-
dinates performance unaddressed (Gerstner &
Day, 1997). After reviewing 43 studies exa-
mining LMX-performance studies, Gerstner
and Day (1997) suggested that the incon-
sistency might be attributable to the use of
different operationalizations of performance.
In their meta-analysis, they found that
when individual performance was measured
by objective indicators, the correlation coef-
ficient corrected for measurement errors
and sampling errors was relatively low (r =
.11). In contrast, when performance ratings
were used, the corrected correlation coef-
ficients were above .30. This suggests that
performance ratings may tap broader
performance domain including both task
performance and contextual performance
than objective performance measurements,
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such as absences, production rates, sales,
and the like (Borman, 1991).

Considering that organizational members’
performance determines the overall organi-
zational competitiveness, dissolving the incon-
sistency in the literature is very important
not only for theoretical advancement on the
subject but also for getting practical insights.

To test the alleged rationale, the current
study proposes and tests a model that
incorporates perceived accountability capturing
the sense of obligation to reciprocate as a
mediator that carries the effect of LMX onto
the performance. As will be discussed in the
following section in detail, perceived accoun-
tability is in this study defined as a pheno-
menological concept, which requires the
performance concept to be further specified.
Therefore, this study will employ Motowidlo
& Van Scotter's (1994) performance typology,
which specifies three performance elements:
task performance, job dedication, and inter-
personal facilitation. With these variables,
the primary premise of this study is that

the effect of LMX on performance will be
mediated by perceived accountability. The
conceptual model of this premise is shown in
the (Figure 1) and will be further elaborated
as perceived accountability and performance
elements are discussed in the following sections.

[l. Perceived Accountability

As depicted in the (Figure 1), perceived
accountability is employed to capture a
subordinate’s feeling of obligation to recip-
rocate a supervisor's support through the
high quality of LMX relationship. Since the
development of LMX is based on the charac-
teristics of the working relationship (Graen
& Uhl-Bien, 1995), when a subordinate
feels obligated to reciprocate the supervisor's
support, the way of reciprocation would
most likely involve work-related behaviors,
that is, performance. Therefore, perceived

accountability, which refers an individual's

{Figure 1) A Premise of the Current Study

Perceived
Accountability

................. »| Performance
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feeling of obligation and need to justify
ones actions to others or self (Frink &
Klimoski, 1998), can be a good proxy of a
subordinate’s feeling of obligation for reci-
procation with some necessary conceptual
adjustments.

As the term implies, perceived accountability
is a phenomenological (i.e., state of mind)
concept (Frink & Klimoski, 1998) and different
from a formal or official accountability set
by an organization based on delegated aut-
hority and responsibility, etched in organi-
zational structure and positions, and often
manifested through requirements to report
to a supervisor. Since even the externally
set and posed accountability is interpreted
by people and their perceived accountability
level may vary (Frink, 1994), an individual's
behaviors are likely to be a function of his
or her perceived accountability rather than
of objective accountability.

Conceptualization of perceived accountability
in a phenomenological way means that its
conceptual boundary should be clarified further,
because the very same person may experience
different levels of perceived accountability
for different behaviors. According to London
and others (1997) model. the level of perceived
accountability may vary depending on a
couple of factors, such as actor, source of
accountability, objective of accountability,
accountability forces, and mechanism. Among

these elements are the source and objective
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of accountability most relevant to the
current discussion. The source of accounta-
bility refers to whether individuals feel
accountable for behaviors that are self-
imposed or for behaviors that are imposed
by others (London, Smither, & Adsit, 1997).
In other words, this element is about to
whom an individual is held accountable
(e.g., supervisors, coworkers, or self). Mean-
time, the objective of accountability describes
the target behaviors for which individuals
feel accountable. For example, a subordinate
may feel accountable for poor performance
to his/her supervisor, but not to his/her
children. Thus, an individual's perceived
accountability refers to the extent to which
an individual feels accountable for what
kind of behaviors to whom.

Regarding these boundary elements, the
source of accountability (target audience) in
this paper will be limited to supervisors,
primarily because they are one of the
dyadic parties of LMX relationship. Also,
the target behaviors of perceived accountability
encompass not only the traditional task
performance but also two types of contextual
performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). The fol-
lowing section will discuss these performance
elements.
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Ill. Performance Elements

While performance has been defined primarily
in terms of task performance elements (Borman,
1991), researchers started incorporating non-
traditional performance behaviors, described
as contextual performance (Borman & Moto-
widlo, 1993), into performance domain.
Contextual performance (Borman & Moto-
widlo, 1993: Motowidlo & Van Scotter,
1994) refers to activities that differ from
job-specific task performance, which focuses
on job efficiency, but are still important for
achieving organizational goals by helping
organizations cope with volatile and dyna-
mic business environments (Katz, 1964).
While various typologies and taxonomies of
contextual performance have been suggested,
the current study employs Van Scotter &
Motowidlo's (1996) typology for the sake of
parsimony (see Coleman & Borman, 2000
for detail.) In their typology, an individual's
contextual performance encompasses two
domains: Jjob dedication and interpersonal
facilitation (Conway, 1999. Van Scotter &
Motowidlo, 1996). Interpersonal facilitation
refers to interpersonally oriented behaviors
that involve the cooperative, considerate,
and helpful acts that assist co-workers'
performance. Job dedication refers to self-
disciplined, motivated behaviors, such as
working hard, taking initiative, and following
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rules to support organizational objectives.
One conceptual difference between these two
elements is that while the former focuses on
interpersonal relationships, the latter is
primarily concerned with personal motivation
to perform one's own job. Also, the construct
validity of these three dimensions (i.e., job
dedication, interpersonal facilitation, and task
performance) has been supported by em-
pirical studies showing that each dimension
makes a unique contribution to overall per-
formance (Conway, 1999: Van Scotter &
Motowidlo, 1996) and other organizational
effectiveness measures (Podsakoff, Ahearne,
& MacKenzie, 1997: Van Scotter, 2000)
and is associated with different antecedents
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997: Organ, 1997:
Van Scotter, 2000: Van Scotter, Motowidlo,
& Cross, 2000). For example, in Van Scot-
ter and Motowidlo's (1996) study, each of
the dimensions made a unique contribution
to the overall performance ratings (job
dedication: AR® = .07, p < .01 interpersonal
facilitation: AR = .04, p < .01: task perfor-
mance: AR = .08, p < .01). Conway's (1999)
study also reported the similar results. A
structural equation modeling analysis showed
that all path coefficients from the three
dimensions to overall performance rating
were significant (job dedication: r = .31:
interpersonal facilitation: r = .21 task per-
formance: r = .48). Moreover, his multitrait-
multirater correlation analysis rendered clear
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evidence for convergent validity of the di-
mensions. In his study, correlations for the
same dimension rated by different raters
(i.e., supervisor, peer, self) were consistently
higher than those for different dimensions
rated by the same raters. Meantime, studies
that examined the antecedents of the di-
mensions provide evidence supporting disc-
riminant validity of the dimensions. Task
performance is shown to be predicted by job
experience, skills, knowledge, and ability
(Hunter & Hirsh, 1987: Hunter & Hunter,
1984: Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & Kirsch,
1984). In contrast. interpersonal facilitation
is associated with agreeableness (Costa &
McCrae, 1989: Organ & Ryan, 1995), positive

T

affectivity (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988),
and extroversion (Costa & McCrae, 1989:
Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) and job
dedication is related to conscientiousness
(Borman, Hanson, Oppler, Pulakos, & White,
1993: Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995: Bor-
man, White, Pulakos, & Oppler, 1991) and
goal orientation (Malouff et al., 1990).
Drawing on the aforementioned concep-
tualization of perceived accountability and
the typology of performance dimensions, the
previous conceptual model (see Figure 1)
depicting the premise of the current
study can be further specified as shown in

(Figure 2.

{Figure 2) A Conceptual Model of LMX-Perceived Accountability-Performance

Perceived
Accountability
for Task
Performance

Perceived
Accountability
for Job
Dedlcation

Perceived
Accountability

Interpersonal
Facilitation

Task
Performance

Job
Dedication

.................

Interpersonal

for Facllitation

Note: This model is the structural portion of the hypothesized model tested by using LISREL in the analysis

section later.
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3.1 LMX Perceived Accountability

It is the primary premise of LMX literature
on LMX-performance relationship that with
a high quality of LMX relationship, a su-
bordinate would feel obligated to reciprocate
the supervisor's support. This suggests a
positive relationship between LMX and
perceived accountability. To elaborate this
alleged premise into more specific hypo-
theses, this study draws on Schlenker and
his colleagues” accountability model (Schlen-
ker, Britt, Pennington, Murphy, & Doherty,
1994: Schlenker & Weigold, 1989) as a
bridge theory.

This model explains the effect of accoun-
tability on individuals by employing three
elements: event, identity, and prescriptions.
Event is the unit of action and its con-
sequences that the audience and the focal
person regard as a unified segment for an
evaluation purpose. It includes individuals’
behavior or performance. Identity refers to
a component of ones self-concept, which
locates the self in socially recognizable
categories (e.g., an employee of a company
or a parent of a family). Finally, prescription
represents a set of rules for what should be
done and how things should occur. It serves
as codes or rules for conduct and explicitly
or implicitly includes information about the
goals and standards for performance and

the appropriate ways of reaching those goals.

1452

Schlenker and his colleagues (Schlenker et
al., 1994 Schlenker & Weigold, 1989) sug-
gested that the linkages among these three
elements would determine the degree to
which an individual feels accountable for a
certain type of behaviors. The identity-event
linkage refers to the extent to which an
individual is seen as having responsibility
for the event. This linkage is strong, pri-
marily when an individual is seen to have
control over the event. The identity-prescription
linkage indicates the extent to which an
individual is bound or committed to the rules
or standards associated with the event. This
would be affected by the extent to which
the individual is socialized to hold the same
rules as the organization (Dose & Klimoski,
1995). The
represents the extent to which there are

prescription-event  linkage
clear rules or standards for behaviors in the
situation. They maintained that the stronger
the linkages are, the higher level of ac-
countability an individual perceives.
Drawing on this model, the current paper
proposes that a high quality of LMX rela-
tionship would strengthen these linkages.
As the LMX studies have shown, with a
high quality LMX, a supervisor provides the
focal subordinate with more physical (e.g.,
resources), organizational (e.g., personal net-
working channels), and emotional support
in carrying out given tasks. As more support
is given to a subordinate, s/he would be
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seen having more control on her/his tasks
by other people. And, other people would
expect better work outcome. Such other
people’s cognition and expectation would act
as a mechanism that strengthen the identity
event linkage (Tetlock, Skitka, & Boettger,
1989) and eventually lead the subordinate
to feel accountable for his/her performance.
Also. intensive communication entailed by a
high quality of LMX relationship carries
more information on rules, procedures, rewards,
and even sanctions. The more information
on these elements is provided to the
subordinate, the more likely the subor-
dinate feel a high level of accountability. It
is because this information would provide
the subordinate with more opportunities for
acknowledging that there are rules and
procedures that will be applied to a certain
type of work outcome. Therefore, the event-
rescription linkage is likely to be st-
rengthened. Finally, the identity-prescription
linkage is likely to be heightened when a
high quality of LMX relationship exists
between a subordinate and a supervisor. As
social exchange theory suggests, the recipro-
cation must entail something valued by the
supervisors. Otherwise, the reciprocation
would not be appreciated by the supervisors.
So, a subordinate in a good relationship
with his or her supervisor would be highly
loyal to the supervisor and try not to cause

any problem, which is unlikely to be ap-
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preciated by the supervisor. Therefore,

Hypothesis la: As the quality of LMX
increases, the perceived accountability
level for task performance experienced
by a subordinate will increase.

Hypothesis 1b: As the quality of LMX
increases, the perceived accountability
level for job dedicated behaviors ex-
perienced by a subordinate will increase.

Hypothesis Ic: As the quality of LMX
increases, the perceived accountability
level for interpersonally facilitative
behaviors experienced by a subordinate

will increase.

3.2 Perceived Accountability - Performance
Elements

Perceived accountability conceptualized as
aforementioned is expected to be positively
associated with the performance elements.
More specifically, if an individual feels ac-
countable for task performance, job de-
dicated behaviors, and interpersonally facili-
tative behaviors to his or her supervisor,
then he or she is likely to display these
behaviors. This expectation is based on the
premise of accountability theory: accounta-
bility has an influence on people’s decision-
making by affecting both what people think
and how they think (Frink & Klimoski,
1998 Klimoski & Inks, 1990: London &

1453



SeungYong Kim

Smither, 1995 Tetlock, 1985b: Tetlock,
1992; Tetlock et al., 1989). It has been
suggested and found that when people feel
obligated to explain their decision to other
people (i.e., audience), their perceived ac-
countability increases (Klimoski & Inks,
1990), and that individuals understand the
prevalence and viability of accountability
for behaviors and put themselves into po-
sitions where the defense for their behaviors
is most likely to be successful to build and
maintain social acceptance and approval
(Tetlock, 1985b: Tetlock, 1992). In doing
so, people may either conform to other
people’s expectation, try to generate high-
quality and justifiable decisions (Tetlock &
Kim, 1987), or simply defend their existing
opinions (Tetlock & Boettger, 1989).

In organizational context, individuals would
likely choose to conform to other people’s
expectation rather than attempt to develop
alternative justifiable decisions or defend
their opinions, especially when the expec-
tation of the audience is well known (Tetlock
& Boettger, 1989; Tetlock & Kim, 1987:
Tetlock et al., 1989). Since people are
generally cognitive misers (Fiske & Taylor,
1991 Tetlock, 1992), the latter two stra-
tegies that require much more resources
than simply complying for other people's
expectation are less likely to be attractive
than the former one. The idea that people
frequently choose the most clearly defensible
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action open to them has been supported by
some experimental studies on negotiation
behavior. For example, Klimoski (Klimoski,
1971) found that negotiators who did not
have to justify bargaining outcomes to the
groups they represented more easily arrived
at mutually compromising agreements than
their counterparts under the justification
pressure. Negotiators under the justification
pressure responded by employing more
competitive bargaining tactics, which are
perceived as socially desirable or required
by the audience to protect their image in
the eyes of the audience (Carnevale, 1985).

This finding would particularly be the
case in high accountability situations where
a formal authority exists between the audience
and the focal person as in a supervisor-
subordinate relationship. Because supervisors
usually exercise a significant amount of
influence on employees as the agent of an
organization, and because supervisors expec-
tations and criteria for rewards or sanctions
for specific behaviors are usually well
known to employees (Frink & Ferris, 1998
Jones & Wortman, 1973: Tetlock, 1985a:
Tetlock et al., 1989), subordinates would
likely perceive higher accountability to their
supervisors than to other audiences. In
addition to the formal authority, a high
quality of LMX relationship would allow the
supervisor to exercise more powerful in-
subordinate’s perceived

fluence on the
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accountability level for the corresponding
behaviors. Therefore, when an individual
perceives high accountability for each of the
performance behaviors to his or her su-
pervisor, he or she is likely to display more
of the corresponding behaviors.

Hypothesis 2a: As a subordinate perceives
a higher level of accountability for
task performance, the subordinate is
likely to show better task performance.

Hypothesis 2b: As a subordinate perceives
a higher level of accountability for job
dedicated behaviors, the subordinate
is likely to display more of the cor-
responding behaviors.

Hypothesis 2c: As a subordinate perceives
a higher level of accountability for
interpersonally facilitative behaviors,
the subordinate is likely to display more
of the corresponding behaviors.

Meantime, these hypotheses taken altogether
with the hypotheses on the LMX-perceived
accountability imply that perceived accoun-
tability would mediate the effect of LMX on
the performance dimensions at least par-
tially. This is the alleged premise of the
literature on the LMX-performance relation-

ship.

Hypothesis 3a. Perceived accountability
for task performance will mediate the
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effect of LMX on task performance.
Hypothesis 3b: Perceived accountability
for job dedicated will mediate the
effect of LMX on job dedication.
Hypothesis 3c: Perceived accountability
for interpersonally facilitative behaviors
will mediate the effect of LMX on
interpersonal facilitation.

IV. Method

4.1 Data Collection Design

The perceived accountability is the core
concept to test the premise of the current
study. Because subjects are not likely to
experience the same level of perceived
accountability in an experimental setting as
in an actual situation (Frink & Ferris,
1998), a field study design was employed
(Erdogan, Sparrowe, Liden, & Dunesgan,
2001: Frink, 1994: Frink & XKlimoski,
1998). Also, the data were collected from
employees working for various companies
located in the southeastern United States
to secure enough variance in the perceived
accountability, since accountability researchers
noted that accountability conditions are
likely to be very similar for most people
within the same specific social context
(Frink, 1994:. Frink & Klimoski, 1998).
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Finally, the data for LMX and performance
elements were collected from their super-
visors to prevent social desirability bias and
reduce the risk of common method variance
(Roberts & Glick, 1981), while the subor-
dinates provided the data for the perceived
accountability.

4.2 Procedure & Sample

Supervisor-subordinate dyadic data were
collected from people working for various
companies in terms of the size and industry
located in the southeastern United States.
Voluntary participants were recruited from
graduate classes of a university located in
the southeastern United States. With a
brief explanation about the purpose of the
study and instructions on the questionnaire,
the questionnaires for subordinates were
administered in classes and collected right
-away. The questionnaires for supervisors
were distributed through the subordinates
with a detailed instruction package which
explained the study purpose and participation
process. Supervisors were instructed to mail
their responses directly back to the researcher
by using an enclosed envelop. Once both
supervisors' and subordinates’ responses
were collected, they were combined into one
data set by using identification numbers,
which were labeled on each questionnaire
and the envelope.
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710 dyadic questionnaires were administered
through the process described above and
409 complete and usable dyadic data (su-
bordinate return rate: 76.7%: supervisor
return rate: 57.6%) was collected. The de-
mographic characteristics of the participants
follow. The subordinates were
typically white (55.4%) males (48.1%) and
24.3% of the total sample was African-
American (34%) female (51.9%). In the
case of supervisors, the participants were
white (54.6%) males (52.9%) and 19.9% of
the total sample was African-American
(35.5%) female (47.1%). The average ages of
subordinates and supervisors were 25 (SD
= 6.35) and 40 (SD = 11.52) respectively.
Subordinates’ and supervisors' job experience

are as

measured in tenure on the current position
were about 3 years (SD = 4.28) and 9 years
(SD = 8.01) respectively, the average super-
visory time was about 2 years (SD = 2.71).

4.3 Measures

4.3.1 Control Variables

The performance literature (Van Scotter,
1994: Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996)
shows that contextual performance behaviors
are significantly related to some individual
difference variables, such as personality
traits and job experience (Organ & Ryan,
1995). If the effects of these variables are
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not controlled, an alternative explanation
that the variance in contextual performance
behaviors explained by the perceived ac-
countability derived from the quality of
LMX relationship is actually the same
variance due to the individual variables
cannot be excluded. So, these personality
traits (i.e., conscientiousness, extraversion,
and agreeableness) were measured by using
Goldberg's (1999) scales. Also, job experience
was measured by tenure on the current
position, because a job incumbent is likely
to perform similar tasks on the same position
and the number of times performing the
same task predicts performance better than
other types of tenure, such as organizational
tenure or occupational tenure (Quinones,
Ford, & Teachout, 1995 Sego, Ford, & Teac-
hout, 1995). Meantime, job experience was
measured by asking supervisors subordinates’
tenure on the current position (Quinones et
al., 1995). Also, Ferris and others (1997)
reported a significant correlation (r = .18, p < .05)
between hierarchical organizational level
and accountability. To control for the effect
of the hierarchical organizational position on
subordinates’ perceived accountability level,
subordinates organizational level information

was obtained from supervisors.

4.3.2 Performance Elements

Supervisors ratings of job dedication and
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interpersonal facilitation were obtained by
using the scales developed by Van Scotter
and Motowidlo (1996). In their study, both
job dedication and interpersonal facilitation
showed high internal consistency (a=.94
and .89 respectively). Their task performance
scale needed to be revised for the current
study, because it was designed for blue-
collar workers, while the current sample
was not restricted to blue collar workers or
to any specific occupation.

To develop a new task performance scale
for accommodating a wide range of subjects,
the current study employed a worker-oriented
approach to job analysis. The most important
criterion for performance criteria is job-
relevance (Borman, 1991), and job analysis
provides the basis for determining the
job-relevance. Between two primary approaches
to job analysis, task-oriented approach and
worker-oriented approach, the latter seems
more appropriate for the purpose of the
current study, because it focuses on general
understanding of worker activities (Harvey,
1991). Since worker-oriented approach is
based on the idea that a coherent order or
structure underlies the observed domain of
work activities and this underlying structure
can be described in terms of a relatively
small number of dimensions (McCormick,
1976), meaningful comparison can be made
among jobs that are highly dissimilar at the
task levels (Harvey, Friedman, Hakel, &
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Cornelius, 1988). Some techniques and
tools employing this approach include Position
Analysis Questionnaire (McCormick, Jeanneret,
& Mecham, 1972) and Job Element Inventory
(JEI: Cornelius & Hakel, 1978).

With this approach, Van Scotter & Moto-
widlo's (1996) task performance scale was
augmented by adding some items from
Harvey and others’ work (1988). Harvey
and his colleagues extracted five factors
from JEI. Those factors include ‘decision
making/communication/general responsibility,’
‘'skilled job activities, ‘information processing
activities, ‘physical activities/related envi-
ronmental conditions,” and ‘using equipment/
providing services.” Since Van Scotter and
Motowidlo's (1996) task performance scale
focused on the ‘skilled job activities,” some
items representing the other factors were
extracted from Harvey and others study
(1988) and added to the task performance
scale.

In the case of job dedication and inter-
personal facilitation behaviors, the supervisors
were asked to indicate the extent to which
the employee who passed the questionnaire
to them would likely display each of the
performance behaviors by marking between
1 (not at all’) and 7 (extremely likely).
While task performance items were also
presented in a 7-point Likert style format,
different anchors were assigned (1: much

below average, 4: average, 7: Much above
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average). In responding to the task per-
formance, the supervisors were also allowed
to check 0 (‘never perform”) for each of the
item, if their subordinates’ job did not
require such behaviors.

4.3.3 Perceived Accountability

While most accountability studies have
taken an experimental design and the level
of accountability was measured only for the
purpose of a manipulation check (Frink,
1994: Seigel-Jacobs & Yates, 1996: Tetlock
& Boettger, 1989: Tetlock & Kim, 1987;
Tetlock, 1985a: Yarnold, Mueser, & Lyons,
1988), only two recent studies (Ferris et
al., 1997: Frink, 1994) used a self-report
measure for perceived accountability. Ferris
(1997)
scale, including: (1) "To what extent are em-

and others developed four-item
ployees checked for adherence to the rules?:”
(2) "To what extent do people who do the
same work you do feel they are constantly
being watched to see that they obey the
rules?:” (3) “To what extent are you required
to follow strict operating procedures at all
times?:" (4) “In your job, to what extent do
you have to justify your work-related
decisions and performance to your superior?”
These items were measured on a 1-5 Likert-
type scale (1=no extent, 5=great extent).
Although this scale tapped some portion of

the perceived accountability for performance
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behaviors, it still seems too general. Also,
the internal consistency of the scale was
somewhat low (a=.60; n=209). Therefore,
a new scale that specifically measures the
perceived accountability for each of the
performance dimensions was developed by
using Van Scotter and Motowidlo's (1996)
scale. The subjects were asked to indicate
how much they feel accountable for the
behaviors captured by the job dedication
scale to their supervisors with an instruction:
“Each
common activities in the work place. By

statement below describes some

using the scales, please indicate the extent
to which you feel accountable for each of
these behaviors to your supervisor to whom
you will pass the other questionnaire.
Please note that you are not asked to indicate
how much you are formally or officially
accountable for these activities. Instead., we
want to know about your feeling of obliga-
tion and need to justify your behaviors on
these activities to your supervisor.”

4.3.4 LMX

Since LMX is a dyadic construct, one
measurement issue with respect to LMX is
which party's perspective should be mea-
sured (Gerstner & Day, 1997). In their
meta-analysis, Gerstner and Day (1997)
found that the strength of the relationship
between LMX and other variables depended

AT H34A 5% 20054 109

on which perspective was measured. The
current study measured LMX from the
supervisors perspectives by using Bauer &
Green's (1996) LMX-8 scale to avoid the
aforementioned common method variance
problem.

V. Analyses and Results

Before used for testing hypotheses, all of
aforementioned measures were subject to
reliability test and factor analysis to obtain
an interpretable factor structure and an
acceptable level of internal consistency. The
factor analysis employed a traditional approach
(i.e., maximum likelihood method for factor
extraction with varimax rotation) in an
iterative process. That is, if an initial factor
analysis showed that some measurement
items loaded on an inappropriate factor or
loaded on an appropriate factor but had
factor loadings that were too low (i.e., |A] <
.30), they were dropped one by one to get a
clearer factor structure. Then, the remaining
measurement items were put into another
factor analysis and examined through the
same process. This process was repeated
until an acceptable factor structure was
obtained (factor structure table provided
upon request by the author). The final set

of measurement items from the process was
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rechecked for the internal consistency. If
the internal consistency was also acceptable,
then an index score for a construct was
calculated by averaging the actual scores of
the final set of measurement items. As
shown on the diagonal of the (Table 1), the
internal consistency ‘s of all the measures
are acceptable.

The patterns of the correlations between
the control variables and the performance
elements are consistent with the literature.

The personality traits do not correlate
with task performance, while conscientiou-
sness and agreeableness correlate with the
contextual performance elements. In addition,
agreeableness correlates more significantly
with interpersonal facilitation than with job
dedication (t=1.66, p<.05, Cohen & Cohen,
1983). However, job experience measured in
position tenure did not significantly correlate
with task performance.

Since all of the hypotheses in this study
are stated in the form of a correlation
between two variables, a correlation analysis
provides a piece of evidence supporting or
rejecting those hypotheses. As shown in the
(Table 1), all the hypothesized relationships
are significant. Moreover, the correlation
coefficients of LMX with perceived accounta-
bility for the performance elements (.19 <
r < .35) were greater than those with the
performance behaviors (.14 < r £ .23). Therefore,
these correlations render a piece of sup-
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porting evidence for the hypothesis la , 1b,
lc, 2a, 2b, and 2c.

However, this does not exclude the po-
tential influence of individual differences,
such as personality traits, job experience,
and organizational position on the perceived
accountability and performance elements.
So, a series of hierarchical regression analyses
were conducted. In each of these analyses,
individual difference variables were entered
at the first step. At the second step, LMX
and perceived accountability were entered
respectively.

As shown in the (Table 2) and (Table 3),
the hierarchical regression analyses showed
the same results as the correlation analysis
did. That is, each of the perceived ac-
countability for the performance elements
accounted for a significant amount of variance
in each of the performance behaviors (i.e.,
task performance, job dedication, and in-
terpersonal facilitation) above and beyond
those addressed by the individual differe-
nces variables. LMX also explained a signi-
ficant amount of variance in each of the
perceived accountability for the performance
elements after the effects of individual dif-
ferences were controlled. Therefore, hypo-
thesis la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, and 2c are supported.

A couple of statistical analysis techniques
are available for testing the hypotheses on
the mediation effects of perceived accounta-
bility (hypothesis 3a, 3b, and 3c¢). One of

HABAT M34A M5 20054 10
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(Table 3) Hierarchical Regression Analyses of LMX on Perceived Accountability

Variable B SE B B Adj. R

Step 1 .05**
Conscientiousness .25 .07 17
Agreeableness .04 .07 .02
Extraversion 12 .05 11
Subordinates’ Organizational Level -.01 .03 -.02
Subordinates” Job Experience -.02 .01 -.05

Step 2 .07**
Conscientiousness .23 .07 .16**
Agreeableness .01 .07 01
Extraversion .10 .05 .09**
Subordinates’ Organizational Level -.02 .03 -.03
Subordinates” Job Experience -.02 .01 -.06
Perceived Accountability for Task Performance .16 .05 .15**

Step 1 .15
Conscientiousness .32 .04 .33**
Agreeableness .09 .04 .09
Extraversion .04 .03 .06
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .02 .02 .04
Subordinates Job Experience -.01 .01 -.03

Step 2 22**
Conscientiousness .29 .04 .30**
Agreeableness .06 .04 .06
Extraversion .01 .03 .02
Subordinates” Organizational Level .00 .02 .01
Subordinates” Job Experience -.01 .01 -.05
Perceived Accountability for Job Dedication .20 .03 .29**

Step 1 .09**
Conscientiousness .22 .05 .18**
Agreeableness 17 .06 .14**
Extraversion .09 .04 10*
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .03 .02 .05
Subordinates” Job Experience -.01 .01 -.03

Step 2 .16**
Conscientiousness .18 .05 15**
Agreeableness .14 .05 A1
Extraversion .05 .04 .06
Subordinates’ Organizational Level 01 02 .02
Subordinates’ Job Experience -.01 .01 -.04
Perceived Account. For Interpersonal Facilitation .26 .04 .29**

Note: n = 409: * p < .05 ** p < .01
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(Table 2) Hierarchical Regression Analyses of Perceived Accountability on Performance Elements

Variable B SE B B ALK

IV: Perceived A ility for Task Performance

Step 1 .01
Conscientiousness .02 .04 .02
Agreeableness -.02 .05 -.02
Extraversion .04 .03 .06
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .05 .02 12t
Subordinates Job Experience .01 .01 .04

Step 2 .02**
Conscientiousness .00 .05 .00
Agreeableness -.02 .05 -.02
Extraversion .03 .03 .04
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .06 .02 12
Subordinates” Job Experience .01 .01 .05
Task Performance .08 .03 11

IV: Percei A ntability for Job Dedication

Step 1 .07
Conscientiousness .07 .04 .08
Agreeableness .04 .04 .05
Extraversion .00 .03 .00
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .08 .02 .19**
Subordinates’ Job Experience .02 .01 12

Step 2 .09**
Conscientiousness .02 .04 .03
Agreeableness .03 .04 .03
Extraversion .00 .03 -.01
Subordinates Organizational Level .07 .02 .19**
Subordinates’ Job Experience .02 .01 12
Job Dedication .14 .04 17

Step 1 .08**
Conscientiousness .07 .04 .08
Agreeableness .10 .04 A1
Extraversion .01 .03 .02
Subordinates” Organizational Level .08 .02 .20**
Subordinates’ Job Experience .02 .01 .10**

Step 2 .09**
Conscientiousness .05 .04 .05
Agreeableness .09 .04 .10*
Extraversion .00 .03 .01
Subordinates’ Organizational Level .08 .02 .19**
Subordinates Job Experience .02 .01 11
Interpersonal Facilitation 10 .03 .13**

Note: n = 409; *p < 05 ** p < 01
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them is a causal step method suggested by
Baron and Kenny (1986) and Judd and
Kenny (1981). This method employs a series
of hierarchical regression analyses through
which the regression coefficients of a focal
independent variable are compared to see
whether they meets a set of four conditions: 1)
the path from variable X (an independent
variable) to variable Y (a dependent variable)
must be significant: 2) the path from
variable Y to variable Z (a mediator) must
be significant: 3) the path from variable X
to variable Z should be significant; 4) the
coefficient of variable X on Z should be no
longer significant in a regression model that
includes variable Y (Judd & Kenny, 1981).

Another way of testing a hypothesis for
mediation effect is to use structural equa-
tion modeling (SEM) by using LISREL
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). In contrast to
the causal step method that focuses on an
identification of a single mediator, SEM
focuses on testing a hypothesized model
itself by taking measurement errors into
account. Another advantage of SEM over
the former is that not only are all path
coefficients estimated simultaneously, the
covariance among exogenous latent variables
(s) or the covariance of endogenous latent
variables (ns) can also be estimated in
terms of ¥y or 9;. Following one of the
anonymous reviewers suggestion to take

advantage of these features, the mediation

1464

hypotheses were tested by employing SEM.
To test the hypotheses, a covariance matrix
was used as input to LISREL. Following the
procedures outlined by Settoon, Bennett,
and Liden (Settoon, et al., 1996), manifest
indicators for each latent construct were
created by averaging the items for each
scale. The primary reason for this practice
was that with an item approach an item
measurement model would have 55 paths
estimated with 1,253 degrees of freedom.
The addition of the structural portion would
result in the estimation of 6 more paths
with 1261 degrees of freedom (Rigdon,
1994). This is far beyond the LISREL's
capability of determining how well the
structural portion of the model holds up
with the current sample (Settoon, Bennett,
& Liden, 1996). Because a covariance matrix
was used as input, the path coefficients (A
iS) were set to the square root of the
reliability of the measurement items and
the error variance of the manifest items (8;s
and €;s) were set to the product of the
variance of the average of the items by
scale and the quantity one minus the
reliability of the scale. The endogenous varia-
bles were assumed to be correlated each
other because they belong to the same
umbrella constructs, such as perceived
accountability and performance.

(Figure 3) shows the path diagram of the
hypothesized model. The fit indices for the

HABAT X34 M5E 20054 108
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(Figure 3) Path Diagram of the Hypothesized Mode!
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+ LMX! Leader-Member Exchange: PAJD: Perceived Accountability for Job Dedication; PAIF: Perceived Accountability
for Interpersonal Facilitation: PATP: Perceived Accountability for Task Performance: JD: Job Dedication: IF:

Interpersonal Facilitation: TP: Task Performance
++ All ¥ys are significant.
*p< .01

model (¥’(9) = 16.36, p = .06: RMSEA =
0.04: RMR = .02; NFI = .99; CFI = .99;
GFI = .99) showed that the data fit the
hypothesized model well. In addition to the
model fit indices satisfying generally re-
commended level, all the path coefficients
are significant and consistent with the results
of the hierarchical regression analyses reported
earlier.

However, this does not exclude a possibility

in which the
direct paths from LMX to the performance
elements (JD, IF, and TP) are freed, also
well explains the variance patterns observed

that an alternative model,

in the current data. Therefore, the hypo-
thesized model was compared with the
alternative model by employing a nested-
model comparison technique proposed by
Anderson and Gerbing (1988). As summa-
rized in (Table 4), difference in x° between

(Table 4) Results of Mode! Comparisons

Model ¥ Df  RMSEA RMR NFI CFI GF1 AX(df)
Hypothesized model 16.36 9 .05 .03 .99 .99 .99
Alternative model 10.64 6 .04 .02 .99 .99 .99 5.72(3)
ZYSAT 5343 HEE 20054 108 1465



SeungYong Kim

the models was just 5.72, which is smaller
than 7.82 (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996:
273). What this means is that the estimation
of the direct paths from LMX to the
performance elements did not improve the
overall model fitness.

In fact, the only path significant at .05
level was the one from LMX to IF (Inter-
personal Facilitation), while the other direct
paths were not (see Figure 4.) Therefore, the
hypothesized model is preferred over the
alternative model because the former is
more parsimonious.

R R

VI. Summary & Discussion

Since the LMX concept was proposed, a
couple of conceptual studies that identified
performance as an outcome of LMX sug-
gested that LMX would have a positive
effect on a subordinate’s performance by
drawing on the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner,
1960) and social exchange theory. That is,
a subordinate who develops and maintains
a high quality of LMX relationship would
perform better to reciprocate the supervisor's

(Figure 4) Path Diagram of the Alternative Model

+ LMX' Leader-Member Exchange: PAJD: Perceived Accountability for Job Dedication; PAIF: Perceived Accountability
for Interpersonal Facilitation: PATP: Perceived Accountability for Task Performance: JD: Job Dedication; IF:

Interpersonal Facilitation: TP: Task Performance
++ All ¥;s are significant.
*ps< 01
*p< .05
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physical, social, and emotional support.
Even though the explanation sounds intuitive,
it has never been subject to empirical
scrutiny. And, the lack of such empirical
scrutiny has left some inconsistencies on
the LMX-performance relationship observed
in the literature unanswered (Gerstner &
Day, 1997).

The current paper was prepared to test
the alleged rationale behind the LMX-
performance relationship. To do so, a model
that incorporates perceived accountability
and contextual performance elements was
developed. This model stated that 1) LMX
would affect perceived accountability for the
performance elements: 2) the perceived
accountability for the performance elements
would affect the corresponding performance
behaviors: 3) the effect of LMX on per-
formance behaviors would be mediated by
the perceived accountability for the perfor-
mance elements.

The model was tested on 409 subordinate-
supervisor dyadic data set. A series of hie-
rarchical regression analyses in which the
effects of individual difference variables
were controlled and structural equation
modeling analysis by using LISREL rendered
evidence supporting the hypothesized model
over the alternative model. This result
supports the rationale behind the allegedly
positive LMX-performance relationship and

provides a possible explanation for the in-

AAETT x347 HM5Z 20054 10Y
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consistency reported in the LMX-performance
literature (Gerstner & Day, 1997). In the
case of the studies (e.g., Scandura, 1999:
Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994: Schriesheim,
Neider, & Scandura, 1998; Wayne & Ferris,
1990) reported a positive relationship, the
respondents might feel accountable for the
performance elements measured, whereas
the participants of the studies (e.g.. Vecchio,
1982; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984) that reported
an insignificant relationship might not for
some reasons. In fact, in Vecchio's (1982)
study, the performance of 45 US Air Force
enlisted members was measured in terms of
their performance on several training tasks
for which the participants were less likely
to feel accountable.

While all the hypotheses were supported
by the data, they have not come without a
limitation: cross-sectional study design.
Although all the hypotheses were developed
based upon relevant theories and some
indirect evidence shown in the literature,
lack of a longitudinal design precludes
asserting causal relationships among the
variables. Therefore, the results reported
here should not be taken as evidence for
direct causal relationships. They show only
that causal relationships are possible and
require cautious interpretation.

Despite this limitation, the current findings
will extend our knowledge about how good
interpersonal relationships can be realized
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into good performance and provide an im-
portant managerial implication for super-
visors to manage subordinates’ performance.
To utilize a good relationship maximally for
fostering an employee's performance beha-
viors, a supervisor needs to make his/her
support through the relationship specific
enough so that they can be clearly pe-
rceived by the subordinate as related to one
of the three linkages (i.e., identity-event,
event-prescription, identity-prescription) of
the accountability model. Otherwise, a good
relationship would not lead a subordinate to
experience a high level of perceived ac-
countability, and no effect on the subor-
dinate's performance would take place. This
means that supervisors need to be careful
in communicating what they think and expect
on subordinates’ job-dedicated behaviors
and task performance. As Cumming and
Anton (1990) suggested, subordinates’ per-
ceptions on their roles, work outcomes, work-
related procedures, and rules can be quite
different from those of a supervisor. Con-
sequently, what managers think about the
accountability level of their subordinates
does not automatically induce better task
performance, unless it is effectively and
efficiently communicated to and acknow-
ledged by the subordinates so that the
subordinates feel accountable.

Since the primary purpose of the current
study was to propose and test a model that

1468
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addresses the alleged premise of the LMX
literature on the LMX-performance relation-
ship, the varying extent to which perceived
accountability mediates the effect of LMX
on each of the performance elements was
beyond the scope of this paper. However,
the path estimates shown in (Figure 3) seem
to suggest some interesting research questions.
While the path estimates from LMX to
PATP (v = .21) is similar to those of
LMX- PAJD and LMX-PAIF (v;; = .29; vz
= ,24), the estimate of PATP-TP is much
smaller (f33 = .12) than those of PAJD-JD
(B1; = .25) and PAIF-IF (B2 = .22). This hints
at that even if an employee may feel accoun-
table for all the performance behaviors to
similar extent with a certain level of LMX
quality, the level of task performance may
be conditioned by other factors. When an
employee could not achieve a certain level
of task performance to the extent to which
s/he feels accountable for, how would the
employee behave? Would s/he try to com-
pensate the unsatisfying task performance
with more of contextual performance behaviors,
or simply be frustrated? And, what factors
would determine the reaction? Answers for
these research questions may broaden our
understanding on the nature of or intra-
relationships among the performance ele-
ments and how those performance elements
are negotiated throughout the development
process of LMX.
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