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ABSTRACT

Both Leader-Member-Exchange (LMX) and employee work outcomes, such as
organisational commitment and turnover intent, have already been considered by
organisational researchers to be firmly established constructs. Few studies, however,
have examined a new and emerging concept called LMX agreement. Minsky (2002)
observes LMX agreement as the level of similarity in perceptions between supervisors
and subordinates. The present study investigates the relationship of this LMX
agreement to employee’s organisational commitment and turnover intent in the

hospitality industry context.

This study was undertaken with hospitality workers in India. The final sample
consisted of 350 frontline employees and their 43 supervisors respectively, resulting in
315 meaningful supervisor-subordinate dyads. The characteristics of participants were
analysed using descriptive statistics, while LMX agreement was measured by
computing the absolute differences between supervisor and subordinate LMX
perceptions. A factor structure of all the study variables was examined using a
principal component factor analysis, and a series of bivariate correlation analyses was

employed to test the research hypotheses.

The findings show that LMX agreement had a positive relationship with subordinates’
organisational commitment and a negative relationship with subordinates’ turnover
intentions. In addition, this relationship was significant across all sub-groups in terms
of their demographic characteristics. Hospitality managers can use the findings of this

study to understand work relationships between supervisory and non-supervisory

X



employees and help human resource departments as they plan training sessions for
supervisors and their subordinates. Furthermore, this research, being the first of this
kind of study in the hospitality context, adds weight to the growing LMX agreement

literature.



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the Study

Managing a workforce effectively is important in the hospitality industry where a
competitive strategy is required to gain better market position (Nicolaides, 2008). This
depends on greater commitment from both employees and managers of the
organisation because committed employees have been found to create a “lasting effect”
on customer perceptions of service quality (e.g. Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; De
Matos, Henrique, & Rossi, 2007). However, hospitality organisations have been found
to have high employee attrition rates (e.g. Bloome, van Rheede, & Tromp, 2010;
Bloome, 2006; Williamson, Harris, & Parker, 2008). One of the negative aspects of
employee turnover is the additional cost to the organisation. For example, Hinkin and
Tracey (2000) suggest that when an employee quits, 70 % of the employee’s yearly

salary would be invested in recruiting and training a new employee.

The employee-supervisor relationship is one of the predominant influences on turnover
in the hospitality industry (e.g. Ansari, Hung, & Aafaqi, 2008; Bauer, Erdogan, Liden,
& Wayne, 2006). Better employee-supervisor relationships result in more committed
and motivated employees thereby reducing employee attrition. For example, in a study
of working conditions in hospitality, Poulston (2009) found that the supervisor’s
relationship with employees was a major influence on employees’ job motivation.
Therefore, it is particularly important to understand the supervisor-subordinate

relationship in the hospitality industry.



Several leadership theories can be used to explain the role of the supervisor-
subordinate relationship, but the one that is predominantly being researched is Leader-
Member Exchange (LMX) theory (Kim & Taylor, 2001; Van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le
Blanc, 2006). This theory, unlike others, argues that leaders develop and maintain
different types of relationships with their members. LMX has been found to have a
significant relationship with organisational outcomes such as job performance and job
satisfaction (Janssen, 2004), employee turnover intentions (Kim, Lee, & Carlson,
2010a), organisational citizenship behaviour (Kim, O'Neill, & Cho, 2010b), and

employee psychological empowerment (Kim & George, 2005).

Most studies in LMX, however, examined the relationship either from a leader’s or an
employee’s perception and the relationship of this perception to organisational
outcomes. Only a few have examined LMX from both supervisor and subordinate
perspective (e.g. Cogliser, Schriesheim, Scandura, & Gardner, 2009; Minsky, 2002),

and none has been undertaken in a hospitality context until now.

Furthermore, the agreement between the scores of the two perceptions of LMX has
been a controversial but rarely understood area of study. For example Sin, Nahrgang
and Morgeson (2009) found low levels of similarity among the LMX perceptions of
supervisors and subordinates but failed to find empirical explanations for this low
correlation. Minsky (2002) also found that supervisors and subordinates do not
perceive LMX similarly. This poor LMX agreement conflicts with the anecdotal view
that there is a high degree of agreement between supervisor and subordinate

perceptions.



Grestner and Day (1997), while analysing the moderate correlation between
supervisor-perceived LMX and subordinate-perceived LMX noted that “leader-
member agreement should be examined as a relevant independent or dependent
variable” (p.835). However, they did not offer any suggestion as to why agreement is
expected or desired, nor why they consider agreement as a determinant for
organisational outcomes. The level of LMX agreement in their study appears to be
misunderstood, given that previous LMX studies mostly measured LMX quality from

either the subordinate or the supervisor perspective.

Minsky (2002), suggests that agreement between leaders and employees about their
LMX relationship is a significant factor in arbitrating desired organisational and
individual outcomes. Although some theorists value the significance of LMX
agreement in determining organisational outcomes, only a few studies analysed these
relationships empirically (e.g. Cogliser et al., 2009). Perhaps even more importantly,
no research has investigated this relationship in the hospitality industry where the
supervisor-subordinate relationship is of such critical significance to employee
turnover. Furthermore, despite numerous calls for more research, India is an under-
studied region for leadership research. Organisational researchers believe that there is
still a dearth of academic research in the Indian hospitality and business environment
generally (see Chhokar, 2007; Kirkman & Law, 2005; Pillai, Scandura, & Williams,
1999). It is therefore important to examine this phenomenon in the context of the

Indian hospitality industry.



1.2 Research Objective

This study determines how the LMX agreement between employees and their

supervisors is related to the employees’ organisational commitment and intent to quit

their jobs in the Indian hospitality industry.

To accomplish the objectives above, this study examines the following research

questions in the remaining chapters:

1.

What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship between LMX
agreement and organisational commitment in the Indian hospitality industry?
What is the direction and magnitude of the relationship between LMX
agreement and turnover intent among Indian hospitality employees?

Are the relationships of LMX agreement with organisational commitment and
turnover intent differently manifested across demographically different sub-

groups?

1.3 Significance of the Study

1.

By analysing LMX from the perspectives of supervisors and subordinates,
results of this study can potentially mitigate problems arising from observing
LMX from just one perspective (e.g. LMX differentiation, subordinates
perceiving their relationship more favourably, perceived unfairness).

By being undertaken in the hospitality context, this study will contribute to the
literature by providing a better understanding of LMX agreement and how it
influences employees’ work outcomes such as organisational commitment and

turnover intent.



3. The results of this study may be used by operational and human resource
managers to understand the supervisor-subordinate relationship generally, and
further aid in planning training sessions for their employees.

4. As a frontier study to analyse the relationship of LMX agreement with
subordinate’s work outcomes in two different scenarios (supervisor LMX
higher than subordinate LMX, supervisor LMX lower than subordinate LMX),
this research may help operational managers understand the importance of the
work relationship between supervisory and non-supervisory employees and

organise training or counselling sessions accordingly.

1.4 Structure of the Thesis

This chapter introduces a framework of the study including problem statement,
objective of the study, research questions and significance of the research to the theory
and practice. In the next chapter, a comprehensive discussion of the extant literature
with respect to the particular characteristics of the hospitality industry, LMX
agreement, organisational commitment and turnover intent is presented. Chapter Three
discusses research methods in terms of sampling, data collection, research instruments
and the ethical consideration of this study. Chapter Four presents the tabulated and
narrative results of this research, and the final chapter discusses the research
implications based on the findings and limitations of the study, along with

recommendations for future research.



1.5 Definitions of Key Terms

Leader Member Exchange (LMX)

Martin, Epitropaki, Thomas and Topakas (2010) define leader-member exchange
(LMX) theory as a leadership theory that focuses on the ‘two-way relationship’
between the leader and the follower and believes that leadership occurs through an

effective relationship development of the individuals.

LMX Agreement

LMX agreement is the level of congruence between the perception of the supervisor
and the subordinate towards their relationship. LMX agreement exists when both sides
of the vertical dyad portray the nature of the relationship in the same way (Minsky,

2002).

Organisation Commitment

The degree of involvement of the employees in the organisation is called “Employee

Organisation Commitment” (Allen & Meyer, 1990).

Turnover Intent

Turnover intent is defined as “the probability that an individual will change his or her

job within a certain time period” (Sousa-Poza & Henneberger, 2002, p. 1).



CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This review assesses existing literature with respect to the constructs of interest. As
such, its purpose is to investigate the concept of LMX agreement and its relationships
with employees’ work outcomes, such as organisational commitment and turnover

intent in a hospitality context.

The first part of the review provides an overview of characteristics of the hospitality
industry and leadership theories, with an emphasis on Leader Member Exchange
(LMX). Then, a key issue related to LMX theory regarding source of information and
the emerging construct of LMX agreement is highlighted. The second part of the
review addresses two important employee work outcomes, (i.e. organisational
commitment and turnover intent) and the role of LMX agreement in explaining these
work outcomes in a hospitality context. Based on the literature review, a set of
hypotheses is generated to examine the relationships of LMX agreement with

employees' organisational commitment and turnover intent.

The studies reviewed were selected to provide a thorough analysis of the most
significant work on the constructs of interest. Although the focus of the literature was
on the hospitality industry, as LMX agreement is a broad management topic, attention
was also given to relevant management and behavioural literature for theoretical

support.



2.2 Characteristics of the Hospitality Industry

This section aims to define the hospitality industry from the perspective of human
resource management. The latter part of this section presents an overview of the
current situation in hospitality organisations in terms of leadership, employee

commitment and employee turnover theories in the hospitality industry.

Hospitality can be defined as “the friendly and generous reception and entertainment
of guests, visitors or strangers” (Jewell & Abate, 2001, p. 823). From studies in the
hospitality industry (e.g. Brotherton & Wood, 2000; Lashley, 2000), it is evident that
hospitality is practised in private, social and commercial environments. Considering
academic research works, hospitality itself is defined by Tideman (1983, p. 1) as
follows:
“The method of production by which the needs of the proposed guest are satisfied to
the utmost and that means a supply of goods and services in a quantity and quality
desired by the guest and at a price that is acceptable to him so that he feels the
product is worth the price.”
However, Brotherton and Wood (2000) argue that the foregoing description could be a
definition for any economic activity. Furthermore, Ottenbacher (Ottenbacher,
Harrington, & Parsa, 2011) criticise this definition by mentioning that it fails to define
whether hospitality includes only food service and lodging or encompasses other
entities such as transport and amusement centres. They believe that there is no
common knowledge of what is meant by hospitality. Likewise, Brotherton and Wood
(2008, p. 39) define hospitality as “a multi-faceted industry that profits by the
interactions between individuals.” Kruml and Geddes (2000) suggest that hospitality

industry involve an exchange of emotions and could be categorised as those between

employees and customers and among employees and managers. Therefore



understanding employee-customer and employee-manager relationship is essential
because there is a persistent existence of emotional exchanges in the hospitality

industry.

Even though the hospitality industry has evolved into a highly profitable business over
time (Davidson, Timo, & Wang, 2010), the associated and necessary attributes of
business such as corporate re-structuring, downsizing and layoffs may have affected
the attitudes of employees, increased the frequency of career transitions and lowered
organisational commitment of their employees generally (Williamson et al., 2008).
This has in turn affected the development of the industry overall. According to Cascio
(2003), an employee’s average tenure in the hospitality industry is about 2.7 years
globally. This statistic is consistent with those in studies that focus on job insecurity in

the hospitality industry (Ananiadou, Jenkings, & Wolf, 2004; Auer & Cazes, 2000).

Furthermore, studies have suggested the importance of committed employees for the
profitability of the business. For example, (Kamakura, Mittal, Rosa, & Mazzon, 2002)
suggest that an increase in committed employees increases the profitability of the
organisation. Kamakura et al. (2002) relate to the service profit chain to justify their
assumption. Service profit chain is a concept that finds the relationships among
employee satisfaction, customer loyalty and business profitability (Heskett, Sasser, &
Schlesinger, 1997). Kamakura et al. (2002) explain that profitability of business is
obtained by loyal customers, which can be obtained by greater customer satisfaction
influenced by the value of services offered to the customers. The study suggests that
the values of services are in turn developed by the satisfied employees of the

organisation. Therefore, necessary steps should be taken to increase employee



satisfaction, as employees have a vital role in increasing the organisation’s profit

(Williamson et al., 2008).

However, studies in the hospitality industry have shown that employees are low in job
satisfaction and organisational commitment. Some of the reasons include, for example,
Collins’ (2007) suggestion that increased perceptions of instability impact negatively
on employee job satisfaction and organisational commitment. Seymour (2000) found
that hospitality managers pursue maximum performance from their employees without
providing an amicable work atmosphere to them. Their study believes hospitality
employers follow these practices as they strive to cope with the challenges presented
by a rise in technology and the customers’ demand for individual attention. @gaard and
colleagues (@gaard, Marnburg, & Larsen, 2008) suggest that, since the employers’
focus is to meet the demands of customers and shareholders, they fail to realise that
these increased demands of the working environment tends to induce a psychological
feeling of exhaustion and result in a low work motivation and a loss of job satisfaction,
among employees. DiPietro and Condly (2007) found that employees low in
motivation tend to quit their job. Finally, Kim et al. (2010a) believe that employee
turnover results in an increase in work pressure on the remaining employees to deliver

quality service.

Furthermore, it is evident from these findings that the hospitality industry is facing
difficult staffing situations due to increased employee turnover and low work morale
among remaining employees. Borchgrevink, Cichy and Mykletun (2001) suggest that
difficult staffing situations require a dynamic leader to enhance stability in the
organisation. Strong leadership qualities have been found to influence certain positive

employee work outcomes such as a rise in organisational trust and perceived

10



organisational support (e.g. Kim, O'Neill, & Jeong, 2004). As a result, understanding

leadership theories in hospitality is important.

2.3 Leadership Theories — An Overview
The following section presents an overview of leadership theories and the evolution of
leadership concepts are analysed. This section explains the uniqueness of Leader

Member Exchange theory.

Berger and Brownell (2009) described leadership as a way of dealing with people and
a method of changing people’s thoughts towards the leader’s vision. This description
encapsulates the concept of leadership described by Hogg and Martin (2003) and
Northouse (2001). These studies describe leadership as an interaction process
involving a leader and a member. Various methods have been employed to classify
leadership theories. This study follows the model employed by Graen and Uhl-Bien
(1995) who classify theories based on the three fundamentals of leadership: the leader,

the follower and their relationship.

Theories based on the leader tend to be based on the behavioural characteristics of the
leader. The leader has the primary role in these theories and remains the focal point of
the study (House & Aditya, 1997). Early theories further focussed on the traits of the
leader. However, after discovering that all leaders do not have uniform traits, the focus
of the studies shifted to behavioural leadership theories such as transformational and
transactional leadership theories (House & Aditya, 1997). These theories further
suggest the leaders’ behaviour to be contingent to the situation. This discovery gave
rise to contingent theories such as Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Leadership

(SLT) model (Minsky, 2002).

11



The theories that focus on followers portray how the followers manage their work with
only a slight reliance on the leaders. The theories in this approach include self

management, the leadership substitutes and empowerment (Minsky, 2002).

In recent years there has been a shift in the research work from traditional leadership
styles (Berger & Brownell, 2009) to contemporary theories which include the leader-
member exchange theory (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975;
Kim et al., 2010a; Kim & George, 2005; Kim et al., 2004; Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1993)
and the social identity theory (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Martin, 2003). These theories
emphasise the concept that leadership theories emerging from the leader-member
relationship process. Theories in this category are based on the postulation that the
relationship is similar and as a result an ‘average’ style is thought of across the groups
(Schriesheim & Kerr, 1977). The Leader Member Exchange (LMX) theory is based on
this concept but differs by not regarding all the leader-follower relationship to be in an
average style; instead it posits that the leader develops a unique relationship with each
of his or her followers (Minsky, 2002). Consistent with this viewpoint, House and
Aditya (1997, p. 430) observe,

The proponents of the theory argue that the quality of the mature superior-

subordinate dyadic relationships would be more predictive of positive

organisational outcomes than traits or behaviours of superiors.
Lord, Brown, and Harvey (2001) argue that leadership cannot be understood with only
studying the leader’s action and not that of the member. Haslamand Platow (2001)
further warn against any explanation of leadership that relies on an analysis of the
behaviour of any one of the two individuals in the relationship and not on the
relationship process between them. Leader Member Exchange theory is one of few

leadership theories that rely on the relationship between the individuals.

12



2.4 Leader Member Exchange (LMX) Theory

2.4.1 LMX Defined

Developed by Graen (1975) and colleagues (e.g. Dansereau et al., 1975), Leader-
Member Exchange theory, initially called Vertical Dyad theory, focuses on the
valuable leadership achieved in the relationship between the leaders and the followers
(Martin et al., 2010). The focal notion of LMX is that leadership occurs through an
effective relationship development of individuals (Uhl-Bien, 2006). These
relationships progress through a sequence of social exchanges and are defined as the
value of the relationship between the leader and the subordinate (Schriesheim, Castro,
& Cogliser, 1999). LMX theory states that, within work units, the quality of the leader-
member exchange differs widely along a continuum of low to high quality LMX.
Members in the low quality LMX range receive fewer valued resources than those in
high quality LMX relationships. Graen and Cashman(1975) argue that a contractual
atmosphere is maintained in the exchanges at this level. In contrast, leadership
relationships with high quality LMX are those most favoured by their leader, and the
exchanges often surpass the limitation of a formal employment contract. These
subordinates thus receive influence and support from their managers, thereby
providing the subordinates greater autonomy and responsibility (Dansereau et al.,
1975). This in turn, enhances the subordinates’ work performance (Hogg & Martin,
2003). Sin et al. (2003) state that high level leader member exchange (i.e. LMX) is
characterized by a high degree of trust and obligation, whereas low level LMX implies
a low level of trust. These groups of high quality and low quality LMX relationships
are sometimes mentioned as “in-group” and “‘out-group” (Graen & Cashman, 1975) or

as “trusted assistants” and “hired hands” (Cogliser et al., 2009).
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Colquitt, Lepine and Wesson (2011) relate LMX to role theory and explain that leaders
develop vertical dyads during role-taking phases. The stages progress through the
tenure of employment of a subordinate and develop into a role saturation phase.
Colquitt et al.(2011) suggest that there is a free flow of exchange at this stage wherein
a supervisor offers more support and opportunities, and the subordinate contributes

with more activities and effort.

Northouse (2001) believes that LMX theory works in a two-way process by both
describing and prescribing leadership. In both examples, the primary concept is centred
on how the leader develops dyadic relationships with his or her subordinates. Working
with in-group workers allows the leader to accomplish more effective work compared
to that achieved with those in an out-group. In addition, the members of out-groups do
not do extra work and operate only within their prescribed operational roles. Graen and
Uhl-Bien (1991) further advocate that the leaders should create relationships with
subordinates in a manner similar to that of the high LMX group or in-group to create

quality partnerships with members in the organisation.

2.4.2 LMX in Hospitality

Numerous studies in the hospitality literature have analysed LMX and certain studies
are highlighted in this section. For example, Testa (2002) found that high LMX groups
fostered higher levels of trust, and higher levels of satisfaction with their supervisors.
The influence of LMX in role negotiations was extensively discussed by Borchgrevink
et al. (2001). This study found that members with high LMX had strong relationships
with their supervisors. The LMX and TMX (Team-Member exchange) were proposed

as likely moderators to test the employee socialisation (Lam, 2003). The results of this
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research found that high quality LMX and unmet job prospects are inversely related to

the job turnover intent of employees.

The relationship between LMX and employee turnover intent was also observed by
Kim et al. (2010a) who found that high quality LMX was inversely related to turnover
intent in employees at the middle management level. Their study further revealed that
a curvilinear relationship existed between LMX and turnover intent when examined in
frontline subordinates. In an organisational study, Lee (2010) found that organisational

justice acts as a mediator between the LMX and the employee turnover intentions.

In a subsequent study, LMX and employee organisational commitment were used as
antecedents to find the relationship between Chinese values and organisational
citizenship behaviours (Wang & Wong, 2011). The study involved 930 hospitality
employees in mainland China and found that Chinese values had a positive effect on
LMX and LMX had a positive effect on employee organisational commitment. A
recent study of the relationship between LMX and employee job performance was
undertaken with Chinese hospitality workers (Li, Sanders, & Frenkel, 2012). The study
examined the relationship between 298 subordinates and 54 supervisors and found that
human resource practices of the management mediated the relationship between LMX

and employee job performance.

2.4.3 Critiques of Previous LMX Studies

LMX is found to offer four strengths (Northouse, 2001). First, the theory is descriptive,
in that it helps to find which individual is the highest contributor in a specific
organisation. Although LMX might create a hostile work atmosphere, since it shows

the leader to be biased in decision-making, LMX helps in finding individuals’
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relationships with the organisation. Second, this theory is the only theory transacting
with the concept of dyadic relationships in organisational behaviour, so is unique in its
approach. Third, the theory guides and informs the importance of communication in
leadership (Minsky, 2002), as high quality LMX is determined by effective
communication. Last, LMX theory is related to positive organisational outcomes,
which include organisational commitment, job climate, innovation, organisational
citizenship behaviour and various other organisational variables (Graen & Uhl-Bien,

1995; Kim & George, 2005; Northouse, 2001).

However, LMX theory has also been criticised. For example, the theory, by examining
the existence of the in-group and the out-group, creates undesirable effects on the
group as a whole (McClane, 1991). Although LMX theory describes the difference
between high quality and low quality dyads, it fails to express how effective high
quality dyads are created (Yukl, 1998). A further criticism arises in the level of the
supervisor-subordinate agreement on the LMX (Zhou & Schriesheim, 2009). The
research states that measurement deficiencies and a difference in perception of the
LMX construct between the supervisor and the subordinate are the two major factors
for a low LMX agreement. Nevertheless, LMX theory assumes that the leader’s
relationship with the subordinates is heterogeneous, thereby distinguishing from other

traditional approaches in defining leadership (Martin et al., 2010).

Another critical issue found is that all previous LMX studies in the hospitality
literature examined LMX from either the employee’s perspective only (e.g. Kim &
George, 2005; Kim et al., 2010 a; Kim et al., 2010 b) or the leader’s perspective only
(e.g. Borchgrevink et al., 2001). Further, analysing LMX from one perspective has

negative organisational consequences (Cogliser, Schriesheim, Scandura, & Neider,
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1999).Therefore understanding LMX from both (subordinates and supervisors)
perspective is essential. Minsky (2002) suggests that this can be achieved by using
LMX agreement, which finds the level of similarity between the perceptions of

supervisors’ and subordinates’ LMX.

2.5 LMX Agreement

LMX agreement exists when both sides of the vertical dyad portray the nature of the
relationship in the same way (Minsky, 2002). Investigations by Cogliser et al. (1999)
and Scandura(1999) supported the proposition that the agreement between the
supervisor and the subordinate is a significant factor in determining the organisational
outcomes. Minsky (2002) further proposes that an agreement indicates consistency in
the approach of the supervisor and associated subordinates towards their work, and this

agreement leads to better subordinate performance.

2.5.1 Explanations for Poor LMX Agreement

A critical issue raised recently is that the LMX should be measured from both
supervisor and subordinate perspectives (e.g. Cogliser et al., 2009; Minsky, 2002; Sin
et al., 2009). It could be argued that since LMX analyses the quality of the relationship,
both the leader and member can describe the relationship equally. However, the
construct of LMX has been found to differ when measured from the two different
perspectives (Zhou, 2003). Unfortunately only a few studies have examined the
convergence between these two perspectives of LMX. Further, most hospitality studies
in this area examined LMX separately, either from the subordinate’s or a supervisor’s

aspect (e.g. Kim et al., 2010a; Kim & George, 2005; Kim et al., 2004)
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In particular, Grestner and Day (1997) found only 24 out of 85 studies collected LMX
data from both groups. As only a few studies have examined LMX from both
perspectives, there is a possibility of the results of LMX being biased, which might
further inhibit a robust analysis of the LMX agreement (Schriesheim et al., 1999). It is
therefore necessary for LMX research to focus on both the leaders’ and the members’

perspectives (Zhou, 2003).

Additionally, one early study (Schriesheim et al., 1999) found that correlation between
supervisor’s and subordinate’s LMX scores range from .50 to .16. Correlation is the
statistical analysis performed to analyse relationships between variables. (Székely,
Rizzo, & Bakirov, 2007). Evidences (e.g. Gerstner & Day, 1997; Schriesheim et al.,
1999) have made it difficult to understand that both the supervisors and the
subordinates are rating the same construct, which weakens the theoretical

understanding of the LMX.

According to role theory, the exchanges between the supervisor and the subordinate
develop during the role making process and eventually reach a state of equilibrium
(Holly, Schoorman, & Hwee Hoo, 2000). As a result, the quality of the relationship
may be mutually perceived. Theoretical explanations of LMX note that the exchange is
objective and separate from the individuals involved(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Furthermore, it is believed that the supervisor and subordinate scales of the LMX are
merely two different measures of the same construct; as a result they are proposed to
agree with each other (Uhl-Bien, 2006). In reality however this makes little sense, as
the correlations between the two perceptions of the LMX have been consistently found

to be low.
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Although there has been evidence in the literature that a high quality LMX is related to
desirable organisational outcomes (Graen & Cashman, 1975; Kim & George, 2005;
Schyns & Paul, 2005; Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1993), there have been only few studies to
predict LMX agreement (e.g. Cogliser et al., 1999; Minsky, 2002; Sin et al., 2009).
The following discussion therefore addresses some of the widely discussed factors that

are considered to be theoretical explanations for poor LMX agreement.

2.5.1.1 Relationship tenure

Graen and Scandura (1987) proposed that the LMX relationship moves from a
continuum of low to high through a progressive series of steps. When subordinates join
the organisation, they enter the “role taking phase” where organisational tasks are
assigned to them by their supervisors. This is the first contact between these
individuals. Miller (2011) believe that formal social exchanges between subordinates
and supervisors are established in the second phase called the “role making phase”.
Social exchange theory states that individuals give approval to something only when
they expect to get certain benefits from it (e.g. Ap & Crompton, 1998; Pearce,
Moscardo, & Ross, 1996; Sirakaya, Teye, & Sonmez, 2002). Therefore, Miller (2011)
believes that during the “role making phase” supervisors and subordinates mutually
assess their relationship, and if favourable, build a high LMX relationship. Sin et al.
(2009) propose that the opportunity to engage in positive exchanges is related to the
time supervisors and subordinates spend together. The study found that the LMX

agreement is positively related to the length of the relationship tenure.

2.5.1.2 Relationship schemas
Based on the cognitive leadership studies and the research on interpersonal exchanges

in cognitive psychology (e.g. Baldwin, 1992; Baldwin & Baccus, 2003; Epitropaki &
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Martin, 2004; Kenney, Blascovich, & Shaver, 1994; Lord & Emrich, 2001; Lord &
Maher, 1991; Walsh, 1995; Wofford, Goodwin, & Whittington, 1998), it is clear that
subordinates and supervisors develop structures or assumptions based on their previous
relational experiences. In a recent management study, Ritter and Lord (2007) found
that subordinates characterised their present supervisor based on their relational
incidents and experiences with their previous supervisor. This situation is further
enhanced by supervisors creating assumptions based on subordinates’ work, whereas
subordinates focus on emotional criteria(Huang, Wright, Chiu, & Wang, 2008).
Baldwin (1992) further observes that certain LMX assumptions be shared among the
individuals as they pose similar experiences. Huang et al. (2008) found that LMX
agreement was high when supervisors and subordinates both present similar levels of

schematic assessments of their relationship.

2.5.1.3 Effective communication

Minky (2002) believed that subordinates group themselves with those who have
similar work patterns. This belief is developed from the similarity-attraction paradigm,
where individuals group themselves with those who tend to work in patterns similar to
them(Bryne, 1971; Ritzer, 2003). Increase in supervisor-subordinate interactions
increases the probability of getting captivated to similar work patterns. This is because
increased interactions permit the individuals to investigate and validate the similarity
in work patterns between the individuals (Minsky, 2002; Simpson & Harris, 1994).
Furthermore, communication is different among the different levels of the dyad and
develops as the dyad develops from a lower to a higher level LMX (Kacmar, Zivnuska,
Witt, & Gully, 2003). Effective communication also assists in better organisational

outcomes among the LMX members (Kacmar et al., 2003). The study proved that
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better and effective communication would assist in delegating and understanding the

expectations of the individuals of the dyad group.

Finally, Minsky (2002) believes that better communication among the individuals
leads to better LMX agreement. Minsky (2002) found that cooperative communication
and feedback play a role in better LMX agreement. Sin et al. (2009) further observed
that increased tenure produced better LMX agreement because the members have
better opportunity to increase the frequency and intensity of their communication and
thereby verify their prospective similarity. As a result, effective communication is one

of the decisive factors for stronger LM X agreement.

2.5.1.4 Response inflation

Supervisors’ inflated ratings of LMX scores have a decisive role in LMX agreement
(Sin et al., 2009). Generally speaking, the wordings of the measurement scales for
LMX concentrate on the leader. This study considers LMX-7 (c.f. Graen & Scandura,
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1991)for answering this prediction. LMX-7 is the most
widely used LMX measurement scale, having seven questions that pertain to the
supervisor-subordinate relationship (Minsky, 2002). It focuses on the cognitions and
actions of supervisors. As a result of this core concentration, supervisors may think the
questions to be concerned to their self evaluation and not an evaluation of their
relationship with subordinates (Sin et al., 2009). Finally, Sin et al. (2009) found
supervisory inflation to be negatively related to LMX agreement. As a result,
supervisors who provide genuine LMX scores have better LMX agreement than those

who provide inflated responses.
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2.5.1.5 Egocentric bias

Egocentric bias has been identified as a vital antecedent for the LMX agreement
(Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988) and is explained by attribution theory. According to
attribution theory, organisation members tend to attribute good performance to their
own behaviour and blame environmental factors for their failures. Observers do it the
other way around, leading to different performance ratings and perceptions of the
LMX (Zhou & Schriesheim, 2009). Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) state that if this
sense of attribution is streamlined and a more accurate method of analysing the

relationship dyad is established, then better agreements can be expected.

2.5.2 Consequences of LMX Agreement

Analysing one dimension of the LMX construct may advance to considerably
unfavourable results (Cogliser et al., 2009). There is a possibility of subordinates
analysing the relationship more favourably than supervisors. For example, this process
may be habituated by the subordinates to impress or favour supervisors, or to garner
favourable returns from supervisors such as recommendations to senior management.
This might result in subordinates being overconfident, leading to negative
consequences for both the organisation and the subordinates (Cogliser et al., 1999). For
example, these subordinates may not attend to training sessions or might tend to take

up their work reluctantly (Atwater & Yammarino, 1997).

On the contrary, subordinates who assume their relationship to be less favourable than
that perceived by their respective supervisors may experience work anxiety, leading to
increased levels of employee turnover and reduced employee performance and

organisational commitment (Van Breukelen, Konst, & Van Der Vlist, 2002).
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Subordinates who assume their low LMX relationships are similar to their supervisors’
may find their performance efforts are not appreciated, leading them to become
disconnected from organisational recognitions. This situation has the potential to
generate low levels of self-efficacy, resulting in reduced task performance, job

satisfaction and commitment (Cogliser et al., 2009).

In their study of LMX agreement, Cogliser et al. (1999) noted that LMX agreement
aids in understanding the LMX relationship between supervisors and subordinates.
Furthermore, although studies have been conducted to establish the antecedents of
LMX agreement (e.g. Minsky, 2002; Sin et al., 2009) only one study (Cogliser et al.,
2009) found the relationship between LMX agreement and employee work outcomes

such as organisation commitment and job satisfaction.

To analyse the relationship between the LMX agreement and the subordinate’s
organisational commitment, Cogliser et al., (2009), analysed the LMX scores of 285
matched pairs of employers and their subordinates. Their study introduced a
conceptual model, which identifies four possibilities of supervisor-subordinate ratings.
The four possibilities as observed by the study are: balanced low supervisor and
subordinate LMX scores, balanced high supervisor and subordinate LMX scores,
subordinate overestimation (subordinates rating their LMX scores higher than their
supervisors) and subordinate underestimation (subordinate rating their LMX scores
lower than their supervisors). The study found subordinates in the balance/high LMX
group to have the highest level of organisational commitment and balanced/low LMX
group to have the lowest level of organisational commitment. Finally, intermediate

results were found among the incongruent group combinations.
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The foregoing sections reviewed the literature on LMX to enhance the understanding
of LMX agreement in hospitality. The following sections review the literature on
organisational commitment and turnover intent and their relationship with LMX

agreement, to provide a background for the study’s hypotheses.

2.6 Organisational Commitment

Organisational commitment is the degree of involvement employees experience with
their organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Enthusiastic employees, committed to the
ethics and direction of their company, are a fundamental element to the success of
hospitality businesses (Williamson et al., 2008). Such employees are also those who
support the formal aims of the company(Brown, Zablah, & Bellenger, 2008). The
study of organisational commitment has identified its effects, such as a reliable
predictor of turnover intention(Johnston, Parasuraman, Futrell, & Black, 1990) and a

stable measure of employee attitude(Teh & Sun, 2012).

Organisational studies have therefore revealed a common element of exchange
involving a method of psychological contact between the manager and employee
(Cannon, 2002). This element was witnessed in early studies on organisational
commitment (e.g. Becker, 1960; Homans, 1961; Rusbult, 1980). Certain studies have
also concentrated on benefits such as pensions and insurance plans of the organisation
as contributing factors for the organisational commitment (Goldberg, Greenberger,
Koch-Jones, & O'Neil, 1989) and demographic factors such as age, tenure and

education level (Brief & Aldag, 1980).

Research in organisational commitment has found three different components:

affective, continuance and normative components of organisational commitment
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(Allen & Meyer, 1990; Wahn, 1998). Affective commitment denotes the emotional
attachment experienced by the employees to the organisation. The continuance
component relates to the costs that the employees associate with leaving the
organisation and influences their need to remain in the organisation. The third
component, normative, refers to the feeling of employees’ obligation to remain with
the organisation. These components have been found to have varied consequences of
the different commitment types. For example, continuance component is related to the
job turnover and the poor job performance (Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, &

Jackson, 1989), and low levels of organisational citizenship (Wahn, 1998).

This study of LMX agreement focuses on affective organisation commitment, which
this research refers to as “organisational commitment”. This is because affective
commitment relates to the psychological feelings of the employee and therefore
managers may be more interested in fostering affective commitment than a customary
form of commitment such as continuance or normative commitment (Kim, Lee,
Murrmann, & George, 2012). Furthermore, Meyer and Allen (1997) state that affective
commitment is the most beneficial to organisations, as it is related to other operational
measures such as self and supervisor performance appraisal, improved retention, and

improved operational cost and sales.

2.6.1 Hospitality Research on Organisational Commitment

Numerous studies in hospitality contexts have focussed on organisational commitment
as an outcome variable. Some of the studies are listed here chronologically to show the
development of theory. Sparrowe (1993) studied employee empowerment in the
hospitality industry, and found it had a positive impact on organisational commitment

and negative impact employee on employee’s turnover intent. Borchgrevink
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(1993)analysed the relationship between employee burnout and organisational
commitment and found employee burnout had a negative impact on the organisational
commitment. Recently, the difference in organisational commitment with respect to
gender was studied among hospitality employees (Kara, 2012). The study, conducted
in Turkey, examined data from 397 employees, of which 234 were males and 163 were
females. It used multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and found that,
although there were not any significant differences between male and female
employees towards “attitudinal commitment”, differences were established in what the
author referred to as “behavioural commitment”; the study found that males had higher

levels of “behavioural commitment” than their female counterparts.

The motivational effect of employee empowerment on organisational commitment was
analysed by Kim et al. (2012). Utilising a survey of 330 Korean hospitality employees
working in hotel restaurants, the study found that management trustworthiness acts a
factor to fully mediate influence and organisational commitment, and partially mediate

attitude and organisational commitment.

2.6.2 LMX Agreement and Organisational Commitment

The relationship between LMX and organisational commitment was tested by Grestner
and Day (1997). The research found that the LMX variable consistently shows a
significant positive correlation with a subordinate’s organisational commitment (r =
0.87). Nystrom (1990) found a significant relationship between the vertical dyads and
the organisational commitment. In order to measure the organisational commitment,
the study used the nine item “Organisational Commitment Questionnaire” (Mowday,
Koberg, & McArthur, 1978) with response categories ranging from ‘strongly agree’ (7)

to ‘strongly disagree’ (1).For measuring the LMX, the “five item questionnaire”
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(Dansereau et al., 1975) was used with a four point item scale. It had demographic
variables such as job level, organisational size, years in job and seniority. A principal
component analysis was employed and the results proved the hypothesis that a high
quality LMX has a significant and positive relationship on organisational commitment.
The study indicates that organisations should invest on improved supervisor-
subordinate relationship to build committed employees. It is evident that committed

employees increase customer loyalty, thereby increasing profit for the organisation.

Based on the studies of role theory(e.g. Baldwin, 1992; Graen, Orris, & Johnson, 1973;
Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, & Snoelk, 1964), Baldwin and Baccus (2003)observe that the
LMX develops in a series of episodes or incidents which fosters the development of
the supervisor-subordinate dyads. When more social exchanges are established, this
results in a better work atmosphere for the subordinates, who will be willing to do
work additional to what is mentioned in their contract (Cogliser et al., 2009; Graen &
Scandura, 1987; Minsky, 2002). In addition, as part of the dyad’s development,
supervisors encourage the subordinate motivations towards the organisation by
assuring subordinates about their importance in the organisation (Cogliser et al., 2009).
Furthermore, Cogliser et al. (2009) establish that high quality LMX subordinates
perceive their supervisors as ambassadors of their organisation and the means through
which they can fulfil their psychological contract requirements (Lester, Turnley,
Bloodgood, & Bolino, 2002; Morrison & Robinson, 1997). This results in a
psychological requirement for them to complement the organisation as a form of
reciprocation(Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997). Consistent with this, Dienesch and
Liden (1986) assimilated the LMX members’ attributions into their LMX framework.

In accordance with the available theory, it could be postulated that subordinates have
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better organisational commitment when their relationship with their supervisors is

favourable as compared to those who have a less favourable relationship.

The supervisor’s perception of the LMX is positively related to the subordinates’
organisational commitment for two reasons. First, the supervisors know that the
subordinates who experience their relationship favourably will respond to their
requirements positively, thereby increasing the overall commitment to the organisation
(Cogliser et al., 2009). Second, LMX study has shown that subordinates who have a
high commitment to their job are more likely to have good relations with their

supervisor(Graen & Scandura, 1987).

In consideration of the above studies, this research expects subordinates’
organisational commitment to be higher when strong LMX agreement is established.
The reason for this is, as Uhl-Bein and Maslyn (2003) believe, that the exchanges
develop between the dyad members, subordinates become more committed and
therefore develop an even better LMX relationship. Strong empirical support is
provided by Cogliser et al. (2009) and Maslyn and Uhl-Bien (2001) for this
development. Cogliser et al. (2009) developed a conceptual model to test the LMX
congruence and employee outcomes and found the LMX agreement is related to the
organisational commitment, and Maslyn and Uhl-Bien (2001) found the relationship

between the LMX and the dyad’s members’ perceived effort.

Hypothesis 1
LMX agreements between supervisors and subordinates are positively related to the

subordinates’ organisational commitment. The stronger the LMX agreement between
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the supervisor and subordinate, the stronger the subordinate’s organisational

commitment will be.

2.7 Employee Turnover Intention

Turnover is the movement of individuals across organisations (Price, 2001). The
individuals are mostly employees, and the notion of movement means either an
accession to an organisation or a separation from the other organisation. The concept
of employee turnover can be understood under three fundamental characteristics,
voluntariness, avoidability and functionality. The act of employees leaving their jobs
could be initiated by employees themselves (e.g. resignation), by the organisation, or
by external factors in the form of dismissal or death (Morrell, Loan-Clarke, &

Wilkinson, 2004; Price, 2001).

Employee turnover has been found to have negative organisational consequences
including the high costs incurred in replacing the employees, the negative influences
on the existing employees and the demoralising effects on other organisational
members(Kim et al.,, 2010a; Tziner & Birati, 1996). Turnover is expensive and
represents an exodus of the investment from the organisation including the cost
incurred for substituting the employee (Denvir & McMahon, 1992). Added to these
costs there are also potential costs of unsatisfied or lost customers due to unskilled or
poor service offered by new and poorly trained staff (Simons & Hinkin, 2001). The
possible negative organisational outcomes can also be that the employees who stay
have low levels of performance and organisational commitment(Davidson et al., 2010).
The reason for this might arise from the physical consequences such as increased
workload or psychological consequences such as feelings of betrayal and being “left

behind”’(Williamson et al., 2008).
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Turnover is a topic of intense research in the hospitality industry(Hinkin & Tracey,
2000). The focus of turnover studies can be divided into two broad streams. One
category of research focuses on the cost of turnover and results in a range of cost
estimates (Hinkin & Tracey, 2000). Accordingly, Simons and Hinkin (2001)
established the association between increased employee turnover and decreased

organisation profits.

The second category focuses on the antecedents and outcomes of employee turnover
(Hogan, 1992; Poulston, 2005). Almost every area of management (e.g. human
resource practices, self-image of the industry, supervisor relationship) has been found
as potential causes of employee turnover. For example, the constructive dismissal
technique practised by hospitality managers (Poulston, 2005), training and
development (Buick & Muthu, 1997; Moncarz, Zhao, & Kay, 2009; Poulston, 2008)
and supervisor or human resources practices (Davies, Taylor, & Savery, 2001;
Moncarz et al., 2009; Rowley & Purcell, 2001), all influence employee turnover in the

hospitality industry.

Furthermore, employee turnover is typically high in the leisure and hospitality
industry. For example, the total employee turnover in USA for August 2011 was
689,000 in the leisure and hospitality industry and the number of hospitality employees
who changed jobs during the same period for the accommodation and food services
sector was 576, 000 (BLS, 2011). With respect to the Indian hospitality employees,
Umashankar and Kulkarni (2002) predicted a high employee turnover in the industry.
This prediction was supported by Yiu and Saner (2011), who found a six percent
increase in turnover rates among Indian hospitality employees. Considering the New

Zealand hospitality industry, the Government of New Zealand predicts that, though
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there are ample job opportunities in the country, there is a relatively high staff turnover
in the hospitality sector. The government believes that 30 % of New Zealand’s
hospitality industry workforce is comprised of part-time workers who are predicted to
move to other full time careers in the future (Kiwi Careers, 2011). Finally, Poulston
(2008), in a study of hospitality employees in Auckland, New Zealand, found
employees, on average, stayed with an organisation only for one year. The study
further revealed a turnover rate of 50% among the organisations. Therefore, from the
foregoing studies, it is evident that employee turnover is an important issue in the

hospitality industry that requires attention of the management.

Within the context of employee turnover is turnover intent, which can be defined as
“the probability that an individual will change his or her job within a certain time
period” (Sousa-Poza & Henneberger, 2002, p. 1). Turnover intent is understood as an
intention to leave an organisation, which may arise from dissatisfaction with company
policies, individual perceptions of the employee, or even the general labour market
(Kim et al., 2010a; Trett & Meyer, 1993). It is found to be an immediate precursor of
the actual turnover and it captures the employee’s perception of job alternatives (Perez,
2008). Further, Kim et al (2010) state that employees find it more manageable to
express a desire to quit than actually to quit the job. Empirical evidence has been found
to support that view; that the turnover intent is a significant precursor of the actual
turnover (Sousa-Poza & Henneberger, 2002). As a result employee turnover intent is

used as a dependent variable (Kim et al., 2010a).

Turnover in the hospitality industry has resulted from various factors. The reasons
primarily cited were the dissatisfaction with the current job rather than attraction to

other job opportunities (Kiwi Careers, 2011). Studies in employee turnover have found
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poor working conditions and unsatisfactory supervisor relationship are important
factors for employee turnover. For example Poulston (2009) found negative supervisor
behaviours, such as abuse of position and discrimination, and reduced motivation
levels of the employees. The study further revealed that employees who are low in
motivation had a greater probability of quitting the job. These findings are similar to
The Ken Blanchard Companies (2009) which found lack of respect or support of
supervisors and supervisors’ lack of leadership skills as important factors for employee
turnover. Furthermore, Yiu and Sanner (2011) found relationships with immediate
supervisors to contribute 48% of employee turnover among Indian employees.
Therefore, consistent with these findings, it could be established that employee
turnover is closely related to effective leadership skills of the supervisor and

favourable supervisor-subordinate relationships.

2.7.1 LMX agreement and Turnover intent

The study undertaken by Griffeth and colleagues (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000)
showed that the correlation between LMX and actual turnover is negative ( p =-.23, %
of variance = 57). It implies that subordinates in the high LMX group do not intent to
quit their jobs. Furthermore, Graen, Linden, and Hoel (1982)observed that the
intentions of employees to quit are increased by poor supervisor-subordinate
relationships. Major, Kozlowski, Chao, and Gardner (1995) examined the relation
among newcomers’ expectations and the employee outcomes. Data were collected
from a sample size of 248 new hires from different hospitality establishments. Their
research found that the subordinate perception of the LMX quality was negatively

related to the subordinate’s turnover intentions.
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Wilhelm, Herd, and Steiner (1993) investigated the relationship between LMX and the
employees’ organisational outcomes using 141 supervisor-subordinate dyads. The
participants were from manufacturing establishments. The research established that
LMX had a negative relationship with employees’ turnover intentions. Subsequent
research has also established the LMX to be significant and negatively related to the

employee’s turnover intentions (Ansari et al., 2008; Bauer et al., 20006).

Psychological contract theory explores the mutual beliefs, perceptions and informal
obligations between employees and management (Tomprou, Nikolaou, & Vakola,
2012). According to this theory employees show greater job satisfaction and
commitment when their job expectations are met and lowest when their expectations
are violated (Rousseau, 1995). Further, if the dyads perceive the relationship as
mutual, employees show a higher degree of satisfaction (Gerstner & Day, 1997).
Employee satisfaction is found to be negatively related to employee turnover intentions
and positively related to the organisational commitment (Aydogdu & Asikgil, 2011).
Empirical evidence also supports the view that LMX is negatively related to turnover

intent (Bauer et al., 2006; Sparrowe, 1994; Vecchio, 1998).

It is perceived that higher levels of communication between supervisors and
subordinates reduce turnover intentions of subordinates (e.g. Minsky, 2002). This
observation was supported by Macky and Boxall (2007) who found high work
performance practices, such as effective communication and organisational support,
increased job satisfaction, and thereby reduced employee turnover intentions. Further,
Minsky (2002) noted that higher levels of communication can reinforce higher
agreement between individuals. The study relates this prediction to the social identity

theory which states that, when subordinates perceive they are members of the same
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group, they will regard themselves as similar to one other and may develop shared
beliefs and values, and these values garner better agreement between individuals
(Hogg, 2006). Better communication fosters the chances for similar perceptions among
the groups. This is because when subordinates communicate freely with their
supervisors, there is a reduction in subordinates’ sense of discrepancy, unmet

expectations or anxiety (Minsky, 2002).

From the above discussion it could be surmised that high LMX levels foster
employees’ job satisfaction and thereby reduce employees’ turnover intentions.
Further, stronger LMX agreement results in higher job satisfaction among the
employees. Therefore it is believed that strong LMX agreement reduces turnover

intentions of the subordinates.

Hypothesis 2
LMX agreement between supervisors and subordinates is negatively related to the
subordinates’ turnover intent. The stronger the LMX agreement between the supervisor

and subordinate, the weaker the subordinate’s intention will be to quit the organisation.

Figure 1 depicts a conceptual framework of this study. It is hypothesised that the focal
construct, LMX agreement, has a positive relationship with organisational commitment

and a negative relationship with turnover intent.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model

35



CHAPTER 3 - METHODS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an outline of the methods employed in this research. The first
part of the chapter discusses the research paradigm and explains why a positivist
paradigm was appropriate. Following this, the chapter describes target population and
the research instruments used to collect information from participants. The later part of
the chapter then describes the various components of the research design including the
sampling process, data collection and analysis procedures. Finally, a brief overview of

the ethical considerations is explained.

3.2 Research Paradigms

This study aims to provide seminal information for both hospitality and management
literature by investigating the relationship between LMX agreement and employee
work outcomes. As the data are analysed using inferential statistics, this study follows
a positivist paradigm approach. A positivist paradigm tries to find the truth through

verification of hypotheses by employing statistical methods (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).

Paradigms are basic beliefs that deal with a fundamental theory or assumption (Guba
& Lincoln, 1994). A paradigm describes a “worldview” of the values or knowledge
and the appropriate path of analysing this knowledge (Grant & Giddings, 2002).
Within this context lie ontology and epistemology. While ontology is the form and

nature of reality that exists in this world, epistemology seeks to understand this

36



knowledge (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). The following section will outline a positivist

paradigm.

A positivist is one who applies methods of natural sciences to study reality in the social
world (Bryman & Bell, 2003). A positivist believes that there are relationships
between the variables that could be identified and explained (Hesse-Biber & Leavy,
2006). Researchers following a positivist approach state that the objective and the
unbiased results, producing a healthy study, are established only when the observer
and the observed are distanced from each other. The studies argue that the researcher
has negligible impact on the researched (e.g. Anderson, 2009; Bryman & Bell, 2003;
Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006). This approach assumes that the relationship between the

researcher and the researched is unidirectional (Goodson & Phillimore, 2004).

Studies have also been found to criticise the positivistic approach (e.g. Denzin &
Lincoln, 2005). Criticism to positivism is based on the assumption that knowledge is
not “out there waiting to be discovered” but rather it is subjective and produced during
the research process (e.g. Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006). Grant and Giddings (2002)
further observe that the researcher and the researched do not always maintain an
objective stance and that the researcher is part of the research process. These theorists
are not concerned with producing replicable results but rather they focus on adding

qualitative knowledge about the topic.

The aim of this study was to measure certain behaviours and does not include
proposals for mediating change on conditions. The conditions will remain the same
after the study. Further, the researcher took an objective stance and was not part of the

research process. From the above discussion, it is evident that the methodology of the
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present study is consistent with a positivist approach of the research paradigm which
tests hypotheses through statistical results that are reliable and can be
generalised(Collis & Hussey, 2003). As a result this study follows a positivist

approach.

Quantitative research is based on the positivist epistemology and ontology. The
research using quantitative methods uses a variety of statistical and numerical analysis
and often presents data in charts, graphs and number-based representations (Collis &
Hussey, 2003; Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2006). These methods are designed to produce
results that are accurate and reliable through reliability and validity. Reliability could
be explained as the extent to which the results of the study are repeatable and validity
is concerned with the judgement or integrity of these results (Anderson, 2009; Bryman
& Bell, 2003). Higher reliability scores and greater validity would enhance results that
are more statistically significant (Anderson, 2009). Finally, generalisation of the
quantitative results is possible as they are free of any contexts and circumstances

(Creswell, 1994).

Numerous criticisms have arisen on quantitative research method. For example, Hesse-
Biber and Leavy (2006) believe that quantitative method is generalised and fails to
understand the individual relationship of the respondents. Critiques identify that the
real motive of a respondent is lost in numbers and other statistical interpretations.
These critiques further suggest that better understanding of the emotions and
underlying values of the participants could be achieved by qualitative practices such as
observation, interviews and narration (e.g. Bryman & Bell, 2003; Denzin & Lincoln,

2005).
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However, previous studies in the LMX agreement have predominantly used
quantitative research methods to discuss the agreement between supervisor and
subordinate perceptions of the LMX (e.g. Cogliser et al., 2009; Minsky, 2002; Sin et
al., 2009). A significant number of studies on the LMX have used a quantitative
research approach (e.g. Kim et al., 2010a; Kim & George, 2005; Kim et al., 2004;
Schyns & Paul, 2005). Finally, numerous studies on the agreement issues have used a
quantitative approach (e.g. Atwater & Yammarino, 1997; Fleenor, McCauley, &
Brutus, 1996). The fact that the quantitative approach is able to achieve the research
objectives without personal bias and conjectures is considered beneficial. As a result a
quantitative research approach using a survey questionnaire was employed in this

research.

3.3 Target Population and Sample Size

The target population of this study included frontline staff and their immediate
supervisors in hospitality establishments in India. Frontline staff are those employees
who have personal contact with guests or customers. These employees generally
belong to the lower levels of the departmental hierarchy (Berger & Brownell, 2009).
Adler-Milstein, Singer and Toffel (2010) state that better operational ideas and risk
management procedures arise from the frontline staft since they experience numerous
difficult situations. Also, because Kruml and Geddes (2000) found the highest
frequencies of employee-supervisor interactions among frontline staff and their

immediate supervisor, this study included frontline staff as the target participants.

The establishments in the study ranged from small takeaway businesses to medium
size hotels. A variety of hospitality establishments were selected in order to enhance

the generalisability of the present study. Given that most LMX studies in the
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hospitality literature have been conducted using American workers, little is known
regarding the work relationship between supervisors and subordinates in countries
such as India, because Indians are considered to be culturally different from American
workers (Varma, Srinivas, & Stroh, 2005). This research therefore contributes to the
hospitality research in terms of generalisability by analysing the relationship between
organisational issues in the Indian hospitality context, which until now has been

neglected.

Sample size could be explained as the suitable number of participants required to attain
the desired study results (Bryman & Bell, 2003). Determining sampling size is
important to establish statistically reliable results. There have been several opinions
regarding appropriate sample sizes. For example Hair and colleagues (Hair, Anderson,
Tatham, & Black, 1995) state that 300 cases are desirable for sufficient estimations.
The study further argues that, in sample sizes above 400, the probability test becomes
too complex and difficult to generate significant results, and that 200 cases are
desirable to produce sufficient estimates. Further, Hoyle (1995) suggests that an
optimum sample size for probability sampling is in the range of 100 to 200 cases. Veal
(2006) established that the minimum sample size for probability analysis could be
analysed by examining cases that are five times the number of the investigated
variables. In other words, it is possible to analyse 30 variables with 150 cases. Further,
Bryman and Bell (2003) believe that the time and cost of the study should also be
taken into consideration while determining sample size. From these studies (e.g. Hair
et al., 1995; Hoyle, 1995) it is understood that the desirable sample size for research
involving probability sampling is in a range of 100 to 300 cases. Therefore the target

sample size for the current study was 300 supervisor-subordinate dyads.
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3.4 Measures

This research used measures similar to those used in previous studies (e.g. Minsky,
2002; Lee et al., 2001) so results could be compared. This research developed two sets
of survey questionnaire - subordinate and supervisor (See Appendix 1 and Appendix
2). While the subordinate survey had four sections of the questions, the supervisor
survey had two sections of questions. Both survey forms had questions pertaining to

the demographic details of the participants.

3.4.1 Measures in Subordinate Survey
The subordinate survey questionnaire had three measurement scales along with

demographic questions. The measures are explained in the following sections.

3.4.1.1 Subordinate LMX

The employees' perception of the work relationship with their supervisor was analysed
using a seven-item inventory called LMX-7 which was derived from Graen and
Scadura (1984). In particular, Minsky (2002)used the LMX-7 in a doctoral dissertation
to calculate LMX agreement and had an acceptable reliability score (a0 = .88). The
reliability score is the extent to which similar results could be produced (Anderson,
2009). Each item in the present study was arranged in a 7-point Likert scale format.
Likert scales are psychometric scales commonly used in questionnaire where responses
are measured in commonly spaced intervals (Bryman & Bell, 2003). The measure had
a coefficient a (measure of internal consistency or reliability) of 0.89. All measurement

items included in this scale are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Measures of Subordinate LMX

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Agree—>
1. Do you usually know how satisfied your supervisor is with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
what you do?

2. How well does your supervisor understand your job problems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
and needs?

How well does your supervisor recognize your potential? 12 3 4 5 6 7

4. Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has builtinto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
his/her position, what are the chances that he/she would use
his/her power to help you solve problems in your work?

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority he/she 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
has, what are the chances that he/she would “bail you out,” at
his/her expense?

6. Do you have enough confidence in your supervisor that you 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would defend and justify his/her decision if he/she were not
present to do so?

7. Your overall relationship with your manager is excellent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.4.1.2 Organisational Commitment

This research examines each subordinate’s organisational commitment as an outcome
of LMX agreement. Organisational commitment is the employee’s affective
attachment and involvement in an employing organisation (Allen & Meyer, 1990).
This research uses a revised 5-item version (Lee, Allen, Meyer, & Rhee, 2001) of the
6-item organisation commitment scale developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). The 6-
item scale along with the 8-item version (Allen & Meyer, 1990) is one of the most
widely used scales for psychometric analysis of employee’s organisational
commitment (e.g. Erben & Glineser, 2008; Karatepe & Kilic, 2007; Meyer & Allen,
1991). Lee et al. (2001) found the 5-item version to have a better reliability score than
the 6-item version in countries where English is not the native or first language.
Further, Lee et al. (2001) found high correlation between the 6-item scale and the 5-

item scale. Since this research was conducted in India, where English is not the first
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language the 5-item version was preferred. The reliability score of this measure for the
current study was 0.93. All measurement items included in this scale are presented in

Table 2.

Table 2: Measures of Organisational Commitment

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Agree->

1. Ireally feel as if this organisation’s problems are my own. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. 1do feel “part of the family” at my organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I do feel emotionally attached to this organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. This organisation has a great deal of personal meaningtome. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Ido feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.4.1.3 Turnover Intent

Employees’ turnover intention was measured using the 3-item scale developed by Hom
and Griffeth (1991). The negative item wordings were changed to positive to maintain
consistency. This measure is found to have high reliability score. For example, Kim et
al. (2010a) in a study on relationship between LMX and turnover intentions among
hospitality employees used this type of measure and had a reliability score of 0.87.
Each item was arranged in a 7-point Likert scale format. The measure had a reliability
score of 0.89 for the current study. All measurement items included in this scale are

presented in Table 3.
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Table 3: Measures of Turnover Intent

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Agree—>

1. T often think about quitting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. I will look for a new job in the next year. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Itis likely that I will actively look for a new job next year. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.4.2 Measures in Supervisor Survey
The supervisor survey questionnaire had one measurement scale focussing on

supervisor rated LMX along with demographic questions.

3.4.2.1 Supervisor LMX

The supervisors’ perception of the work relationship with their subordinates was
analysed using a scale similar to the one used for subordinate perceived LMX. The
seven item scale of Graen and Scandura (1984) was reworded to indicate supervisor’s
perception. This scale was used in the present study so that the measure would be
similar to those of the subordinate LMX and would help in calculating the LMX
agreement scores. Minsky (2002) also used this scale to measure the supervisor
perception of the LMX agreement (o = 0.86). This measure in the current research had
a coefficient a of 0.90. All measurement items included in this scale are presented in

Table 4.
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Table 4: Measures of Supervisor LMX

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Agree—>

1. Do you usually know how satisfied he/she is with whatyou 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
do?

2. How well do you understand this staff member’s job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
problems and needs?

How well do you recognise this staff member’s potential? 12 3 4 5 6 7

4. Regardless of how much formal authority you have builtinto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
your position, what are the chances that you would use your
power to help him/her solve problems in his/her work?

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority you have, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
what are the chances that you would “bail out this staff
member,” at your expense?

6. Does he/she have enough confidence in you that he/she would 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
defend and justify your decision if you were not present to do
s0?

7. Your overall relationship with him/her is excellent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3.4.3 Demographic Characteristics

The demographic characteristics of respondents were identified by items included in
their respective questionnaires. The subordinate survey included demographic items
such as the subordinate’s gender, age and tenure with the current organisation and with
the entire hospitality industry, along with their educational qualification. The
supervisor survey had demographic questions similar to those in the subordinate
questionnaire. The demographic information was asked to both types of respondents to
understand the occupational backgrounds of the participants and to detect any

compounding effects arising out of them.

3.5 Translation
This study was conducted in the Indian states of Tamil Nadu and Karnataka, states
located in the southern part of India. Most of the hospitality professionals working in

these demographic areas have only primary education and are not comfortable in
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English (Manjunath & Kurian, 2009). Therefore, since English is not the first language
of India, the survey questionnaires were translated into Indian languages of Hindi
(national language) and Tamil (regional language). Following recommendations by
Adler (1983) the translation was conducted with the help of academic translators
practising in these languages and the translated version was then back translated to the

original version to check compatibility between the two versions.

3.6 Pilot Study

Prior to primary data collection, survey questionnaires were pilot tested on two
hospitality human resource managers in the Indian hospitality industry and ten
postgraduate students enrolled in hospitality studies at AUT University. Although the
research measures have been proven to have good reliability scores in previous studies,
the pilot test was conducted to ensure readability of each measure. The feedback from
the pilot study was minimal and limited to grammatical errors, so only a few

corrections were made prior to beginning the main data collection.

3.7 Data Collection Procedure

This research used the survey method of data collection, so two sets of survey
questionnaires targeting the frontline workers and their immediate supervisors were
prepared. The field work was conducted during the months of December 2011 and
January 2012. An extensive list of contacts was established using the researcher’s
contacts from previous work experience in the Indian hospitality industry. Ten
hospitality organisations in the Indian states of Tamil Nadu and Karnataka were
approached to seek their participation. To maintain confidentiality, details of the
organisations are not provided in this thesis. Eight organisations agreed to participate

in this study. Out of these eight organisations, establishment A was a chain of
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takeaway businesses consisting of five outlets and one centralised kitchen under its
operation. Establishment B was a chain of one small hotel and three bed and breakfast
institutions. The remaining six were independent properties. Consequently, a total of
16 individual hospitality institutions participated in this research. In these properties,
senior managers were approached and the research procedure explained to them before
obtaining approval to seek participants from their properties. The participants were met

only after gaining formal and prior approval from the management.

In these organisations, a separate room (generally the training room) was given for
participants to complete the survey. The frontline employees were first invited to this
room and the nature of the research explained to them using a Participant Information
Sheet (See Appendix 3). Since the study was conducted in India, the participants were
given two options of answering either the English version of the survey questionnaire
or the translated version. For ethical reasons, only staff over the age of 20 were
approached. A written consent for participation was gained from volunteering
subordinates using a consent form (See Appendix 4). The employee participants were
asked to mention the name of their immediate supervisor. After collecting the consent
forms, they were then asked to complete employee survey questionnaires
(SeeAppendix 1). The researcher maintained the confidentiality of the respondents by
collecting the completed questionnaires directly from these employees. Then the
named supervisors were asked to complete supervisor survey questionnaires (See

Appendix 2) which had similar items to those of subordinate survey questionnaire.

Four hundred and ten frontline workers were approached for the study and of these 350
agreed to participate. A total of 43 supervisors were mentioned by employee

participants. All the named supervisors were approached personally by the researcher
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and a Participant Information Sheet was provided to them (See Appendix 5). A written
consent for participation was obtained from these supervisors as well (See Appendix
6). All 43 supervisors named by employee participants agreed to participate in the

study.

Unlike predominant LMX studies, which employed mailing techniques for data
collection, the researcher personally collected the completed survey questionnaire.

This greatly improved the response rates of this research.

3.8 Data Analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) 18™ version was used for data
analysis. All the variable item measures were first totalled and then averaged for
individual participants. The gender and the marital status of the participants were
entered as dichotomous variables (a variable that places responses into only two
groups such as Male = 0, Female = 1, Single = 0, Married = 1), and participants’ age,
tenure with the company, total hospitality experience and supervisors’ position

experience were entered as years.

3.8.1 Agreement Analysis

The focal variable in this study is agreement on supervisors’ and subordinates’
perceptions on their dyadic LMX relationship. Various techniques have been employed
to calculate the congruence among the variables, the most commonly used type being
difference scores or gain scores technique (Minsky, 2002). The difference scores have
been employed in numerous studies such as those analysing both subordinate and the
supervisor work values (e.g. Posner, Kouzes, & Schmidt, 1985), perceived and actual

job attributes (e.g. Dawis & Lofquist, 1984) and job demands and work abilities
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(e.g.French, Caplan, & Harrison, 1982). The difference score works on the principle of
computing a variable generated from the absolute or algebraic differences between the
two congruent variables. As a result this technique collapses two variables into one
(Tisak & Smith, 1994). For generating the agreement variable, this research used the

“compute variable” option in SPSS.

3.8.1.1 Ciriticism of the Difference Score Method

Despite the common usage of this method, the credibility of difference scores for
predicting agreement or disagreement between the variables is a source of much
debate. Some critiques have advised the difference scores to be problematic and to be
discontinued (e.g. Cronbach & Furby, 1970). A major criticism of the different score
method has been related to its reliability and validity. The reliability of a difference
score is “the proportion of the true score variance to the observed score variance”
(Tisak & Smith, 1994, p. 677). Some researchers believe that the reliability of the
difference score would be less than the individual scores themselves (e.g. Edwards,
1994; Minsky, 2002). The cause of this unreliability may be because correlations
between the linked variables are usually higher than those of the independent
observations. The problems relating to validity of the difference score methods is that
they cannot be unambiguously interpreted (Minsky, 2002). The reason observed is
that, as the difference scores suppress individual item values, the relative contribution
of these items is not known. Further the difference scores do not explain the variance
beyond that of its individual components (Edwards, 1994). Numerous alternative
methods such as multivariate multiple regression and polynomial regression are

suggested and practised (Edwards, 1994; Minsky, 2002).
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3.8.1.2 Support for the Difference Score Method

Although the difference scores have met with some criticism, numerous researchers
still support this method (e.g. Rogosa, Brandt, & Zimowski, 1982; Rogosa & Willett,
1983; Tisak & Smith, 1994). These researchers accept that the reliability of a
difference score may be less than the average reliability of its components, if these
components are positively correlated and equal if the correlation is zero. Tisak and
Smith (1994) observe that the presumed unreliability has arisen because the component
variables are predominantly positively correlated and that, if the components are
reliable but not highly positively correlated, then their difference score reliability could
be accepted. Their study concludes that the difference scores are not completely
unreliable and reliability may be increased by increasing the number of items. Their
research further states that the issues concerned with the validity of difference scores
should be viewed in the context of the study questions. Some researchers believe that
the difference score techniques could be used if the study questions focus on only the
differences and not on the relative effects of its component variables (e.g. Rogosa et

al., 1982; Rogosa & Willett, 1983; Tisak & Smith, 1994).

From this discussion it is perceived that there are two schools of thought regarding the
use of the difference scores. While one school contrasts a simple model against a
greater response surface model, the other suggests that alternate models to difference
scores first need to be evaluated (Tisak & Smith, 1994). This research focuses on the
relationship of the LMX agreement to the employee’s organisational attitudes and not
on the individual contribution of the supervisor and the subordinate (component
variables) to the agreement. As a result this research uses the difference score

technique to convert and collapse both supervisor and subordinate LMX variables into
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a LMX agreement variable. The algebraic difference between supervisor mean LMX
score and the subordinate mean LMX score for each dyad was calculated. These values

were entered as the LMX agreement score of each dyad.

3.8.2 Statistical Analysis Procedures
First, frequency analyses were undertaken of the descriptive details gathered, to

examine the demographic characteristics of the participants.

Second, principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation (orthogonal rotation
to maximise the variance of a factor on all variables) was used with the supervisor and
subordinate LMX-7 measures (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Minsky, 2002) along with 5—
item Organisational Commitment (Lee et. al., 2001), 3-item Turnover Intent measures
(Hom and Griffeth, 1991) and 7-item supervisor LMX (Minsky, 2002). These
measures were tested in this study, even though they have a history of acceptable
reliability (e.g. Kim et al., 2010a; Minsky, 2002). Principal component factor analysis
is a type of analysis that uses linear combination of the variance to extract maximum
variance between observed variables (Bartholomew, Steele, Galbraith, & Moustaki,
2008). Munro (2000) believed that factor analysis might be an important step for
confirming or creating a measurement tool because factor analysis searches for joint
variations in the observed variables and thereby establishes a common factor. As a
result, a principal component factor analysis was performed to check a factor structure

of all the research measures.

Finally bivariate correlation analyses were used to examine the correlations between
LMX agreement and the outcome variables. Bivariate correlation is a statistical

procedure that explores the relationship between two variables, which are mutually
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dependent or independent (Székely et al., 2007). Correlation analyses were conducted
by employing Pearson product-moment tests where the correlation between two

variables is given a value between -1 and +1 (both inclusive).

3.9 Ethical Considerations

The data for this research were collected from human participants by the use of survey
questionnaires. This research therefore obtained ethical approval from the AUT Ethics
Committee on 8thDecember, 2011.The distribution and collection of these
questionnaires was undertaken by the researcher. Though the researcher established

contacts with the participants, there was only a minimum level of interaction.

The research protocol was explained to each of the participants using a Participant
Information Sheet (See Appendix 3 and Appendix 5). This was attached along with the
survey questionnaire (See Appendix 1 and Appendix 2), to enable each participant to
understand the aim of the research. The participant information sheet further had
contact details of the researcher, the primary supervisor and AUTEC to answer any
concern that the participants may have about this research. The research also
considered the three main principles of the Treaty of Waitangi; as a result participation
in this research was voluntary and consent for participation was obtained from each of

the participants before distributing the survey questionnaire.

The research procedures involved participants’ responses between two different
hierarchical groups, so there was a risk of supervisors’ influence on their subordinates’
responses in their favour. Further this research focused on supervisor-subordinate
relationships, so there was also a possibility of embarrassment and employment risks

arising from interpersonal relationships. But the adopted protocols for data collection
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in this research managed these ethical risks. The researcher first approached employee
participants and asked them to complete their questionnaires and identify their
supervisors. The researcher then approached the respective supervisors for
participation in the research. Thus, by starting the procedures from the bottom of the
hierarchy and moving up the ladder, this research minimised the potential risks related

to power differences.

The research procedures allowed participants to disclose their names, but the responses
of participants were held confidentially by the researcher and not disclosed to other
participants or elsewhere. Further, since this research was across various hospitality
institutions, only an aggregated summary of results is presented, so there is no

possibility of individual identification. Thus, all possible risks were mitigated.
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS

The research instruments and the data collection procedures were explained in the
previous chapter. In the first sections of this chapter, a summary of the research
protocol is provided. This chapter then presents the results of the research analyses in a
tabulated manner. Though observations from the tables are highlighted in this chapter,
a detailed discussion of the same along with research implications are explained in the

next chapter.

The study was carried out among Indian hospitality employees, using sixteen
hospitality establishments. The questionnaires had items pertaining to LMX,
organisational commitment and turnover intent. Data were first collected from the
subordinates before their respective supervisors were approached for the research
purposes. The data collected from the two groups were matched by the researcher with
the names of the subordinates and supervisors written in their respective consent

forms.

The response rate for the present study among the subordinates was 85.36 % and that
among the supervisors was 100 %. This response rate was higher than predominant
LMX agreement and other LMX research which uses mailing techniques for data
collection. (e.g.Cogliser et al., 2009; Kacmar, Harris, Carlson, & Zivnuska, 2009; Kim

et al., 2010a; Wilhelm et al., 1993).

From the data collected, after omitting those with larger missing fields, a total of 315

meaningful dyads were obtained. An analysis of the participants shows that 37.5 % of
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the participants were from takeaway businesses and 23.8 % from medium-sized hotels.

The remaining participants were from the other establishments (See Table 5)

Table 5: Organisation Types

# of Subordinates  Percentage (%)

Bed and Breakfast 27 08.6
Fine Dining Restaurant 36 11.4
Takeaway Business 118 37.5
Small Sized Hotels 59 18.7
Medium Sized Hotels 75 23.8
Total 315 100.0

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

The study focussed on data from two groups of participants — the subordinates and
their supervisors. The descriptive statistics of these two groups are presented
individually at this stage. Specifically, the attributes of the participating subordinates
and their supervisors are described in terms of gender, age, organisational and industry
experience, position, hospitality education and general education. To facilitate a better
understanding of the participants, the groups were further divided into dining and
lodging groups. The participants from the fine dining restaurants and the takeaway
businesses were analysed under dining group and those from the Bed and Breakfast

and other hotel properties were grouped under /odging group.

4.1.1 Subordinates
Out of the 315 subordinates who participated for the current study, 161 were from the

lodging group and the remaining from the dining group.
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1. Gender:

Lodging: All of the 161 subordinates from the lodging group who participated in the

current study specified their gender. 80.7 % were men and 19.3 % were women.

Dining: All of the 161 subordinates from the dining group who participated in the
current study specified their gender. 94.8 % were men and the remaining subordinates
were women (See Table 6).These data are consistent with previous studies that found
that the Indian hospitality industry is traditionally male-dominated and women in the

workforce are minimum (Chhokar, 2007; Pellegrini et al., 2010).

Table 6: Gender of Subordinates

# of Subordinates Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Male 130 80.7
Female 31 19.3
Total 161 100.0
Dining:

Male 146 94.8
Female 8 5.2
Total 154 100.0
All responses:

Male 276 87.6
Female 39 12.4
Total 315 100

2. Age:

Lodging: The average age among these participating subordinates was 30.96 years old
and the standard deviation (measure of spread of a set of observations) of the age was

9.06 (See Table 7).
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Dining: The average age in this sector of the subordinates was 27.2 years and the
standard deviation of the age was 5.93 (See Table 7). From the data it is evident that

the dining group has a younger workforce compared with the lodging group.

Table 7: Age of Subordinates

# of Subordinates Percentage (%)

Lodging:
Between 20 and 29 years old 86 53.4
Between 30 and 39 years old 44 27.3
Between 40 and 49 years old 22 13.7
50 years old and above 9 5.6
Total 161 100
Mean — 30.96, Std. Deviation — 9.06, Min — 20, Max — 59
Dining:
Between 20 and 29 years old 114 74.0
Between 30 and 39 years old 31 20.1
Between 40 and 49 years old 7 4.5
50 years old and above 2 1.3
Total 154 100
Mean — 27.2, Std. Deviation — 5.93, Min — 20, Max — 50
All Responses:
Between 20 and 29 years old 200 66.67
Between 30 and 39 years old 75 23.80
Between 40 and 49 years old 29 9.20
50 years old and above 11 3.49
Total 315 100
Mean — 29.13, Std. Deviation — 7.899, Min — 20, Max — 29.13
3. Tenure:

Subordinates across both the groups answered tenure questions related to their current

organisation. From the results it is evident that the subordinates in the lodging group
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are marginally more experienced with their current organisation, compared with those

of the dining group (See Table 8).

Table 8: Organisational Tenure of Subordinates

# of Subordinates Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Less than 1 year 20 12.4

Between 1 and 5 years 98 60.9

Between 6 and 10 years 32 19.9

More than 10 years 11 6.8

Total 161 100
Mean — 4.57, Std. Deviation — 4.53, Min — 0.8, Max — 25

Dining:

Less than 1 year 29 18.8

Between 1 and 5 years 77 50

Between 6 and 10 years 45 29.2

More than 10 years 3 2

Total 154 100
Mean — 4.17, Std. Deviation — 3.21, Min — 0.8, Max — 15

All Responses:

Less than 1 year 49 15.56

Between | and 5 years 175 55.56

Between 6 and 10 years 77 24.44

More than 10 years 14 4.44

Total 315 100

Mean — 4.38, Std. Deviation — 3.95, Min — 0.8, Max — 25

4. Industry experience:

Lodging: All of the 161subordinates from the lodging group specified their collective
experience in the hospitality industry. The range of the subordinates’ hospitality

experience varied from a minimum of 9 months to 30 years. The average collective
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hospitality experience of the subordinates among the lodging group was 6.12 years

with the standard deviation for this group being 5.53.

Dining: In the dining group, 153 out of the 154 subordinates mentioned their collective
experience in the hospitality industry. The range of their experience was from 9
months to 25 years with the average being 4.17 years and the standard deviation for

this group being 3.21 (See Table 9).

From the results it could be observed that subordinates among the lodging group tend

to have marginally more industry experience than those in the dining group.
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Table 9: Industry Experience of Subordinates

# of Subordinates Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Less than 1 year 13 8.1

Between 1 and 5 years 84 52.2

Between 6 and 10 years 39 24.2

Betweenl 1 and 15 years 14 8.7

Above 15 years 11 6.8

Total 161 100
Mean — 6.12, Std. Deviation — 5.53, Min — 0.8, Max — 30

Dining:

Less than 1 year 25 16.3

Between 1 and 5 years 65 42.5

Between 6 and 10 years 41 26.8

Betweenl1 and 15 years 16 10.5

Above 15 years 6 3.9

No Response 1

Total 154 100
Mean — 5.62, Std. Deviation — 4.88, Min — 0.8, Max — 25

All Response:

Less than 1 year 38 12.06

Between 1 and 5 years 149 47.45

Between 6 and 10 years 80 15.60

Betweenl 1 and 15 years 30 9.55

Above 15 years 17 5.41

No Response 1

Total 315 100

Mean — 5.88, Std. Deviation — 5.22 Min — 0.8, Max — 30

5. Job function:

Lodging: Out of the 161 subordinates from the lodging group who participated for this
survey, 159 subordinates specified their job position. Though they were informed to
respond by circling any one of the choices, most of the subordinates responded in more

than one field. This shows that the staff were trained to undertake different job
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functions. Among the 159 subordinates who specified their job function, 33.3 % were
housemen and 32.3 % were cooks in the restaurant of the hotels. All the receptionists

were women and 17 % of the total respondents were waiters (See Table 10).

Dining: Among the subordinates in this group, most of them were either a cook or a

waiter as the properties were restaurants or takeaway businesses (See Table 10).
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Table 10: Job Function of Subordinates

Lodging:

Cashier
Server/Waiter
Cook
Receptionist
Coordinator
Housemen
Others

No Response
Total

Dining:
Cashier
Server/Waiter
Cook
Coordinator
Others

No Response
Total

All Responses:

Cashier
Server/Waiter
Cook
Receptionist
Coordinator
Housemen
Others

No Response
Total

# of Subordinates

27
52
11

53
11

161

315

Percentage (%)

1.9
17
32.7
06.9
1.3
333
6.9

100

02.7
63.3
32
1.3
0.7

100

23
39.5
32.4

3.6

1.3
17.2

3.9

100
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6. Hospitality education:

Lodging: Out of the 161 subordinates in the lodging group, 157 specified whether they
had received any formal education pertaining to the hospitality industry. Most of the
subordinates in this group had either not received any formal education pertaining to

the hospitality industry or had completed hospitality certificate courses.

Dining: Out 154 subordinates in the dining group, 151 subordinates specified whether
they had received any formal education pertaining to the hospitality industry. Sixty
five percent of the respondents from this group had not received any formal hospitality
education and 30.5 % have received hospitality education as part of their diploma or

graduate programmes (See Table 11).
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Table 11: Hospitality Education of Subordinates

Lodging:

Not at all

Short-term Professional Programmes
Diploma / Graduate Programmes
Master / Post-Graduate Programme
No Response

Total

Dining:

Not at all

Short-term Professional Programmes
Diploma / Graduate Programmes
Master / Post-Graduate Programme
No Response

Total

All Responses:

Not at all

Short-term Professional Programmes
Diploma / Graduate Programmes
Master / Post-Graduate Programme
No Response

Total

# of Subordinates

120
34
2

1

4
161

98

46

154

218
41
48

315

Percentage (%)

76.4
21.7
1.3
0.6

100

64.9
4.6
30.5

100

70.8
13.3
15.6

100

7. Education qualification: Among both the groups of the subordinates who

participated in this study, two subordinates from the dining group did not specify the

level of education. An analysis across both the groups shows that half of the

subordinates had only an intermediate or a high school level of education and only one

subordinate from the lodging group was a master’s degree holder (See Table 12).
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Table 12: Education Qualification of Subordinates

Lodging:
Intermediate school
High school
Short-term Professional Programme
Diploma or bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree
Others
No Response
Total

Dining:

Intermediate school

High school

Short-term Professional Programmes
Diploma or bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

Others

No Response

Total

All responses:
Intermediate school

High school

Short-term Professional Programmes
Diploma or bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

Others

No Response

Total

# of Subordinates

83
35
35

18
60
15
56

03

154

101

95

50
61

315

Percentage (%)

51.6
21.7
21.7
3.1
0.6
1.2

100

11.8
39.5

9.9
36.8

2.0

100

323
30.4
16.0
19.5

1.6

100
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4.1.2 Supervisors

The supervisors were also grouped according to their organisations as lodging group
and dining group. There were a total of 43 supervisors who participated in this study.
Out of the 43 supervisors, 32 were from the lodging group and the remaining from the

dining group.

1. Gender: As is evident in Indian organisations (Chhokar, 2007), the organisations in
both the groups were male dominated. While 100 % of the supervisors in the dining
group were males, 87.5 % of the supervisors in the lodging group were males (See

Table 13).

Table 13: Gender of Supervisors

# of Supervisors Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Male 28 87.5
Female 4 12.5
Total 32 100
Dining:

Male 11 100
Female 0 0
Total 11 100
All Responses:

Male 39 90.7
Female 4 9.3
Total 43 100
2. Age:

Lodging: All of the 32 supervisors from the lodging group who participated in this
study specified their age. The range of the supervisor’s age in the lodging group was
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from 21 years old to 61 years old. The average age among these supervisors was 40.5

years old and the standard deviation of the age was 10.46.

Dining: All the 11 supervisors from the dining group specified their age. The range of
the supervisor’s age in the dining group was from 26 years old to 56 years old, with the
average age being 41.36 and the standard deviation of the age was 10.38 (See Table
14). 1t is evident that there is a wide spread of subordinates from all age group among

both groups.

Table 14: Age of Supervisors

# of Supervisors Percentage (%)
Lodging:
Between 21 and 30 years old 8 25
Between 31 and 40 years old 9 28.1
Between 41 and 50 years old 10 31.3
More than 50 years old 5 15.6
Total 32 100

Mean — 40.5, Std. Deviation — 10.46, Min — 21, Max — 61
Dining:
Between 21 and 30 years old 2 18.2
Between 31 and 40 years old 4 36.4
Between 41 and 50 years old 2 18.2
More than 50 years old 3 273
Total 11 100
Mean — 41.36, Std. Deviation — 10.38, Min — 26, Max — 56

Dining:
Between 21 and 30 years old 10 23.25
Between 31 and 40 years old 13 30.23
Between 41 and 50 years old 12 27.91
More than 50 years old 8 18.60
Total 43 100

Mean —40.72, Std. Deviation — 10.32, Min — 21, Max — 61
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3. Tenure:

All supervisors from both the groups mentioned their tenure with their current

organisation. From the results, it is found the supervisors in the dining group are better

experienced workers in their current organisation than those in the lodging group. It is

further evident that this phenomenon is opposite to that observed among subordinates

(See Table 15).

Table 15: Organisational Tenure of Supervisors

# of Supervisors

Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Less than 1 year 2 6.3

Between 1 and 5 years 12 37.5

Between 6 and 10 years 11 344

More than 10 years 7 21.9

Total 32 100
Mean — 8.20, Std. Deviation — 6.45, Min — 0.17, Max — 25

Dining:

Less than 1 year 0 0

Between 1 and 5 years 4 36.4

Between 6 and 10 years 3 273

More than 10 years 4 36.4

Total 11 100

Mean — 11.91, Std. Deviation — 9.36, Min — 3, Max — 30

All responses:

Less than 1 year 2 4.65

Between 1 and 5 years 16 37.21

Between 6 and 10 years 14 32.55

More than 10 years 11 25.58

Total 43 100

Mean — 9.14, Std. Deviation — 7.36, Min — 0.17, Max — 30
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4. Industry experience: All of the 43 supervisors across both the groups who

participated in this study specified their collective experience in the hospitality
industry. The range of the industry experience among the supervisors in the lodging
group was from 1 year to 33 years and among the dining group was from 6 years to 30
years. The average industrial experience among these supervisors in the lodging group
was 13.53 years and the standard deviation of the industrial experience was 9.27. The
average industrial experience among the supervisors in the dining group was 19.18
years and the standard deviation was 9.23. It is evident from the data that supervisors
in the dining properties had more industrial experience than their counterparts in the

lodging properties (See Table 16).
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Table 16: Industrial Experience of Supervisors

# of Supervisors

Percentage (%)

Lodging:
Between 1 and 5 years 9 28.1
Between 6 and 10 years 4 12.5
Betweenl 1 and 15 years 10 31.3
Between 16 and 20 years 2 6.3
Between 21 and 25 years 4 12.5
Above 25 years 3 9.4
Total 32 100
Mean — 13.53, Std. Deviation — 9.27, Min — 1, Max — 33
Dining:
Between 1 and 5 years 0 0
Between 6 and 10 years 4 36.4
Betweenl 1 and 15 years 0 0
Between 16 and 20 years 0 0
Between 21 and 25 years 6 54.5
Above 25 years 1 9.1
Total 11 100
Mean — 19.18, Std. Deviation — 9.23, Min — 6 Max — 30
All Responses:
Between 1 and 5 years 9 20.93
Between 6 and 10 years 8 18.60
Betweenl 1 and 15 years 10 23.26
Between 16 and 20 years 2 4.65
Between 21 and 25 years 10 23.26
Above 25 years 4 9.30
Total 43 100

Mean — 14.98 Std. Deviation — 9.41, Min — 1 Max — 33

5. Job function:

Lodging: All the 32 supervisors who participated in this study specified the job

function. The supervisors were trained and expected to supervise in all departments.

70



Though most of the participants in this group were supervisors of subordinates, the

sample also consisted of two owners to whom the frontline staff directly reported.

Dining: Among the 11 supervisors in the dining group, they were either managers or

chefs to whom the subordinates directly reported (See Table 17).

Table 17: Job Function of Supervisors

# of Supervisors Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Manager 7 219

Supervisor 23 71.9

Owner 2 6.3

Total 32 100
Dining :
Manager 7 63.6
Chef 4 36.4
Total 11 100
All Responses:
Manager 14 32.6
Supervisor 23 53.5
Owner 2 4.7
Chef 4 9.3
Total 43 100

6. Job-role experience: All of the 43 supervisors across both the groups who

participated in this study specified their collective experience in their position. The
range of this experience among the supervisors in the lodging group was two months
to 33 years and among the dining group it was three years to 25 years. The average
experience among these supervisors in the lodging group was 13.53 years and the

standard deviation of the industrial experience was 9.27. The average job - role
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experience among the supervisors in the dining group was 12 years and the standard

deviation was 7.00 (See Table 18).

Table 18: Job-Role Experience of Supervisors

# of Supervisors Percentage (%)
Lodging:
Less than 1 year 2 6.3
Between 1 and 5 years 10 31.3
Between 6 and 10 years 14 43.8
Between 10 and 15 years 1 03.1
Between 16 and 20 years 2 6.3
Between 21 and 25 years 2 6.3
Above 25 years 1 3.1
Total 32 100

Mean — 9.06, Std. Deviation — 7.34, Min — 0.17, Max — 33
Dining:
Less than 1 year 0 0
Between 1 and 5 years 2 18.2
Between 6 and 10 years 5 45.5
Between 10 and 15 years 0 0
Between 16 and 20 years 3 27.3
Between 21 and 25 years 1 9.1
Above 25 years 0 0
Total 11 100
Mean — 12, Std. Deviation — 7, Min — 3, Max — 25

All Responses:
Less than 1 year 2 4.65
Between 1 and 5 years 12 2791
Between 6 and 10 years 19 44.19
Between 10 and 15 years 1 2.33
Between 16 and 20 years 5 11.63
Between 21 and 25 years 3 6.98
Above 25 years 1 2.33
Total 43 100

Mean — 9.84, Std. Deviation — 7.3, Min — .17, Max — 33
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7. Hospitality education: All of the 43 supervisors across both the groups answered

whether they had received any formal hospitality education. Among the 32 supervisors
in the lodging group, 26 of them did not receive any formal hospitality education. The
results were similar in the dining group where 10 of the total 11 supervisors did not
receive any formal hospitality education. Only one supervisor in the dining group
reported that he had received hospitality education as part of certificate courses and
four (4) supervisors in the lodging group have attended hospitality education during

the diploma or graduate programmes (See Table 19).

Table 19: Hospitality Education of Supervisors

# of Supervisors  Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Not at all 26 81.3
Short-term Professional Programmes 1 3.1
Diploma / Graduate Programmes 4 12.5
Others 1 3.1
Total 32 100
Dining:

Not at all 10 90.9
Diploma / Graduate Programmes 1 9.1
Total 11 100
All Responses:

Not at all 36 83.7
Short-term Professional Programmes 1 23
Diploma / Graduate Programmes 5 11.6
Others 1 23
Total 43 100

8. Education qualification: All the 43 supervisors across both the groups who

participated in this study specified the level of education. The level of education
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among these supervisors ranged from intermediate school to post-graduate education.
The data shows that most of the supervisors were diploma or degree holders (31.3 % in
the lodging group, 54.5 % in the dining group). 21.9 % of supervisors in the lodging
group and 9.1 % of the supervisors in the dining group have only attended to
intermediate school level but have become supervisors due to their significant
experience. This assumption is similar to that of Poulston (2005) where these
supervisors are assumed to have moved to the supervisor role not because of their
knowledge of their work but because those who had a higher organisational tenure are

those promoted to supervisor’s role (See Table 20).
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Table 20: Education Qualification of Supervisors

# of Supervisors Percentage (%)

Lodging:

Intermediate school 7 21.9
High school 5 15.6
Short-term Professional Programme 6 18.8
Diploma or bachelor’s degree 10 31.3
Master’s degree 3 9.4
Others 1 3.1
Total 32 100
Dining:

Intermediate school 1 9.1
High school 1 9.1
Short-term Professional Programme 2 18.2
Diploma or bachelor’s degree 6 54.5
Master’s degree 1 9.1
Others 0

Total 11 100
All Responses:

Intermediate school 8 18.6
High school 6 14.0
Short-term Professional Programme 8 18.6
Diploma or bachelor’s degree 16 37.2
Master’s degree 4 9.3
Others 1 23
Total 43 100

It is evident from the results that the typical subordinate is a male, 29 years old,
working in the current organisation for the past 4 years and has hospitality industry
experience of 5.5 years. This hypothetical employee will have no hospitality education

and will have joined the industry upon completing intermediate school.

Among the supervisors, the typical one is a male, 41 years old, working in the current

organisation for the past 10 years and has hospitality industry experience of 16 years.
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This hypothetical supervisor will have no hospitality education, would have completed
his/her bachelor degree and will have a position experience of 13 years. Further, from
the results it is evident that the supervisors from the dining group are older and have
longer organisational and industrial experience but fewer jobs - role experience than
their counterparts in the lodging group. Furthermore, these demographic details of the
participants were similar to other studies on Indian hospitality industry (e.g. Chand &
Kapoor, 2010; Namasivayam & Zhao, 2007). Therefore, the findings of this study can

be compared to similar studies undertaken in Indian hospitality industry.

4.2 Factor Analysis and Reliability Test

A principal component factor analysis with the items of all the four measures asked
from the subordinates and the supervisors respectively was performed. The
assumptions of factor analysis were tested. A significant Barlett test of sphericity (p
<.01, chi-square 4506.36) indicated a significant correlation among the variables.
Furthermore, the measure of sampling adequacy (0.877) indicated significant

correlations among the variables (See Table 21).

Kaiser criterion (extracting factors for which Eigenvalues are greater than one)

revealed a total of four factors with an Eigenvalue greater than one (See Table 22).

Table 21: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

KMO 877
Bartlett’s Test Approx Chi-Square  4506.36
df 210
Sig. 001

76



Table 22: Eigenvalue and Total Variance Explained

Component Initial Eigenvalues

Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 7.462 33.920 33.920
2 4.104 18.657 52.577
3 2.204 10.019 62.596
4 1.499 6.812 69.409
5 924 4.200 73.608
6 157 3.443 77.051
7 597 2.714 79.765

Note: Principal Component Analysis extraction method

Further, the graphical scree plot analysis as in Figure 2 (below) shows only four sharp
slopes (curves) denoting the four distinct factors. This indicates that each scale used in
this research denotes to one unique factor. Finally, consistent with findings in other
studies, the scales used in the present study had a high internal consistency (measure

based on the correlations between different items on the same test) (See Table 23).

Table 23: Reliability Scores

SCALE o VALUE
1 LMX .89
2 AOC .93
3 0TI .89
4 Supervisor LMX .89

The rotated component matrix of all the measures is presented in Table 24.
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Figure 2: Scree Plot
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Table 24: Rotated Component Matrix

Component

1 2 3 4
LMX 1 .049 586 370 -.069
LMX 2 197 814 .146 -.127
LMX 3 .061 781 203 -.061
LMX 4 018 791 219 -.052
LMX 5 .053 804 .166 -.027
LMX 6 .003 642 342 -.157
LMX 7 .097 .635 .398 -.064
AOC1 -.021 362 780 -.037
AOC2 -.008 294 860 -.088
AOC3 .069 271 825 -.159
AOC4 .059 323 789 =215
AOCS5 148 262 807 -.152
TIL 1 -.054 -.082 -.224 861
TL 2 -.053 -.079 -171 904
TL 3 -.008 -.190 -.056 863
SLMX1 580 .045 -.114 267
SLMX2 799 .088 .038 -.012
SLMX3 843 .098 .034 .022
SLMX4 825 -.017 165 -.164
SLMX5 830 .064 142 -.108
SLMX6 788 .034 -.031 -.115
SLMX7 815 .089 .039 .010

4.3 Hypothesis Test and Further Analysis

The level of agreement between the supervisor LMX and subordinate LMX was
computed as an output variable and was assessed with the subordinate’s organisational
commitment and turnover intent to identify the relationship of LMX agreement with

these organisational outcomes. A variable was generated by subtracting the mean
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supervisor LMX score of each participant from their respective mean subordinate
LMX score. This variable was called LMX difference. Greater LMX agreement is
found, when the value of LMX difference is near to zero. Bivariate correlations
(Pearson’s correlation analysis) were employed to analyse the relationship among

variables.

Table 25: Correlations Analysis

LMX
Difference AOC TI LMX SLMX
LMX Difference 1
AOC 402" 1
TI 1657 -360" 1
LMX -6297 6527 -286" 1
Supervisor LMX 6717 111 -.063 154"

Note: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), n = 315

Table 25 shows a moderate negative relationship (-.402) between the scores of LMX
difference and organisational commitment (AOC) among the 315 respondents. A
moderate correlation lies between 0.30 and 0.49 (Hopkins, 2006). The association (-
402) was significant at less than 0.001 level (two-tailed). A two-tailed test is a
statistical test in which the correlation values are either greater than or less than a
certain value (Bartholomew et al., 2008). Further, the coefficient of determination, R
Square (R*) was .161 which implies that LMX difference accounts for 16.1 % of the

variance of the subordinate’s organisational commitment.

It is evident from these results that the higher the difference between the mean scores
of supervisor and subordinate LMX, the lower the subordinate’s affective
organisational score. In other words, the greater the agreement between the mean LMX
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scores of supervisor and subordinate, the greater the subordinate’s organisational
commitment score. Therefore Hypothesis 1, “Strong LMX agreements among the
supervisors and the subordinates are positively related to the subordinates’

organisational commitment” was supported.

Table 25 also demonstrates a small positive correlation (.165) between the scores of
LMX difference and turnover intent (TI). Though it is a small correlation, it is

significant at less than 0.01 (two-tailed).

Similarly, results indicate that LMX difference is positively related to turnover intent.
This denotes the higher difference between the mean scores of supervisor and
subordinate LMX the greater the subordinate’s turnover intent scores. This indicates
that the greater the agreement between the mean LMX scores of supervisor and
subordinate, the lower the subordinate’s turnover intent score will be. Therefore
Hypothesis 2, “Strong LMX agreements among the supervisors and the subordinates

are negatively related to the subordinates’ turnover intent” was supported.

Data in Table 25 further reveal a strong negative correlation (-.629) between the staff
LMX and the LMX difference, and the correlation is significant at less than 0.01 (two-
tailed). This implies that strong staff LM X scores are positively related to higher LMX
agreement. It is also evident from table 26 that there is a strong positive correlation
(.652) between staff LMX and staff organisational commitment and a small negative
correlation (-.286) between staff LMX and staff turnover intent. This implies that the
staff who perceive high LMX quality are more committed to the organisations and

seldom think of quitting their job.
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On the other hand, supervisor LMX is not significantly related to staff organisation
commitment and turnover intent. This implies that supervisor-perceived LMX does not
have much influence on the staff’s commitment to the organisation and intention to
quit the organisation. Further, there was only a small correlation between supervisor
LMX and staff LMX (r = .154, significant at less than the 0.01 level). Therefore, it is
clear that employee-LMX is different from supervisor-LMX and both shouldn’t be

used interchangeably. .

When computing the LMX difference variable, two situations developed. They were
supervisor’s LMX scores higher than the respective subordinate LMX scores, and
subordinate’s LMX scores higher than the respective supervisor LMX scores.
Therefore, the research conducted further correlation analysis by separating and
examining the data under the above mentioned situations. This further analysis was
carried out to find if there are any differences in the results. Table 26 and Table 27
show the bivariate correlation results of LMX difference with the organisational
outcomes among the two separate groups. Though the results are not substantial but
low, it is significant at less than 0.01. Further, the direction of correlation of these

scores is similar to the overall correlation scores mentioned in Table 25.

However data in Table 26 and Table 27 show significant differences in the results of
the staff and the supervisor LMX scores and their correlation with the organisational
outcomes. In the situation when subordinates rate higher than the supervisor, the level
of correlation between the staff LMX and the LMX difference reduces and that
between the supervisor LMX and the LMX difference increases. Further in this

situation, the significant level of correlation between supervisor LMX and organisation
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commitment increases. Finally the level of correlation between staff and supervisor

LMX ratings also increases.

When supervisors rate higher than the staff, there is no significant correlation between
supervisor LMX and the LMX difference. But in this situation the level of correlation
between staff LMX and LMX difference increases. There is further an increase in the
significant level of correlation between staff LMX and supervisor LMX in this

situation.
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Table 26: Correlation Results when Subordinates rate higher than Supervisors

LMX
Difference AOC TI LMX SLMX
LMX Difference 1
AOC -243" 1
TI 167" -.423" 1
LMX -342" 6387 -299™ 1
SLMX 7117 2437 -.063 M7 1

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed),
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), n = 208

Table 27: Correlation Results when Supervisors rate higher than Subordinates

LMX
Difference AOC TI LMX SLMX
LMX Difference 1
AOC -237" 1
TI 2117 -2237 1
LMX =702 479" -258" 1
SLMX 105 4127 -132 6357 1

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed),
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), n = 126

Further analyses in terms of the demographic sub-groups were undertaken to examine

whether there were any statistically significant differences. Table 28 through to Table

35 presents the data revealing the bivariate correlations among the LMX difference,

the organisation commitment and the turnover intent in the different sub-groups.
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Table 28: Subordinate Age

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 27 years old:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -346" 1
TI 057 -298"
28 years old and more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC 4117 1
TI 159 -350"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed),
Below 27 years: n=167, 28 years and above: n=148

The results of the bivariate correlation analysis conducted in the sub-group where
subordinates’ age is fewer than 27 years are compared with those in which the
subordinates’ age is 28 years old and more. The results presented in Table 28 reveal
that in both the sub-groups the LMX difference is moderately correlated to
subordinates’ organisational commitment, and there are no significant differences in
the results. This implies that differences in subordinates’ age did not have any
influence on the relationship between LMX agreement and subordinates’
organisational commitment. The correlations in both the sub-groups are significant at
the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The results further displayed that LMX difference is not

correlated to subordinates’ turnover intent among both the sub-groups.
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Table 29: Subordinate Tenure

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 4 years:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -399” 1
TI 035 -268"
4 years or more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -400” 1
TI 345" 477"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Below 4 years: n= 195, 4.1 years and above: n =120

The results of the bivariate correlation analysis conducted in the sub-group where
subordinates’ organisational tenure are fewer than four years are compared with those
where the subordinates’ organisational tenure are four years or more. The results
presented in Table 29 reveal that in both the sub-groups the LMX difference is
moderately correlated to subordinates’ organisational commitment, and there are no
significant differences in the results. This suggests that differences in subordinates’
organisational tenure did not have any influence on the relationship between LMX
agreement and subordinates’ organisational commitment. The correlations in both the
sub-groups are significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The results further indicate
that LMX difference is not correlated to subordinate turnover intent among the
subordinates who have worked fewer than four years in the present organisation.

Furthermore, there is a moderate correlation (.345) between LMX difference and
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turnover intent in the group whose subordinates’ organisational tenure was four years

or more. This correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Table 30: Subordinate Industry Experience

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 5.4 years:
LMX Difference 1
AOC 417" 1
TI 067 -282"
5.4 years or more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -389" 1
TI 322" -423"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Below 5.4 years: n =187, 5.4 years and above: n = 127

The result of the bivariate correlation analysis of the sub-group where the
subordinates’ hospitality industry experience is fewer than 5.4 years is compared with
those where the subordinates’ hospitality industry experience is 5.4 years and more.
The results presented in Table 30 reveal that the LMX difference is moderately
correlated to subordinates’ organisational commitment, and there are no significant
differences in the results. Therefore differences in subordinates’ industry experience do
not have any significant influence on the relationship between LMX agreement and
subordinates’ organisational commitment. The correlations in both the sub-groups are
significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The results further indicate that LMX
difference is not correlated to subordinate turnover intent among the subordinates who

have worked fewer than 5.4 years collective industry experience. Furthermore, there is
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a moderate correlation (.322) between the LMX difference and the turnover intent in
the group whose subordinates’ hospitality industry experience is 4.1 years or more.

This correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Table 31: Supervisors’ Age

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 41 years old:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -393" 1
TI 026 -234"
41 years old and more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -399™ 1
TI 254" -426" 1

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Below 41 years: n = 165, 41 years and above n = 150

The bivariate correlation analysis results of the sub-groups in which supervisors’ age
are fewer than 41 years old is compared with those where the supervisors’ age are 41
years old and more. The results presented in Table 31 displays that LMX difference is
moderately correlated to subordinates’ organisational commitment, and there are no
significant differences in the results. As a result, the differences in supervisors’ age do
not have any influence on the relationship between LMX agreement and subordinates’
organisational commitment. The correlations in both the sub-groups are significant at
the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The results further reveal that LMX difference is not
correlated to subordinate turnover intent among the group in which supervisors’ age is

fewer than 41 years. Furthermore, there is a small correlation (.254) between LMX
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difference and turnover intent in the group in which supervisors are 41 years old and

more. This correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Table 32: Supervisor Tenure

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 10.4 years:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -429™ 1
TI 127 -2627
10.4 years and more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -274" 1
TI 211 -.609™

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Below 10.4 years: n =213, 10.4 years and above: n = 102

The bivariate correlation analysis results of the sub-groups in which supervisors’
organisational tenure are fewer than 10.4 years is compared with those where
supervisors’ organisational tenure was 10.4 years and more. Data on Table 32 indicates
that, among the sub-groups there is a significant reduction in the significance of LMX
difference with subordinates’ organisational commitment. While it is moderately
correlated (.429) in the sub-group where supervisors’ organisational tenure is fewer
than 10.4 years, there is only a small correlation (.274) between these variables in the
sub-group where supervisors’ organisational tenure is 10.4 years and more. The
correlations in both the sub-groups are significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The
results further displayed that there is no significant difference in the correlation value

between LMX difference and subordinates’ turnover intent among these sub-groups.
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Table 33: Supervisor Industry Experience

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 17.5 years:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -420" 1
TI 119 -.148
17.5 years and more
LMX Difference 1
AOC -475" 1
TI 156" -3017

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Below 17.5 years n =162, 17.5 years and above n = 197

The bivariate correlation analysis results of the sub-groups in which supervisors’
collective hospitality industry experience are fewer than 17.5 years, is compared with
those where the supervisors’ industry experience are 17.5 years and more. The results
presented in Table 33 indicate that LMX difference is moderately correlated to
subordinates’ organisational commitment, and there are no significant differences in
the results. As a result, the differences in supervisors’ industry experience do not have
any influence on the relationship between LMX agreement and subordinates’
organisational commitment. The correlations in both the sub-groups are significant at
the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The results further reveal that LMX difference is not
correlated to subordinate turnover intent among the group in which supervisors’
industry experience is fewer than 17.5 years. Furthermore, there is a small correlation

(.156) between LMX difference and turnover intent in the group in which the
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supervisors’ industry experience is 17.5 years and more. This correlation is significant

at the 0.05 level (two-tailed).

Table 34: Supervisor Job-Role Experience

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Fewer than 12 years:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -390 1
TI 2117 -.529™ 1
12 years and more:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -298" 1
TI 170 -415"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Below 12 years: n = 153, 12 years and above: n= 118

The bivariate correlation analysis results of the sub-groups in which supervisors’ job-
role experience are fewer than 12 years, is compared with those where the supervisors’
job-role experience are 12 years and more. The results presented in Table 34 indicate
that LMX difference is correlated to subordinates’ organisational commitment, and
there are no significant differences in the results. This implies that the differences in
supervisor’s job - role experience do not have any influence on the relationship
between LMX agreement and subordinates’ organisational commitment. The
correlations in both the sub-groups are significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). The
results further reveals that there is a small correlation (.211) between LMX difference
and the subordinate’s turnover intent among the group in which supervisors’ job - role
experience is fewer than 17.5 years. This correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(two-tailed).
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From the results presented in Table 28 through to Table 34, it is evident that
subordinates’ organisational commitment is moderately correlated to the LMX
difference among all the sub-groups. The LMX difference variable is highly correlated
with organisation commitment when the supervisors have lesser tenure with the
organisation (-.429) and in sub-groups were the supervisors have vast industry
experience (-.475). Furthermore, the direction of correlation remains unchanged and is
similar to the overall correlation results established in Table 25. As a result there are
no statistically significant differences in the correlation between LMX agreement and

subordinates’ organisation commitment among the sub-groups.

It is further observed that, when bivariate correlation is performed individually among
the sub-groups, the correlation significance level of subordinates’ turnover intent with
the LMX difference variable is drastically reduced. The analyses show that the
correlation among the LMX difference variable and the turnover intent variable is
comparatively high in the sub-groups of older managers (.254) and those managers
who have less position experience (.211). Nevertheless, though level of correlation
between the LMX difference and the turnover intent was low, it was predominantly
similar to the overall correlation level of LMX difference and turnover intent. As a
result there are only marginal statistical significant differences in the correlation

between LMX agreement and subordinates’ turnover intent among the sub-groups.

Finally, bivariate correlation analyses were conducted individually with the responses
from the lodging group and the dining group. Table 35 indicate the bivariate

correlation among the lodging group and the dining group respectively.
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Table 35: Correlation Results of Lodging and Dining groups

LMX

Difference AOC TI
Lodging:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -.438” 1
TI 177 -255" 1
Dining:
LMX Difference 1
AOC -3157 1
TI 048 -415"

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Lodging: n =161, dining: n = 154

The bivariate correlation analysis results of the lodging sector were compared with that
of the dining sector. The results presented in Table 35 indicate that LMX difference is
correlated to subordinate’s organisational commitment and turnover intent, and there
are no significant differences in the results with the overall results furnished in Table
25. Further the direction of correlation is also similar to the overall correlation results
displayed in Table 25. This implies that, the differences in the hospitality sectors do
not have any influence on the relationship of LMX agreement with subordinates’

organisational commitment and turnover intent.

In the next chapter, the summary of these findings along with the theoretical and
practical implications of the study will be discussed. Further in the next chapter, the
limitations of this research will be identified and the areas for future research will be

suggested.
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This research examined the relationship of LMX agreement to organisational
commitment and turnover intent in the hospitality industry context. A total of 315
meaningful employee-supervisor dyads were established from the responses obtained
from Indian hospitality industry workers. In summary, the overall response rate for the

study was 85.36 % for the employees and 100 % for the supervisors respectively.

This research employed a difference score technique to compute LMX agreement
between the subordinate and supervisor LMX. Absolute differences between
supervisor and subordinate LMX scores were calculated and these values were used to

conduct correlation analyses.

After reviewing the literature, the research hypothesised that LMX agreement is
related to a subordinate’s organisational commitment such that stronger LMX
agreement predicts strong organisational commitment. Results supported the first
research hypothesis, signifying that LMX agreement has a significant positive
relationship with the subordinate’s organisational commitment. The relationship
between LMX agreement and organisational commitment was positive and moderate (r

=402, p <.01).

It was also hypothesised that LMX agreement is related to subordinate’s turnover
intent such that stronger LMX agreement predicts lower levels of turnover intentions

among the subordinates. According to the results, LMX agreement’s relationship with
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turnover intent was not substantial but low (r = -.165, p < .01). However the
relationship between these factors was statistically significant at less than the 0.001
level (two-tailed). As a result, the second hypothesis, “LMX agreement between
supervisors and subordinates is negatively related to the subordinates’ turnover intent”,

was also supported.

5.2 Interpretation of Results

The research further analysed the hypotheses across various demographic sub-groups
to detect potential confounding effects on the research results. Overall, the findings of
the analyses suggest that demographic factors of the participants do not seem to have a
significant effect on the correlation values between LMX agreement, organisation
commitment and turnover intent. However, the relationship between LMX agreement
and organisation commitment is significantly higher in the groups of older
subordinates who have worked for a considerably longer period of time with the
current organisation but have less experience in the hospitality industry. This
relationship is also stronger in groups of young subordinates who are new to the
current organisation with less experience in their current position of being a supervisor
or a manager but with more collective experience in the hospitality industry. The
findings suggest a unique perspective: that subordinates with longer organisational
tenure tend to impress their supervisors who are comparatively new to the
organisation, by accepting their work demands more readily. This may be performed to
gain recognition of their new supervisor and thereby become in-group members of
their supervisors. It is evident that subordinates in higher LM X groups have greater job

security than those in lower LMX groups (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). As a result, the
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findings suggest that behaviours relating to the impressing of the new supervisors are

more prevalent in subordinates who do not have much hospitality industry experience.

However, as these subordinates do not have much industry experience, they are
possibly nervous about being dismissed and having to find a new job. This is because
of the tight labour market in India. For example, studies on Indian management (e.g.
Varma, Pichler, Srinivas, & Albarillo, 2007; Vikramaditya, 2005) found Indian labour
situation was demanding, and finding jobs difficult. As a result, these subordinates,
since they do not have enough industry experience, could foster a feeling of being
secure in the present organisation rather than find new jobs. Therefore, they try to
“flatter” by working amicably with the demands of the supervisor. By this process, the
subordinates gain the confidence of their supervisors who themselves are new to their
position and who are possibly trying to gain the confidence of subordinates. As a result

there is artificial job security for both.

Furthermore, this setting is consistent with impression management theory, which is
defined as a process conducted consciously or unconsciously by a person to influence
other people (Aronson, Wilson, & Akert, 2009). Impressions are created to garner
personal identity, and one of the most followed impression management tactics is
“flattery”. This tactic is used to gain trust or false recognition among other people
(Herman, Roth, & Polivy, 2003). Hofstede (2001) found Indian management practised
greater power distance. Khilji and his colleagues (Khilji, Zeidman, Drory, Tirmizi, &
Srinivas, 2010) found that the act of impression management and flattering is higher in

Indian and Pakistani organisations, which practise greater power distance.
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A hypothetical situation was considered to address this concept: this was where a
supervisor joins an Indian organisation with a couple of subordinate employees. These
subordinates do not have much industry experience, are not task oriented, but have
been working with the current organisation for a long time. In the situation when the
new supervisor joins the organisation, these subordinates feel insecure about their job
because they feel that this supervisor might expel them. They are confronted by the
psychological situation of finding a new job. Since these subordinates do not have
credible industry experience, they prefer to remain and work with the demands of the
supervisor rather than confronting a difficult situation. This is done to impress the

supervisor and thereby gaining false recognition.

This situation was personally experienced by the researcher during his tenure in India.
The researcher worked at a middle management level in the Indian hospitality industry,
and has experienced subordinates influencing and creating false impression without

being task- oriented.

It should be noted that this situation of subordinates working to the needs of the
supervisor may not be permanent once they have won the confidence of the supervisor.
There is further a possibility that the subordinate perceives that the supervisor would

accept his/her desires. As a result, this leads to a negative work environment.

This research analysed the relationship between LMX agreement with organisational
commitment and turnover intent in two different situations. These are situations when
subordinates rated their LMX higher than their respective supervisors, and when
supervisors rated their LMX higher than their respective subordinates. It is evident

from the results that there was no significant difference in the relationship of the LMX
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agreement with the organisational commitment and turnover intent across these

groups.

The results show that, though the staff and their supervisors have presented moderately
high scores for their LMX (mean staff LMX = 5.8 and mean supervisor LMX = 5.34),
the level of agreement is low (r = 0.154, p < 0.01).This may indicate a communication
gap between staff and supervisors. Due to a lack of communication, staff may perceive
that the supervisors rate their LMX similar to their rating. Similarly, supervisors may
also perceive that their staff rate their LMX similar to their rating. The findings are
similar to those of other LMX agreement studies where the importance of
communication is highlighted. For example, Minsky (2002) suggested that
communication feedback in LMX agreement is similar to same-way rating standards
established in performance appraisal. The study further suggests that structured
feedback would provide specific information to subordinates and supervisors regarding

their expectation in the supervisor-subordinate relationship.

Furthermore, the poor level of agreement may be attributed to supervisors and
subordinates’ assumptions created by their previous experiences. These findings are
similar to studies into cognitive leaderships and relationship schemas. For example,
Ritter and Lord (2007) found that subordinates’ previous incidents and experiences
play an important role in characterising their assumptions of present supervisors.
Further. Huang et al. (2008) found higher LMX agreement, when similar levels of
schematic assessments between supervisors and subordinates were established.
Therefore, it can be perceived that low levels of LMX agreement may be due to lower

levels of schematic assessments between supervisors and subordinates.
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Finally, as suggested in the literature, egocentric bias may be a reason for this poor
level of LMX agreement. There is a possibility that, while subordinates attribute good
performance of the organisation to them and blame supervisors for failure, supervisors
may do it the other way around, leading to different LM X perceptions. This situation is
similar to those found in attribution theory (e.g. Zhou & Schriesheim, 2009). Since
there is a difference in LMX perceptions between supervisors and subordinates, there
are greater possibilities of differences in their LMX scores, leading to poor LMX

agreement.

5.3 Research Implications

It is expected that the results of this research will assist in further understanding the
supervisor-subordinate relationship in a hospitality industry perspective. The current
study aids in providing theoretical and practical advantages to both the hospitality

practitioners and academics.

5.3.1 Theoretical Implication

This research explicitly presents the relationship between LMX agreement,
subordinates’ organisational commitment and turnover intent. Though some previous
research (e.g. Cogliser et al., 2009; Minsky, 2002) discussed their association, there
has been little effort to meticulously assess the relationship between these theories.
Further, this research is the first to establish the relationship between the LMX
agreement and the turnover intentions of the subordinate. Therefore this research adds
to the growing literature on the relationship between LMX agreement and the

organisational outcomes.
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In addition, the research used two sources of information (supervisor and subordinate),
which reduced the effect of common method variance. Academics understand that
common method variance is a problem that needs to be addressed (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, & Podsakoff, 2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Further,
previous studies have analysed LMX either on the leader perspective or on the
follower perspective. By analysing the results from two different sources, this research
greatly minimises the problem of common method variance and establishes reliable

findings.

This research is the first to present LMX study in an Indian hospitality industry
context. Indian industries are found to follow a paternalistic management approach,
where greater power distance between the different hierarchies is exercised (Aycan et
al., 2000; Mathur, Aycan, & Kanungo, 1996; Pellegrini, Scandura, & Jayaraman,
2010).Further, Sinha (1990) believes that supervisors in Indian industries are
benevolent and authoritative, similar to a traditional Indian father, who is caring yet
demanding and disciplinarian. A paternalistic leadership approach is harmonious with
collectivistic cultures where individuals accommodate into strong in-groups that
protect them in exchange for their loyalty. Though such an approach is appreciated in
India, it is perceived as a violation of privacy in individualistic cultures like the United
States (Aycan, 2006). Furthermore, paternalistic relationships are based on power
inequality between the leader and the subordinates. Evidences to support power
inequality among Indian employees can be found in Hofstede (2001), who established
differences between Western cultures and Indian cultures. The study theorised Indian

cultures to be similar to Latin-American organisations, where greater power distance is
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practised. Thus by studying the supervisor-subordinate levels of agreement in a

collectivistic culture, this research advances the leadership literature.

Finally, the research is a frontier study to advance the theoretical knowledge of
understanding LMX agreement in two different situations, when supervisors rate
higher than their subordinates and when subordinates rate higher than their
supervisors. Furthermore, this research advances the theoretical understanding of

Indian hospitality industry and the act of ‘impressing’ practised by subordinates.

5.3.2 Managerial Implications
This research is the first to find results of LMX agreement and its relationship with
organisational outcomes in the hospitality industry. Based on the findings, this study

provides the following managerial implications:

First, by explicitly expressing LMX agreement relationship in different demographic
sub-groups, this research further assists managers to understand the supervisor-
subordinate relationship in these different demographic groups that exist in the
organisation. The results presented shows that, though the LMX scores of both the
groups are high, the level of similarity is low, which suggests there is a lack of
communication between the groups. There is also a possibility of relationship schemas
and egocentric bias contributing to these low levels of LMX agreement. Therefore, this
study would enhance management in planning training sessions for supervisors and
subordinates, focussing on methods of better supervisor-subordinate relationships,
such as better communication, conducting community get-togethers and after-work
parties among the employees. This would establish better LMX agreement between

supervisors and subordinates, which would lead to an increase in subordinates’ job
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commitment. It is evident that committed employees increase the profit of the business

(Kamakura et al., 2002).

Second, since higher LMX agreement predicts greater supervisor-subordinate
relationship, management could use LMX agreement scores as a criterion, as part of
supervisor’s performance appraisal. LMX agreement could provide details to the
management in terms of supervisors’ team building capabilities. It could be established
that, since LMX agreement fosters better supervisor-subordinate relationship, it
enhances better team atmosphere in the organisation, which is important in the
hospitality industry. For example, Brotherton and Wood (2008) believe that day to day

hospitality operations are accomplished in teams.

Third, LMX agreement scores could be perceived by the management as a form of
feedback, since it gathers information from multiple sources (supervisors and
subordinates) similar to 360° degree feedback. Atkins and Wood(2002) describe 360°
feedback as a multi-source feedback gathered from individuals of the employee’s
immediate circle (e.g. supervisors, subordinates and colleagues). As a result LMX
agreement scores may help management in planning and executing organisational

tasks constructively.

Fourth, LMX agreement can assist management to reduce supervisors diluting
information. Since LMX agreement focuses on LMX perceptions of both supervisors
and subordinates, there is a possibility of the management directly approaching
subordinates. Therefore this enhances better communication levels between
subordinates and management, thereby reducing the power of middle managers or

SUpervisors.
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Fifth, this research examined the nature of workers in a hospitality perspective.
Subordinates and supervisors in a hospitality organisation are expected to share a close
relationship with each other, while performing operational tasks, to garner better team
results. The research predicted higher levels of communication, to foster greater LMX
agreement. Minsky (2002) found communication as a predictor for LMX agreement.
As a result, subordinates, who understand the importance of LMX agreement, can
strive for better communication with their supervisors. This results in an amicable
work atmosphere for subordinates, resulting in a psychological sense of job security

for subordinates.

Finally, supervisors could use the importance of LMX agreement for quicker task
accomplishment of subordinates. Furthermore, studies on relationship schemas show
supervisors to rate subordinates on the latter’s task accomplishment (e.g. Huang et al.,
2008). Minsky (2002) found better levels of communication to be established with
higher LMX agreement. Therefore, in situations when greater LMX agreement is
established, there is a possibility of subordinates obeying supervisor’s demands and

accomplishing the occupational tasks favourably.

5.4 Limitations

As in any study, the present research has certain limitations. First, since all the
information used in this study was on the basis of the participants’ self-report, there is
a possibility of self-report bias affecting the results of this research. The items of the
questionnaires could have been rated on the scores the participants considered
desirable. Therefore this could have masked the true perception of participants and

could have contaminated the research results. However, this is the norm of any social
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science study, where perceptions of participants are considered as reality (Anderson,

2009).

Second, the research setting was based on Indian hospitality industries. Hofstede
(2001) suggest that Indian organisations have greater power-distance between
hierarchies. Although the subordinates were assured confidentiality, there is a
possibility that subordinates may have rated scores considered desirable by their
supervisors, rather than real scores. The reason for this assumption is because
subordinates may have developed a fear of being reprimanded by their supervisors.

Therefore, this might have affected the responses of the subordinate participants.

Finally, complete anonymity from the participants was not established in the current
research. This was due to the conditions mentioned in the ethical norms of this
research (see section 3.9). This requirement could have manipulated the rating scores
completed by the participants. The cause of this assumption is that, since the names of
the participants are known to the researcher, the participants might have assumed their
responses may be revealed to other participants or to the management. In fear of being
confronted with an embarrassing situation, the results of the present study could have
been rated on socially desirable scores rather than those indicating the true perceptions

of the participants.

5.5 Future Research
Based on the findings and limitations of this research, a variety of future studies are
recommended. First, replication of this research should be carried out to reveal

similarities and differences in the present findings. Further similar study could be
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conducted in a different demographic and cultural setting. A comparative study

between different cultures could also be administered.

The current research was conducted on LMX agreement, organisation commitment and
turnover intention theories and the relationship between these theories was established.
Future research could be conducted by considering other organisational outcomes such
as subordinate work performance, job satisfaction, empowerment and job flexibility.
Their relationship with LMX agreement could be used to understand managers’

understanding of employees.

The research used difference score techniques to generate the LMX agreement. Values
were calculated by computing the absolute difference between the supervisor and
subordinate LMX scores. Though difference score techniques are widely used in
research involving agreement theories, future research could be conducted by using
other techniques such as multivariate multiple regression analysis. The results could be
compared with the current research to reveal similarities and differences between these

two analytical methods.

105



REFERENCES

Adler-Milstein, J., Singer, S. J., & Toffel, W. M. (2010). Speaking up constructively:
Managerial practises that elicit solutions from front-line employees. Harvard
Business School. Boston, MA.

Adler, N. J. (1983). A typology of management studies involving culture. Journal of
International Business Studies, 14,29-47. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490517

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecendents of affective,
continuance and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 63, 1-18. doi:10.1111/1.2044-8325.1990.tb00506.x

Ananiadou, K., Jenkings, A., & Wolf, A. (2004). Basic skills and workplace learning:
What do we actually know about their benefits? Studies in Continuing
Education, 26(2), 289-308. doi:10.1080/158037042000225263

Anderson, V. (2009). Research Methods in Human Resource Management (2 ed.).
Hyderabad: Universities Press.

Ansari, M. A., Hung, D. K., & Aafaqi, R. (2008). Leader member exchange and
attitudinal outcomes: Role of procedural justice climate. Leadership of
Organization Development Journal, 28(8), 690-709.
doi:10.1108/01437730710835443

Ap, J., & Crompton, J. L. (1998). Developing and testing a tourism impact scale.
Journal of Travel Research, 32(2), 120-130.

Aronson, E., Wilson, T., & Akert, R. M. (2009). Social Psychology (7 ed.). Upper
Saddle, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Atkins, P., & Wood, R. (2002). Self-versus others' ratings as predictors of assessment
center ratings: Validation evidence of 360-degree feedback programs. Personal
Psychology, 55(4), 871-904. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.2002.tb00133.x

Atwater, L. E., & Yammarino, F. J. (1997). Self-other rating agreement: A review and
model. In G. R. Ferris (Ed.), Research in Personnel and Human Resources
Management (Vol. 15, pp. 121-174). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Elsevier
Science/JAI Press.

Auer, P., & Cazes, S. (2000). The resilience of the long-term employment relationship:
Evidence from the industrialized countries. International Labour Review,
139(4), 379-408. doi:10.1111/j.1564-913X.2000.tb00525.x

106



Aycan, Z. (2006). Paternalism: Towards conceptual refinement and opertionalization.
In U. Kim, K. S. Yang, & K. K. Wang (Eds.), Indigenous and Cultural
Psychology: Understanding People in Context (pp. 445-466). New York, NY:
Springer.

Aycan, Z., Kanungo, R. N., Mendonca, M., Yu, K., Deller, J., Stahl, G., & Kurshid, A.
(2000). Impact of culture on human resource management practises: A 10-

country comparison. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49, 192-
221. doi:10.1111/1464-0597.00010

Aydogdu, S., & Asikgil, B. (2011). An empirical study of the relationship among job
satisfaction, organisational commitment and turnover intent. International
Review of Management and Marketing, 1(3), 43-53.

Baldwin, M. W. (1992). Relational schemas and the processing of social information.
Psychological Bulletin, 112(3), 461-484. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.112.3.461

Baldwin, M. W., & Baccus, J. R. (2003). Relational knowledge and an expectancy-
value approach to self-esteem. In S. J. Spencer, S. Fein, M. P. Zanna, & J. M.
Olson (Eds.), Motivated Social Perception: The Ontario Symposium (Vol. 9,
pp. 171-194). London: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bartholomew, D. J., Steele, F., Galbraith, J., & Moustaki, I. (2008). Analysis of
Multivariate Social Science Data (2 ed.). New York, NY: Chapman & Hall.

Bauer, T. N., Erdogan, B., Liden, R. C., & Wayne, S. J. (2006). A longitudinal study of
the moderating role of extraversion: Leader-member exchange, performance

and turnover during new executive development. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 91(2), 298-310. d0i:10.1037/0021-9010.91.2.298

Becker, H. S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. American Journal of
Sociology, 66,33 - 42. do0i:10.1086/222820

Berger, F., & Brownell, J. (2009). Organisational Behaviour for Hospitality Industry.
New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Bitner, M. J., Booms, B. H., & Tetreault, M. S. (1990). The service encounter:
Diagnosing favorable and unfavorable incidents. Journal of Marketing, 54(1),
71 - 84. doi:10.2307/1252174

Bloome, R., van Rheede, A., & Tromp, D. M. (2010). The use of the psychological
contract to explain turnover intentions in the hospitality industry: A research
study on the impact of gender on the turnover intentions of highly educated
employees. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(1),

144-162. doi:10.1080/09585190903466954

Bloome, R. J. (2006). Eindrapportage Associate Degree. Hotel School. The Hague.

107



BLS. (2011). Job openings and labor turnover-september 201 1. Retrieved from
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/jolts.pdf

Borchgrevink, C. P. (1993). Burnout among non-managerial hospitality employees.
Annual Council of Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Education Conference
Proceeding, 123 - 127.

Borchgrevink, C. P., Cichy, R. F., & Mykletun, R. J. (2001). Leader-Member
Exchange: Testing the measurement model and testing a structural equation

model in the context of internal marketing. Journal of Hospitality & Leisure
Marketing, 8(1-2), 63-92. doi:10.1300/J150v08n01_06

Brief, A. P., & Aldag, R. J. (1980). Antecedents of organizational commitment among
hospital nurses. Sociology of Work and Organization, 7,210 - 221.
doi:10.1177/073088848000700204

Brotherton, B., & Wood, R. C. (2000). Hospitality and hospitality management -
Theoritical Perspectives and Debates. In C. Lashley & A. Morrison (Eds.), In
Search of Hospitality (pp. 134-156). Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Brotherton, B., & Wood, R. C. (2008). The nature and meanings of hospitality. In B.
Brotherton & R. C. Wood (Eds.), The Sage Handbook of Hospitality
Management. Thousand Oaks, CA Sage Publications.

Brown, B. P., Zablah, A. R., & Bellenger, D. N. (2008). The role of mentoring in
promoting organizational commitment among black managers: An evaluation
of the indirect effects of racial similarity and shared racial perspectives.
Journal of Business Research, 61(7), 732-738.
doi:10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.08.004

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2003). Business Research Methods (2 ed.). Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Bryne, D. (1971). The Attraction Paradigm. New York: Academic Press.

Buick, 1., & Muthu, G. (1997). An investigation of the current practises of in-house
employee training and development within hotels in Scotland. Service
Industries Journal, 17(4), 652-668. doi:10.1080/02642069700000039

Cannon, D. (2002). Building organizational commitment in international hospitality
and tourism organizations. In N. D'Annunzio-Green, G. Maxwell, & S. Watson
(Eds.), Human Resource Management. London: Continuum.

Cascio, W. F. (2003). Changes in Workers, Work, and Organizations. In Handbook of
Psychology: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. Retrieved from
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/0471264385.weil216.
doi:10.1002/0471264385.weil216

108



Chand, M., & Kapoor, B. (2010). Food service practises in Indian hotel organisations:
An investigation of F&B managers' perceptions. World Applied Sciences
Journal, 10,31 - 39.

Chhokar, J. S. (2007). India: Diversity and complexity in action. In J. S. Chhokar, F. C.
Brodbeck, & R. J. House (Eds.), Culture and Leadership Across the World (pp.
971-1020). New York, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cogliser, C. C., Schriesheim, C. A., Scandura, T., & Neider, L. L. (1999). Balanced
and unbalanced leadership relationships: A three - sample investigation into the
outcomes associated with four different tpes of leader - member exchanges.

Symposium conducted at the meeting of the Academy of Management
Chicago, IL.

Cogliser, C. C., Schriesheim, C. A., Scandura, T. A., & Gardner, W. L. (2009).
Balance in leader and follower perceptions of leader-member exchange:

Relationships with performance and work attitudes. The Leadership Quarterly,
20(3), 452-465. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.03.010

Collis, J., & Hussey, R. (2003). Business Research: A Pratical Guide for
Undergraduate and Postgraduate Students (2 ed.). New York: Palgrave.

Colquitt, J., Lepine, J., & Wesson, M. (2011). Organizational Behavior (2 ed.). New
York, NY: The McGraw-Hill Companies Inc.

Creswell, J. W. (1994). Research Design: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cronbach, L. J., & Furby, L. (1970). How we should measure "change" - or should
we? Psychological Bulletin, 74, 68-80. doi:10.1037/h0029382

Dansereau, F., Graen, G., & Haga, W. J. (1975). A vertical dyad linkage approach to
leadership within formal organizations : A longitudinal investigation of the role

making process. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 13(1), 46-
78. d0i:10.1016/0030-5073(75)90005-7

Davidson, M. C. G., Timo, N., & Wang, C. (2010). How much does labour turnover
cost? International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 22(4),
451-466. doi:10.1108/09596111011042686

Davies, D., Taylor, R., & Savery, L. (2001). The role of appraisal, remuneration and
training in improving staff relations in the Western Australian accommodation
industry: A comparative study. Journal of European Industrial Training, 25(7),
366-373. doi:10.1108/EUMO0000000005837

Dawis, R. V., & Lofquist, L. H. (1984). A Psychological Theory of Work Adjustment.
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

109



De Matos, C. A., Henrique, J. L., & Rossi, C. A. V. (2007). Service recovery paradox:
A meta-analysis. Journal of Service Research, 10(1), 60-77.
doi:10.1177/1094670507303012

Denvir, A., & McMabhon, F. (1992). Labour turnover in London hotels and the cost
effectiveness of preventative measures. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 11(2), 143-154. doi:10.1016/0278-4319(92)90007-1

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). The discipline and practise of qualitative
research. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage Handbook of
Qualitative Research (3 ed.). London, England: Sage Publications.

Dienesch, R. M., & Liden, R. C. (1986). Leader-member exchange model of
leadership: A critique and further development. Academy of Management
Journal, 37,499-451.

DiPietro, R. B., & Condly, S. J. (2007). Employee turnover in the hospitality industry:
An analysis based on the CANE model of motivation. Journal of Human
Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 6(1), 1-22. d0i:10.1300/J171v06n01_01

Edwards, J. R. (1994). The study of congruence in organizational behavior research:

Critique and a proposed alternative. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 58, 51-100. doi:10.1006/0bhd.1994.1029

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied settings:
Factor structure, generalizability, and stability over time. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(2), 293-310. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.89.2.293

Erben, G., & Giineser, A. B. (2008). The Relationship Between Paternalistic
Leadership and Organizational Commitment: Investigating the Role of Climate
Regarding Ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 82(4), 955-968.
do0i:10.1007/s10551-007-9605-z

Fleenor, J. W., McCauley, C. D., & Brutus, S. (1996). Self-other rating agreement and
leader effectiveness. The Leadership Quarterly, 7(4), 487-506.
do0i:10.1016/s1048-9843(96)90003-x

French, J. R. P., Caplan, R. D., & Harrison, R. V. (1982). The mechanisms of job stress
and strain. Chichester: Wiley.

Gerstner, C. R., & Day, D. V. (1997). Meta-analytic review of leader member
exchange theory: Correlates and construct issues. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 82, 827 - 844. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.82.6.827

Goldberg, W. A., Greenberger, E., Koch-Jones, J., & O'Neil, R. (1989). Attractiveness
of child care and related employer-supported beliefs and policies to married
and single parents. Child and Youth Quaterly, 18, 23 - 37.
doi:10.1007/BF01086798

110



Goodson, L., & Phillimore, J. (2004). The inquiry paradigm in qualitative tourism
research. In J. Phillimore & L. Goodson (Eds.), Qualitative Research in
Tourism: Ontologies, Epistomologies and Methodologies (pp. 30-45). London:
Routledge.

Graen, G., Linden, R., & Hoel, W. (1982). Role of leadership in employee withdrawal
process. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67, 868-872. d0i:10.1037/0021-
9010.67.6.868

Graen, G. B., & Cashman, J. (1975). A role-making model of leadership in formal
organizations: A development approach. In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson (Eds.),
Leadership frontiers (pp. 143 - 166). Kent, OH: Comparative Administration
Research Institute, Graduate School of Business, Kent State University.

Graen, G. B., Orris, J. B., & Johnson, T. W. (1973). Role assimilation in a complex
organization. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 3, 395-420. doi:10.1016/0001-
8791(73)90053-5

Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. (1987). Toward a psychology of dyadic organizing.
Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 175 - 208.

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1991). The transformation of professionals into self-
managing and partially self-designing contributors: Toward a theory of

leadership-making. Management Department Faculty Publications, 3(3), 33 -
48.

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25

years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership
Quarterly, 6(2),219-247. doi:10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5

Grant, B., & Giddings, L. S. (2002). Making sense of methodologies: A paradigm
framework for the novice researchers. Contemporary Nurse, 13,10 - 28.
doi:10.5172/conu.13.1.10

Griffeth, R. W., Hom, P. W., & Gaertner, S. (2000). A Meta-Analysis of Antecedents
and Correlates of Employee Turnover: Update, Moderator Tests, and Research
Implications for the Next Millennium. Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-488.
doi:10.1177/014920630002600305

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In
N. K. Denzin & L. Y. S (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 105-
117). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hair, J. F., Anderson, R. E., Tatham, R. L., & Black, W. C. (1995). Multivariate Data
Analysis and Readings. New York: Macmillan.

111



Harris, M. M., & Schaubroeck, J. (1988). A meta-analysis of self-supervisory, self-
peer and peer-supervisory ratings. Personnel Psychology, 41, 43-62.
doi:10.1111/5.1744-6570.1988.tb0063 1.x

Haslam, A., & Platow, M. (2001). Your wish is our command: The role of shared
social identity in translating a leader's vision into followers' action. In M. Hogg

& D. Terry (Eds.), Social Identity Processes in Organnizational Contexts (pp.
213 - 228). Philadelphia, PA: Psychology Press.

Herman, P. C., Roth, D. A., & Polivy, J. (2003). Effects of the presence of others on
food intake: A normative interpretation. Psychological Bulletin, 129(6), 873-
876. d0i:10.1037/0033-2909.129.6.873

Heskett, J. L., Sasser, W. E., & Schlesinger, L. A. (1997). The Service Profit Chain:
How Leading Companies Link Profit and Growth to Loyalty, Satisfaction, and
Value. New York, NY: The Free Press.

Hesse-Biber, S. N., & Leavy, P. (2006). The Practise of Qualitative Research.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Hinkin, T., & Tracey, J. B. (2000). The cost of turnover. Cornell Hospitality
Quarterly, 41(3), 14-21. doi:10.1177/001088040004100313

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors,
Institutions, and Organizations Across Nations. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Hogan, J. J. (1992). Turnover and what to do about it. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant
Administration Quarterly, 33(1), 14-21.

Hogg, M. (2001). A social identity theory of leadership Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 5, 184 - 200. doi:10.1207/S15327957PSPR0503 1

Hogg, M. (2006). Social identity theory. In P. J. Burke (Ed.), Contemporary Social
Psychological Theories (pp. 111-137). Stanford, CA: Stanford Social Sciences.

Hogg, M., & Martin, R. (2003). Social identity analysis of leader-member relations. In
A. Haslam, D. Knippenberg, M. Platow, & N. Ellememers (Eds.), Social
Identity at Work (pp. 139 - 154). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Holly, H. B., Schoorman, F. D., & Hwee Hoo, T. (2000). A model of relational
leadership: The integration of trust and leader-member exchange. Leadership
Quarterly, 11(2), 227-250.

Hom, P. W., & Griffeth, R. W. (1991). Structural equations modeling a test of turnover

theory: Cross-sectional and longitudional analyses. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 76, 350-366. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.76.3.350

Homans, G. C. (1961). Social Behaviour: Its Elementary Forms. New York: Harcourt,
Brace & World.

112



Hopkins, G. W. (2006). A new view of statistics: A scale of magnitudes for effect
statistics. Retrieved 30 April, 2012, from
http://www.sportsci.org/resource/stats/effectmag.html

House, R. J., & Aditya, R. (1997). The social scientific study on leadership: Quo
vadis? Journal of Management, 23, 409-474.
doi:10.1177/014920639702300306

Hoyle, R. H. (1995). The Structure Equation Modeling Approach: Basic Concepts, and
Fundamental Issues. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural Equation Modeling:
Concepts, Issues and Applications (pp. 1-15). Thousand Oaks: Sage
Publications.

Huang, X., Wright, R. P., Chiu, W. C. K., & Wang, C. (2008). Relational schemas as
sources of evaluation and misevaluation of leader—member exchanges: Some
initial evidence. The Leadership Quarterly, 19(3), 266-282.
doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.03.003

Janssen, O. Y. N. W. (2004). Employees' goal orientations, the quality of leader-
member exchange, and the outcomes of job performance and job statisfaction.
Academy of Management Journal, 47(3), 368-384. doi:10.2307/20159587

Jewell, E. J., & Abate, F. (Eds.). (2001). The New Oxford American Dictionary. New
York City, NY: Oxford University Press.

Johnston, M., Parasuraman, A., Futrell, C., & Black, W. (1990). A longitudinal
assessment of the impact of selected organizational influences on salespeople's
organizational commitment during early employment. Journal of Marketing
Research, 27, 333 - 344.

Kacmar, K. M., Harris, K. J., Carlson, D. S., & Zivnuska, S. (2009). Surface-level
actual similarity vs. deep-level perceived similarity: Predicting leader-member
exchange agreement. Journal of Behavioral & Applied Management, 10(3),
315-334.

Kacmar, K. M., Zivnuska, S., Witt, L. A., & Gully, S. M. (2003). The interactive effect
of leader-member exchange and communication frequency on performance
ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(4), 764-772. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.88.4.764

Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R., & Snoelk, J. D. (1964). Organizational Stress:
Studies in Role Conflict and Ambiguity. New York: Wiley.

Kamakura, W. A., Mittal, V., Rosa, F. d., & Mazzon, J. A. (2002). Assessing the

Service-Profit Chain. Marketing Science, 21(3), 294-317.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mksc.21.3.294.140

113



Kara, D. (2012). Organisational commitment with respect to gender variable in
hospitality: a Turkish case study. Current Issues in Tourism, 15, 197-209.
doi:10.1080/13683500.2011.586681

Karatepe, O. M., & Kilic, H. (2007). Relationships of supervisor support and conflicts
in the work—family interface with the selected job outcomes of frontline
employees. Tourism Management, 28(1), 238-252.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2005.12.019

Kenney, R. A., Blascovich, J., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Implicit leadership theories:
Prototypes for new leaders. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 15(4), 409-
437. doi:10.1207/s15324834basp1504 2

Khilji, S. E., Zeidman, N., Drory, A., Tirmizi, A., & Srinivas, E. S. (2010).
Crossvergence of values: An analysis of the use of impression management

strategies in India, Israel and Pakistan. International Business Review, 19(4),
419-431. doi:10.1016/j.ibusrev.2010.03.003

Kim, B., Lee, G., & Carlson, K. D. (2010a). An examination of the nature of the
relationship between Leader-Member-Exchange (LMX) and turnover intent at

different organizational levels. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 29(4), 591-597. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.10.025

Kim, B. C. P, Lee, G., Murrmann, K. S., & George, R. T. (2012). Motivational effects
of empowerment on employees’ organizational commitment: A mediating role

of management trustworthiness. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 53(1), 10-19.
doi:10.1177/1938965511426561

Kim, B. P., & George, R. T. (2005). The relationship between leader-member
exchange (LMX) and psychological empowerment: A quick casual restaurant

employee correlation study. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 29(4),
468 - 483. doi:10.1177/1096348005276498

Kim, S., O'Neill, J. W., & Cho, H.-M. (2010b). When does an employee not help
coworkers? The effect of leader-member exchange on employee envy and
organizational citizenship behavior. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 29(3), 530-537. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.08.003

Kim, S., O'Neill, J. W., & Jeong, S.-E. (2004). The Relationship Among Leader-
Member Exchange, Perceived Organizational Support, and Trust in Hotel

Organizations. Journal of Human Resources in Hospitality & Tourism, 3(1),
59-70. doi:10.1300/J171v03n01 06

Kim, S. Y., & Taylor, R. R. (2001). A LMX model: Relating multi-level antecedents to

the LMX relationship and citizenship behavior Symposium conducted at the
meeting of the Midwest academy of management association conference

114



Kirkman, B., & Law, K. A. (2005). International management research in AMJ: Our
past, present and future. Academy of Management Journal, 48, 377-386.
doi:10.5465/AMJ.2005.17407902

Kiwi Careers. (2011). Labour market situation-September 2011. Retrieved from
http://www?2.careers.govt.nz/jobs-database/whats-happening-in-the-job-
market/labour-market-situation/

Kruml, S. M., & Geddes, D. (2000). Exploring the dimensions of emotional labor.
Management Communication Quarterly, 14(1), 8 - 49.
doi:10.1177/0893318900141002

Lam, T. (2003). Leader-member exchange and team-member exchange: The roles of
moderators in new employee socialization. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism
Research, 27(1), 48-68. doi:10.1177/1096348002238880

Lashley, C. (2000). Towards a theoretical understanding. In C. Lashley & A. Morrison
(Eds.), In Search of Hospitality: Theoretical Perspectives and Debates (pp. 1-
16). Oxford: Butterworth Heinemann.

Lee, H. R., Murrmann, S. K., Murrmann, K. F., & Kim, K. (2010). Organizational
justice as a mediator of the relationship between leader-member exchange and

job turnover intentions. Journal of Hospitality Marketing and Management,
19(2),97-114. do0i:10.1080/19368620903455237

Lee, K., Allen, N. J., Meyer, J. P., & Rhee, K.-Y. (2001). The Three-Component
Model of Organisational Commitment: An Application to South Korea.
Applied Psychology, 50(4), 596-614. doi:10.1111/1464-0597.00075

Lester, S. W., Turnley, W. H., Bloodgood, J. M., & Bolino, M. C. (2002). Not seeing
eye to eye: Differences in supervisor and subordinate perceptions of and
attributions for psychological contract breach. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 23, 39-56. doi:10.1002/job.126

Li, X., Sanders, K., & Frenkel, S. (2012). How leader—-member exchange, work
engagement and HRM consistency explain Chinese luxury hotel employees’

job performance. International Journal of Hospitality Management(0).
doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2012.01.002

Liden, R. C., Sparrowe, R. T., & Wayne, S. J. (1997). Leader-member exchange
theory: The past and potential for the future. Research in Personnel and Human
Resources Management, 15,47 - 119.

Lord, R., Brown, D., & Harvey, J. (2001). System constraints on leadership
perceptions, behavior and influence: An example of connectionist level
processes. In M. Hogg & R. Tindale (Eds.), Blackwell Handbook of Social
Psychology: Group Processes (pp. 283 - 310). Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

115



Lord, R. G., & Emrich, C. G. (2001). Thinking outside the box by looking inside the
box: Extending the cognitive revolution in leadership research. Leadership
Quarterly, 11(551-579). doi:10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00060-6

Lord, R. G., & Maher, K. J. (1991). Leadership and Information Processing: Linking
Perceptions and Performance. Boston: Routledge.

Macky, K., & Boxall, P. (2007). The relationship between ‘high-performance work
practises’ and employee attitudes: An investigation of additive and interaction

effects. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 18(4),
537-567. doi:10.1080/09585190601178745

Major, D. A., Kozlowski, S. W. J., Chao, G. T., & Gardner, P. D. (1995). A
longitudinal investigation of newcomer expectations, early socialization

outcomes, and the moderating effects of role development factors. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 80(3), 418-431. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.80.3.418

Manjunath, S., & Kurian, S. (2009). An empirical study on customer expectations and
perceptions in upper class hotels in Bangalore. Tourism Today, 105-115.

Martin, R., Epitropaki, O., Thomas, G., & Topakas, A. (2010). A review of leader—
member exchange research: Future prospects and directions. International

Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology 25, 35-88.
doi:10.1002/9780470661628.ch2

Maslyn, J. M., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2001). Leader-member exchange and its dimensions:
Effects of self-effort and other's effort on relationship quality. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 697-708. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.86.4.697

Mathur, P., Aycan, Z., & Kanungo, R. N. (1996). Work cultures in Indian
organizations: A comparison between public and private sector. Psychology
and Development Societies, 8, 199-2223. doi:10.1177/097133369600800202

McClane, W. E. (1991). Implications of member role differentiation. Group &
Organization Management, 16(1), 102 - 113.
doi:10.1177/105960119101600107

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1991). A three-component conceptualization of
organizational commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 1(1), 61-
89. doi:10.1016/1053-4822(91)90011-z

Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in Workplace. London

Meyer, J. P., Paunonen, S. V., Gellatly, I. R., Goffin, R. D., & Jackson, D. N. (1989).
Organizational commitment and job performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 74, 152 - 156. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.74.1.152

Miller, K. (2011). Organizational Communication: Approaches and Processes (6 ed.).
Stamford, CT: Cengage Learning.

116



Minsky, B. D. (2002). LMX dyad agreement: Construct definition and the role of
supervisor / subordniate similarity and communication in understanding LMX.
Dissertation. Business Administration. Louisiana State University and
Agricultural and Mechanical College.

Moncarz, E., Zhao, J., & Kay, C. (2009). An exploratory study of US lodging
properties' organizational practises on employee turnover and retention.

International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 21(4), 437-
458. doi:10.1108/09596110910955695

Morrell, K. M., Loan-Clarke, J., & Wilkinson, A. (2004). Organisational change and
employee turnover. Personnel Review, 33(2), 161-173.
doi:10.1108/00483480410518022

Morrison, E., & Robinson, S. (1997). When employees feel betrayed: A model of how
psychological contract violation develops. Academy of Management Review,
22(1), 226-257.

Mowday, R. T., Koberg, C. S., & McArthur, A. W. (1978). The psychology of the
withdrawal process: a cross-validation test of Mobley's intermediate linkages
model of turnover in two samples. Academy of Management Journal, 24, 512 -
526.

Munro, B. H. (2000). Statistical Methods for Health Care Research. Philadelphia, NY:
Lipincott.

Namasivayam, K., & Zhao, X. (2007). An investigation of the moderating effects of
organizational commitment on the relationships between work—family conflict
and job satisfaction among hospitality employees in India. Tourism
Management, 28(5), 1212-1223. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2006.09.021

Nicolaides, A. (2008). Service quality, empowerment and ethics in the South African
hospitality and tourism industry and the road ahead using ISO 9000/1.
University of Zululand, Mhlathuze.

Northouse, P. (2001). Leadership Theory and Practise (2 ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.

@gaard, T., Marnburg, E., & Larsen, S. (2008). Perceptions of organizational structure
in the hospitality industry: Consequences for commitment, job satisfaction and
perceived performance. Tourism Management, 29(4), 661-671.
doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2007.07.006

Ottenbacher, M., Harrington, M., & Parsa, H. (2011). Defining hospitality discipline:
A discussion of pedagogical and research implications. In T. Baum (Ed.),
Hospitality Management (Vol. 1). Los Angeles: Sage Publications.

Pearce, P. L., Moscardo, G., & Ross, G. (1996). Tourism Community Relationship.
Tumbridge Wells, UK: Pergamon.

117



Pellegrini, E. K., Scandura, T. A., & Jayaraman, V. (2010). Cross-cultural
generalizability of paternalistic leadership: An expansion of leader-member
exchange theory. Group & Organization Management, 35(4), 391-420.
doi:10.1177/1059601110378456

Perez, M. (2008). Turnover Intent. University of Zurich, Bruttisellen.

Pillai, R., Scandura, T. A., & Williams, E. A. (1999). Leadership and organizational
justice: Similarities and differences across cultures. Journal of International
Business Studies, 30, 763-779. doi:10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490838

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Jeong-Yeon, L., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003).
Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the
literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5),
879. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research:
Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12(4), 531-544.
doi:10.1177/014920638601200408

Posner, B. Z., Kouzes, J. M., & Schmidt, W. H. (1985). Shared values make a
difference: An empirical test of corporate culture. Human Resource
Management, 24(3), 293-309. doi:10.1002/hrm.3930240305

Poulston, J. (2005). Constructive dismissals in hospitality: Perceived incidence and
acceptance. International Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Administration,
6(1), 11-26. doi:10.1300/J149v06n01_02

Poulston, J. (2008). Hospitality workplace problems and poor training: a close
relationship. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management,
20(4), 412-427. doi:10.1108/09596110810873525

Poulston, J. M. (2009). Working conditions in hospitality: Employees' views of the
dissatisfactory hygiene factors. Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality &
Tourism, 10(1), 23-43. doi:10.1080/15280080902716993

Price, J. (2001). Reflections on the determinants of voluntary turnover. International
Journal of Manpower, 22, 600-624. doi:10.1108/EUM0000000006233

Ritter, B. A., & Lord, R. G. (2007). The impact of previous leaders on the evaluation
of new leaders: An alternative to prototype matching. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 92(6), 1683-1695. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1683

Ritzer, G. (2003). Contemporary Sociology Theory and its Classical Roots: The
Basics. Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Rogosa, D., Brandt, D., & Zimowski, M. (1982). A growth curve approach to the
measurement of change. Psychological Bulletin, 92, 726-748.
doi:10.1037/0033-2909.92.3.726

118



Rogosa, D., & Willett, J. (1983). Demonstrating the reliability of the difference score
in the measurement of change. Journal of Educational Measurement, 20, 335-
343. doi:10.1111/5.1745-3984.1983.tb00211.x

Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological Contracts in Organizations: Understanding
Written and Unwritten Agreements. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rowley, G., & Purcell, K. (2001). ‘As cooks go, she went’: Is labour churn inevitable?
International Journal of Hospitality Management, 20(2), 163-185.
doi:10.1016/s0278-4319(00)00050-5

Rusbult, C. E. (1980). Commitment and satisfaction in romantic associations: A test of
the investment model. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 16, 172 -
186. doi:10.1016/0022-1031(80)90007-4

Scandura, T. A. (1999). Rethinking leader-member exchange: An organizational
justice perspective. The Leadership Quarterly, 10(1), 25-40.
do0i:10.1016/s1048-9843(99)80007-1

Scandura, T. A., & Graen, G. B. (1984). Moderating effects of initial leader-member
exchange status on the effects of leadership intervention. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 69(3), 428-436. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.69.3.428

Schriesheim, C. A., Castro, S. L., & Cogliser, C. C. (1999). Leader-member exchange
(LMX) research: A comprehensive review of theory, measurement, and data-
analytic practises. Leadership Quarterly, 10, 63-113. doi:10.1016/S1048-
9843(99)80009-5

Schriesheim, C. A., & Kerr, S. (1977). Theories and measures of leadership: A critical
appraisal of current and future directions. In J. G. Hunt & L. L. Larson (Eds.),
Leadership: The Cutting Edge (pp. 9-45). Carbondale: South Illinois University
Press.

Schyns, B., & Paul, T. (2005). Dyadic leadership and organizational outcomes:
Different results for different instruments? In B. Graen (Ed.), Global
Organizing Designs (pp. 173-203). Greenwich, CT: Information Age
Publishing.

Seymour, D. (2000). Emotional labour: a comparison between fast food and traditional
service work. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 19(2), 159-
171. doi:10.1016/s0278-4319(00)00009-8

Simons, T., & Hinkin, T. (2001). The effect of employee turnover on hotel profits: A
test across multiple hotels. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration
Quarterly, 42(4), 65-69. doi:10.1016/S0010-8804(01)80046-X

Simpson, J. A., & Harris, B. A. (1994). Interpersonal attraction. In A. L. Webber & J.
H. Harvey (Eds.), Perspectives on Close Relationships (Vol. 45-66). Boston:
Allyn and Bacon.

119



Sin, H. P., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2009). Understanding why they don’t
see eye to eye: An examination of leader—member exchange (LMX) agreement.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(4), 1048-1057. doi:10.1037/a0014827

Sinha, J. B. P. (1990). Work Culture in Indian Context. New Delhi, India: SAGE.

Sirakaya, E., Teye, V., & Sonmez, S. (2002). Understanding resident's support for
tourism development in the central region of Ghana. Journal of Travel
Research, 41(1), 57-67.

Sousa-Poza, A., & Henneberger, F. (2002). Analyzing job mobility with job turnover
intentions: An international comparitive study Research Institute for Labour
Economics and Labour Law, 82, 1-28.

Sparrowe, R. (1993. Empowerment in the hospitality industry: An exploration of
antecendents and outcomes. presented at the meeting of the Annual Council of
Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Education Conference Proceeding,

Sparrowe, R. T. (1994). Empowerment in the hospitality industry: An exploration of
antecedents and outcomes. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 17(3),
51-73.doi:10.1177/109634809401700306

Székely, G. J., Rizzo, M. L., & Bakirov, N. K. (2007). Measuring and testing
dependence by correlation of distances. The Annals of Statistics, 35(6), 2769-
2794. doi:10.1214/009053607000000505

Teh, P. L., & Sun, H. (2012). Knowledge sharing, job attitudes and organisational
citizenship behaviour. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 112(1), 64-82.
doi:10.1108/02635571211193644

Testa, M. (2002). Leadership dyads in the cruise industry: the impact of cultural
congruency. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 21(4), 425 -
441. doi:10.1016/50278-4319(02)00036-1

The Ken Blanchard Companies. (2009). The high cost of doing nothing: Quantifying
the impact of leadership on the bottom line. Retrieved from
http://www .kenblanchard.com/img/pub/Blanchard The High Cost of Doing
Nothing.pdf

Tideman, M. C. (1983). External influences on the hospitality industry. In E. H. Cassee
& R. Reuland (Eds.), The Management of Hospitality (pp. 1-24). Oxford:

Pergamon Press.

Tisak, J., & Smith, C. S. (1994). Defending and extending difference score methods.
Journal of Management, 20(3), 675 - 682.

Tomprou, M., Nikolaou, L., & Vakola, M. (2012). Experiencing organizational change
in Greece: The framework of psychological contract. The International Journal

120



of Human Resource Management, 23(2), 385-405.
doi:10.1080/09585192.2011.561223

Trett, R. P., & Meyer, J. P. (1993). Job satisfaction , organizational commitment,
turnover intention, and turnover: path analyses based on meta-analytic findings.
Personnel Psychology, 46, 259-293.

Tziner, A., & Birati, A. (1996). Assessing employee turnover costs: A revised
approach. Human Resource Management Review, 6(2), 113-122.
do0i:10.1016/S1053-4822(96)90015-7

Uhl-Bien, M. (2006). Relational Leadership Theory: Exploring the social processes of
leadership and organizing. The Leadership Quarterly, 17(6), 654-676.
doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.10.007

Uhl-Bien, M., & Graen, B. (1993). Leadership-making in self -managing professional
work teams: An empirical investigation. In K. E. Clark, M. B. Clark, & D. P.
Campbell (Eds.), The Impact of Leadership (pp. 379 - 387). West Orange, NJ:
Leadership Library of America.

Uhl-Bien, M., & Maslyn, J. M. (2003). Reciprocity in manager-subordinate
relationships: Components, configurations and outcomes. Journal of
Management, 29, 511-532.

Umashankar, V., & Kulkarni, A. (2002). Employee motivation and empowerment in
hospitality, rhetoric or reality-some observations from India. Journal of
Services Research, 2(1), 31-53.

Van Breukelen, W., Schyns, B., & Le Blanc, P. (2006). Leader-member exchange
theory and research: Accomplishments and future challenges. Leadership, 2(3),
295-316. doi:10.1177/1742715006066023

Van Breukelen, W. I. M., Konst, D., & Van Der Vlist, R. (2002). Effects of LMX and
differential treatment on work unit commitment. Psychological Reports, 91(1),
220-230. doi:10.2466/pr0.2002.91.1.220

Varma, A., Pichler, S., Srinivas, E. S., & Albarillo, M. (2007). Leader member
exchange revisited: An investigation of the moderating and mediating effects of

LMX in two samples - USA and India. Management and Labour Studies,
32(2),203-220. doi:10.1177/0258042x0703200203

Varma, A., Srinivas, E. S., & Stroh, L. K. (2005). A comparative study of the impact
of leader-member exchange in US and Indian samples. Cross Cultural
Management: An International Journal, 12(1), 84-95.
doi:10.1108/13527600510797971

Veal, J. A. (20006). Research Methods for Leisure and Tourism: A Practical Guide.
New Jersey

121



Vecchio, R. P. (1998). Leader-member exchange, objective performance, employment
duration, and supervisor ratings: Testing for moderation and mediation. Journal
of Business and Psychology, 12(3), 327-341. do0i:10.1023/a:1025027514081

Vikramaditya, E. (2005). Leader member exchange and employee attitudes: A study in
the Indian context. Management and Labour Studies, 30, 182-187.
doi:10.1177/0258042X0503000206

Wabhn, J. C. (1998). Sex differences in the continuance component of organizational
commitment in three Gautemalan organizations. Journal of Business
Communication, 33,111 - 140.

Walsh, J. P. (1995). Managerial and organizational cognition: Notes from a trip down
memory lane. Organizational Science, 6(3), 280-321. doi:10.1287/orsc.6.3.280

Wang, J., & Wong, C. (2011). Understanding organizational citizenship behavior from
a cultural perspective: An empirical study within the context of hotels in
Mainland China. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 30(4), 845-
854. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2011.01.005

Wilhelm, C. C., Herd, A. M., & Steiner, D. D. (1993). Attributional conflict betweeen
managers and subordiantes - an investigation of leader member exchange
effects. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14(6), 531-544.
do0i:10.1002/job.4030140603

Williamson, D., Harris, C., & Parker, D. (2008). I love you—goodbye: Exit interviews
and turnover in the New Zealand hotel industry. New Zealand Journal of
Employment Relations, 33(3), 70-90.

Wofford, J. C., Goodwin, V. L., & Whittington, J. L. (1998). A feild study of a
cognitive approach to understanding transformational and trasactional
leadership. Leadership Quarterly, 9(1), 55-84. doi:10.1016/S1048-
9843(98)90042-X

Yiu, L., & Saner, R. (2011). Talent recruitment, attrition and retention: Strategic
challenges for Indian industries in the next decade. Geneva, Switzerland:
Centre for Socio Economic Development.

Yukl, G. (1998). Leadership in Organizations. New York, NY: Prentice-Hall.

Zhou, X. (2003). An exploration of supervisor-subordinate agreement on leader-
member exchange. University of Miami, Coral Gables, FL.

Zhou, X., & Schriesheim, C. A. (2009). Supervisor-subordinate convergence in
descriptions of leader-member exchange (LMX) quality: Review and testable
propositions. The Leadership Quarterly, 20, 920 - 932.
doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2009.09.007

122



Appendix 1: Subordinate Questionnaire

AN

URIVERSITY
Dear Participants,

This voluntary survey is a part of the thesis by Amrit C Sankaran, Master Candidate in
the School of Hospitality and Tourism at AUT University. The purpose of this survey
is to investigate the relationship between agreements in the perception of supervisor —
subordinate relationships with staff’s work attitude. You will be asked to complete a
survey about your relationship with your immediate supervisor and your work attitude
along with your demographic information.

Your responses are very important to accomplish this project. Please complete in an
honest and open manner. All information you provide will be strictly held confidential
and will be used only in a combined statistical form. Kindly note that only your name
will be disclosed to your supervisors in facilitating him/her to complete his/her survey,
and your responses are held confidential and will never be disclosed to other.

Please answer the following questions completely. It will take approximately 10
minutes for you to complete this survey. After completion, kindly place it in the
enclosed envelope and seal it for confidentiality. Please note, your completion of the
attached consent form will be considered as authorising consent for participation
and upon your completion your supervisor will be given his/her set of
questionnaire and will be asked to evaluate you. Kindly mention the supervisor’s
name in the consent form. If you have any questions about this survey, please do not
hesitate to contact me at 0211008852 or via email tth6197@aut.ac.nz.Thank you for
your time and participation.

Sincerely,

Amrit C Sankaran

School of Hospitality and Tourism
Faculty of Applied Humanities
AUT University

PRIMARY SUPERVISOR:

Dr Peter Kim

School of Hospitality and Tourism
AUT University
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Kindly complete the following questions by choosing from the range from 1 to 7
(1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Slightly Disagree 4 = Neutral 5 = Slightly Agree 6 = Agree 7 =

Strongly Agree)

PART 1: SUPERVISOR-SUBORDINATE RELATIONSHIP:
The following questions focus on your relationship with your Supervisor/Manager

<Strongly Strongly

Disagree  Agree->

Do you usually know how satisfied your supervisor is with what you do?

How well does your Supervisor understand your job problems and needs?

How well does your supervisor recognize your potential?

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

Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority he/she has, what are the chances that
he/she would “bail you out,” at his/her expense?

Do you have enough confidence in your Supervisor that you would defend and justify
his/her decision if he/she were not present to do so.

Your overall relationship with your manager is excellent

PART 2: ORGANISATIONAL COMMITMENT:

The following questions focus on your commitment to the organisation

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree = Agree->

I really feel as if this organisation’s problems are my own

I do feel like “part of the family” at my organisation

I do feel “emotionally attached” to this organisation

This organisation has a great deal of personal meaning for me

I do feel a strong sense of belonging to my organisation

PART 3: TURNOVER INTENT:

The following questions focus on your intentions to leave the organisation (if any)

I often think about quitting

<Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree—>

I will probably look for a new job in the next year

It is likely that I will actively look for a new job in the next year
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PART 4: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS:

Kindly answer the following demographic questions that briefly describe you
1. Your date of birth: (e.g.: March / 1990)

2. Please select your gender:
a) Male b) Female

3. How many years have you been in this organisation? ( ) years
4. How many years have you been in the hospitality industry? ( ) years
5. Did you receive any education in the hospitality?
(a) Not at all (b) High School (c) Short-term professional programmes (Certificate Courses)
(d) Diploma / Graduate (e) Master / Post-Graduate  (f) others ( )
6. Kindly mention your job title: ( e.g. Casher, Waiter, Kitchen hand, etc)
7. What is the department you work for?
8. What is your education level?
(a) Intermediates (b) High School (c) Short-term professional programmes (Certificate Courses)

(d) Diploma/Graduate (e) Master / Post-Graduate (f) Others ( )

Thank you for your participation!!!
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Appendix 2: Supervisor Questionnaire

AUN;

URHIVERSITY
Dear Managers,

This voluntary survey is a part of the thesis by Amrit C Sankaran, Master Candidate in
the School of Hospitality and Tourism at AUT University. The purpose of this survey
is to investigate the relationship between agreements in the perception of supervisor —
subordinate relationships with staff’s work attitude. You will be asked to complete a
survey about your relationship with your subordinates along your demographic
information.

Your responses are very important to accomplish this project. Please complete in an
honest and open manner. All information you provide will be strictly held confidential
and will be used only in a combined statistical form. Kindly note that you have been
identified by your subordinate and your participation is voluntary. No other person will
have access to the information and all information will be used for academic purpose
only.

Please answer the following questions completely. It will take approximately 2
minutes for you to complete this survey per subordinate. For example, if you have 5
subordinates, it will take 10 minutes for you to complete. You are entitled to complete
the demographic information only once and not required to repeat it for all the surveys.
After completion, kindly place it in the enclosed envelope and seal it for
confidentiality. Please note that your completion of the enclosed consent form is
considered as you authorising your participation to this research.

If you have any questions about this survey, please do not hesitate to contact me at
0211008852 or via email tth6197@aut.ac.nz. Thank you for your time and
participation.

Sincerely,

Amrit C Sankaran

School of Hospitality and Tourism
Faculty of Applied Humanities
AUT University

PRIMARY SUPERVISOR:

Dr Peter Kim

School of Hospitality and Tourism
AUT University
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Kindly complete the following questions by choosing from the range from 1 to 7
(1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Slightly Disagree 4 = Neutral 5 = Slightly Agree 6 = Agree 7 =
Strongly Agree)

PART 1: SUPERVISOR-SUBORDINATE RELATIONSHIP:
e — < Strongly Strongly

Disagree Agree—>

The following questions focus on your relationship with your staff

1. Do you usually know how satisfied he/she is with what you do? 1 (2|34 (|56 |7

2. How well do you understand this staff member’s job problems and needs? 1 (2|34 [|5]|6 |7

3. How well do you recognize this staff member’s potential? 1 (2|34 (|56 |7

4. Regardless of how much formal authority you have built into your position, | 1 (2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7
what are the chances that you would use your power to help this Staff solve
problems in his work?

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority you have, whatarethe |1 |2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
chances that you would “bail out this staff member” at your expense?

6. Does this staff member have enough confidence in you that he/she would |1 (2 |3 |4 |5 [6 |7
defend and justify your decision if you were not present to do so?

7. My overall working relationship with this staff is excellent. 1 (234|567

PART 2: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS:

Kindly answer the following demographic questions that briefly describe you.

1.Your date of birth: (e.g.: March / 1990)
2. Please select your gender:

a) Male b) Female
3. How many years have you been in this organisation? ( ) years
4. How many years have you been in the hospitality industry? ( ) years
5. How many years have you been a supervisor? ( ) years

6. Did you receive any education in the hospitality?
(a) Not at all (b) High School (c) Short-term professional programmes (Certificate Courses)
(d) Diploma / Graduate (e) Master / Post-Graduate  ( f) others ( )

7. Kindly mention your job title: (' e.g. Manager, Supervisor, Asst Manager, etc)

8. What is the department you work for?

9. What is your education level?

(a)Intermediates (b) High School  (c¢) Short-term professional programmes (Certificate Courses)

(d) Diploma / Graduate (e) Master/Post-Graduate (f) Others ( )
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Appendix 3: Participant Information Sheet — Subordinate

Participant Information Sheet &[ﬂﬁ

ULHIVYERSITTY

Date Information Sheet Produced:

13™September, 2011

Project Title

An examination of the relationship between Leader Member Exchange (LMX) Agreement

and the work attitudes of the hotel employees.

An Invitation

My name is Amrit Chandrasekaran Sankaran, a Master’s student at AUT University. I
invite you to participate in a study of the people working in the hospitality industry.
Your participation in this project is voluntary, and if you wish, you can withdraw from

this research at any stage with no adverse consequences to you.

What is the purpose of this research?

I am interested in examining the relationship between the congruence in the
supervisors and the subordinates’ perspective of Leader-Member-Exchange and the
subordinates’ work outcomes such as organisational commitment and turnover intent.
This study aims at deriving the results required for completing my Masters in
International Hospitality Management. The information I collect is likely to be used to

develop further studies.

How was I identified and why am I being invited to participate in this research?

After obtaining permission from your senior management for conducting my project in
your organisation, I am inviting you for explaining about this project. I had approached
you directly and your senior management does not know about your participation.
Though your immediate supervisor would come to know your name, I can assure you
that your responses would be kept confidential and would never be exposed to him/her.

I am inviting you to participate in this project because you are a staff of an
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organisation working under a supervisor. Since my study focuses on supervisor-
subordinate relationship, I will recruit you if you volunteer to participate in this

project.

What will happen in this research?

If you are willing to participate, please complete the consent form. Please mention the
name of the supervisor you are evaluating in your survey. Once you complete the
questionnaire, please place it in this enclosed envelope and return it directly to me.
Upon receiving, I will encode your responses along with your supervisor’s inputs
regarding your work behaviours, and use the results only in a combined statistical
form. Please note that though your supervisor will come to know that you have given
your responses about him/her, your results (scores) will be kept confidential and will

never be exposed.

What are the discomforts and risks?

There might be slight discomfort pertaining to your supervisors influencing your
responses in their favour using their power. However, I have minimised this by
approaching you first and then asking your supervisors to complete their survey.
Further, though they will know your name, I can assure that your responses will never

be disclosed to them.

What are the benefits?

Your participation will contribute to an understanding of the relationship between
LMX agreement and the work outcomes in the hospitality industry. This study is
expected to stimulate further research and assist me in obtaining my Masters

qualification at AUT University.

How will my privacy be protected?

Your responses will remain confidential with me. No one but me will have access to
the responses. Your responses will be securely locked up for six years, and then
shredded. Please note that though your name is revealed between each participant,
individual responses will never be disclosed to anybody.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
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The only cost to you is your time: it will consume approximately 10 minutes for you to
complete the survey.

How do I agree to participate in this research?

If you are willing to participate in this study, you can fill the attached consent form and
hand it back directly to me. Please mention the supervisor’s name on the consent form
as this would facilitate me to match your responses with that of your supervisor. This
pairing is done for my academic purposes only. Please note that only participants who

authorise to participate by signing on the consent form are included in this research.

Will I receive feedback on the results of this research?
If you would wish to have copy of the final report, you can mail a request to

tth6197@aut.ac.nz. Upon receiving the request, I will be glad to share an aggregated

summary of the results with you. Kindly note that only summarised results will be

published and your individual identity would never be disclosed.

What do I do if I have concerns about this research?

Any concerns regarding this project should be notified in the first instance to the

Project Supervisor, Dr Peter Kim, bc.peter.kim@aut.ac.nz, 9219999 ext 6105.
Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive
Secretary, AUTEC, Dr Rosemary Godbold, rosemary.godbold@aut.ac.nz , 921 9999
ext 6902.

Whom do I contact for further information about this research?

Researcher Contact Details
Amrit Chandrasekaran Sankaran

tth6197@aut.ac.nz

School of Hospitality and Tourism
Faculty of Applied Humanities
AUT University

Private Bag: 92006 Ph: 0211008852

Supervisor Contact Details
Dr Peter Kim
be.peter.kim@aut.ac.nz

Ph: 09 9219999 ext: 6105
AUT University

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 8
December 2011
AUTEC Reference number: 11/256
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Appendix 4: Subordinate Consent Form

Consent Form &[ﬂﬁ

LHNIVERSITY

Project title: An examination of the relationship between Leader-Member-Exchange
(LMX) Agreement and the work attitudes of the hotel employees

Project Supervisor: Dr Peter Kim

Researcher: Amrit C Sankaran

O

ONONO)

ON©)

I have read and understood the information provided about this research project
in the Information Sheet dated 13"September, 2011.

I am 20 years or older.

I have had an opportunity to ask questions and to have them answered.

I understand that I may withdraw myself, or any other information that I have
provided for this project at any time prior to completion of data collection,
without being disadvantaged in any way.

If I withdraw, I understand that all relevant information will be destroyed.

I understand that the information collected will be used for academic purposes
only and will not be published in any form outside of this project without my
written permission.

I give consent to the researcher for contacting my supervisor and I understand
that my responses to the survey will not be disclosed to the supervisor.

I agree to take part in this research.

Participants SIZNAtUIE: . .. ...ttt e e

PartiCipant’s NAME: .........ouiiniit it

SUPIVISOI™S MAIMNIC: ...ttt et et et et et et et e et et et e et et e ae et enaeeaeeneenneaneenas

Date:

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 8

December 2011

AUTEC Reference number: 11/256
Note: The Participant should retain a copy of this form.
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Appendix 5: Participant Information Sheet — Supervisor

Participant Information Sheet &[ﬂﬁ

ULHIVYERSITTY

Date Information Sheet Produced:

13™September, 2011

Project Title
An examination of the relationship between Leader Member Exchange (LMX) Agreement

and the work attitudes of the hotel employees.

An Invitation

My name is Amrit Chandrasekaran Sankaran, a Master’s student at AUT University. I
invite you to participate in a study of the people working in the hospitality industry.
Your participation is voluntary, and if you wish, you can withdraw from this research

at any stage with no adverse consequences to you.

What is the purpose of this research?

I am interested in examining the relationship between the congruence in the
supervisors and the subordinates’ perspective of Leader-Member-Exchange and the
subordinates’ work outcomes such as organisational commitment and turnover intent.
This study aims at deriving the results required for completing my Masters in
International Hospitality Management. The information I collect is likely to be used to

develop further studies.

How was I identified and why am I being invited to participate in this research?

After obtaining permission from your senior management for conducting my project in
your organisation, I am inviting you for explaining about this project. You are invited
for participating in this project because your subordinates mentioned your name in

their consent form. I can assure you that your responses would be kept confidential and
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would never be exposed to any other participants. I will recruit you if you volunteer to

participate in this project.

What will happen in this research?

Once you complete the questionnaire, please place it in this enclosed enveloped and
hand it back directly to me. I will analyse your responses along with the responses
collected from your subordinates. You might be required to fill individual survey
forms more than once depending on the number of subordinates who have mentioned
your name. You can fill in your demographic information only once and need not

repeat it in the survey form.

What are the discomforts and risks?
There are no anticipated risks or discomforts to you. Your participation in the study is
voluntary and you can withdraw at any stage from this research without any adverse

consequences to you.

What are the benefits?

Your participation will contribute to an understanding of the relationship between
LMX agreement and the work outcomes in the hospitality industry. This study is
expected to stimulate further research and assist me in obtaining my Masters

qualification at AUT University.

How will my privacy be protected?
Your responses will remain confidential and no one but me will have access to your

responses. It will be securely locked up for six years and then shredded.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
The only cost to you is your time: completing the questionnaire for each of your
subordinates consume only 2-3 minutes. For example, if you have five subordinates, it

will take around 10-15 minutes for you to complete the questionnaires.
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How do I agree to participate in this research?
If you are willing to participate in this study, please fill the attached consent form and
hand it back directly to me. It is noted that only participants who authorise to

participate by signing on the consent form are included in this research.

Will I receive feedback on the results of this research?

If you would wish to have copy of the final report, you can mail a request to
tth6197@aut.ac.nz. Upon receiving the request, I will be glad to share an aggregated
summary of the results with you. Kindly note that only summarised results will be

published and your individual identity would never be disclosed.

What do I do if I have concerns about this research?
Any concerns regarding this project should be notified in the first instance to the

Project Supervisor, Dr Peter Kim, bc.peter.kim@aut.ac.nz, 9219999 ext 6105.

Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive
Secretary, AUTEC, Dr Rosemary Godbold, rosemary.godbold@aut.ac.nz , 921 9999
ext 6902.

Whom do I contact for further information about this research?

Researcher Contact Details
Amrit Chandrasekaran Sankaran

tth6197@aut.ac.nz

School of Hospitality and Tourism
Faculty of Applied Humanities
AUT University

Private Bag: 92006 Ph: 0211008852

Supervisor Contact Details
Dr Peter Kim
be.peter.kim@aut.ac.nz

Ph: 09 9219999 ext: 6105
AUT University

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 8
December 2011
AUTEC Reference number: 11/256
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Appendix 6: Supervisor Consent Form

Consent Form

UMIVERSITTY

n mEmL ang W A

Project title: An examination of the relationship between Leader-Member-Exchange
(LMX) Agreement and the work attitudes of the hotel employees

Project Supervisor: Dr Peter Kim

Researcher: Amrit C Sankaran

O

ONOXO)

ON©)

Date:

I have read and understood the information provided about this research project
in the Information Sheet dated 13"September, 2011.

I am 20 years or older.

I have had an opportunity to ask questions and to have them answered.

I understand that I may withdraw myself, or any other information that I have
provided for this project at any time prior to completion of data collection,
without being disadvantaged in any way.

If I withdraw, I understand that all relevant information will be destroyed.

I understand that the information collected will be used for academic purposes
only and will not be published in any form outside of this project without my
written permission.

I give consent to the researcher for contacting my supervisor and I understand
that my responses to the survey will not be disclosed to the supervisor.

I agree to take part in this research.

Approved by the Auckland University of Technology Ethics Committee on 8

December 2011
AUTEC Reference number: 11/256

Note: The Participant should retain a copy of this form.
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