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The relationship between work-related value similarity and reported quality of exchange, role ambiguity, and job satisfaction was examined for subordinates in leader-member managerial dyads in the Dominican Republic and the United States.  Work values were operationalized as endorsement of the Protestant work ethic.  Three types of work-related value similarity were computed: actual, perceived, and perceptual congruence.  It was hypothesized that greater value similarity would be related to higher reported quality of exchange, greater job satisfaction, and reduced role ambiguity.  Furthermore, it was hypothesized that the magnitude of the relationship between perceived similarity and the dependent measures would be greater than magnitude of the relationship between actual similarity and the dependent measures.  Lastly, it was hypothesized that the magnitude of the relationships between the similarity indices and the dependent measures would be greater for the U.S. managerial sample than for the Dominican managerial sample.

Results showed that perceived work-related value similarity was positively correlated with measures of exchange quality and job satisfaction, and negatively correlated with a measure of role ambiguity.  Actual similarity was correlated with facet satisfaction and pay only for U.S. managers.  Perceptual congruence was positively correlated with exchange quality and job satisfaction and negatively related to role ambiguity for the Dominican managers.  No significant differences were found between the magnitudes of the correlations between the dependent measures and both actual and perceived similarity in either sample.  Furthermore, no significant differences were found in the magnitude of the relationship between work-related value similarity and the dependent measures across the two samples.

Although the hypothesized cross-cultural effect was not supported, the cross-cultural differences in the relationships between the dependent measures and actual similarity and perceptual congruence across samples are discussed in terms of possible cultural effects.  Some implications of the present findings and suggestions for further research are also discussed.
PRIVATE INTRODUCTIONtc  \l 1 "INTRODUCTION"

Despite many years of research in the area, less is perhaps known about leadership than other areas which have received comparable attention (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Muchinsky, 1987, p.527).  Most traditional leadership models and theories have assumed the existence of an average leadership style and homogeneity of subordinates.  A relatively new approach, however, first known as the Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) model but more recently termed the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) model does not follow these assumptions.  Instead, the focus of this approach is on the unique and different interactions between leaders and subordinates within dyads or, in the parlance of the model, the quality of exchanges between leaders and members.

Early work in LMX theory suggested that a potential determinant of the quality of the leader-member exchange was compatibility or congruence between leader and subordinate characteristics (Graen & Cashman, 1975).  Later theorists, such as Dienesch & Liden (1986), have further posited that congruent attributional processes of leaders and subordinates and perceptions of equity of exchange might play a significant part in the development of higher quality leader-member exchanges.  This line of thinking was supported by Graen & Schiemann's (1978) finding of greater agreement between superior and subordinate regarding the meaning of mutually experienced events and situations within higher quality dyads than in lower quality dyads.  

Personal values, and more specifically work-related values, have been identified as determinants of attributional and perceptual processes (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989).  Consequently, some researchers have considered work-related value congruence as possibly a very influential variable in determining the quality of leader-member exchanges (Kemelgor, 1982; Steiner, 1988).

The intent of this study was to examine the link between work-related value similarity within dyads with the quality of dyadic exchange reported by the subordinate within the dyad.  Also, the link between work-related value similarity and the affective outcome of job satisfaction was also examined.  Furthermore, since work-related values are learned, and are thus greatly influenced by culture, this study also attempted to examine whether such relationships hold across two different cultures.
Work-Related Values

At a general level, personal value systems can be described as abstract standards which are independent of any specific object or context and represent an individual's beliefs about desired conduct and outcomes (Ronen, 1978).  It has been assumed that employees' value systems are central to their motivational system, their expectations of job rewards, and their job satisfaction (Locke, 1976; Ronen, 1978).  Although Ronen believes that restricting study to values related to work is unnecessarily limiting, in general, studies have nonetheless tended to concentrate on work-related values.  Work related values have been considered both as determinants of employee affective responses and as moderators of relationships between task dimensions and workers' affective-responses (Aldag & Brief, 1975).

Ravlin & Meglino (1987) define work values as preference structures for various modes of work behavior which guide decisions and conduct.  They hold that these preferences are relatively stable, deeply internalized and tend to reflect socially desirable behaviors which "ought" to or "should" be exhibited.  Work values, they argue, can act as a perceptual screen and also be predictive of behavior over time.

The manner in which work-related values have been examined has varied greatly across many different studies.  These studies have derived various different sets of work-values and have operationalized them in many different ways (e.g., Greenhaus, Seidel, & Marinis, 1983; Kemelgor, 1982; Ravlin & Meglino, 1987).  For example, Greenhaus, Seidel, & Marinis (1983) operationalized work-related values as the frequency of job outcomes relative to the desired frequency.  That is, subjects were presented with statements such as "management understands employees' problems" and were then asked to rate how often the situation occured relative to what they would have liked.  This was defined as a measure of value attainment for the employee.

Another approach was followed by Kemelgor (1982) who compiled a list of value words used in previous research (Senger, 1971) and also some he believed were "face valid" concerning the work environment and work-related values.  The list included words such as efficiency, community, independence, and harmony from the previous research and words such as work-climate, achievement, advancement, and creativity which were considered related to the work-environment.  Ravlin and Meglino (1987) also created a list of work-values, but derived their list of values in a manner similar to the critical method technique.  A large number of people were asked to describe one value which they felt was held by someone they knew at work.  They were also asked to provide a behavioral example which they felt demonstrated this value.  The behavioral incidents were then sorted into value categories.  These value categories, which accounted for most of the incidents, were achievement, helping, honesty, and fairness.

Empirical research has tended to show that work values indeed have an impact upon perceptions and reactions to the work environment.  The variety of the work-values measured, however, makes it difficult to compare across studies.  Another difficulty in comparing studies is that these studies have tended to look at patterns of importance of different values within individuals.  These work-value measures, therefore, have been mostly ipsative, and thus very difficult to interpret these results across individuals.

One other trend in the work-related value literature is the operationalization of work values in terms of the Protestant work ethic (PWE) (Aldag & Brief, 1975; Blood, 1969; Stone, 1976; Wanous, 1974).  Broadly stated, the Protestant work ethic is conceptualized as a generally stable set of beliefs, goals, and values which specify a behavioral pattern or general conduct which emphasizes ascetism, hard work, frugality, conservation of resources, and deferment of immediate gratification (Furnham, 1984; Ma, 1986).  For a person who endorses this ethic, a large part of self-worth is derived from work and work is meaningful in and of itself.  

Rokeach (1973) made a distinction between values and attitudes which has not generally been followed in the work-related value literature.  He defined values as being more central and specific beliefs which are independent of context or situation.  They are underlying standards which lead to attitudes about specific objects or situations.  The literature on the Protestant work ethic has tended not to make this distinction.  The Protestant work ethic has been conceptualized in such a way as to straddle both attitudes toward work and a set of values about work.

Considerable attention has been placed on endorsement of the Protestant work ethic as stable dispositional characteristic or personality attribute (Greenberg, 1979; Mirels & Garrett, 1971).  In some of this research, the question of whether individual differences in Protestant work ethic endorsement might mediate affective responses to the job has been examined.  As an intuitive illustration, Blood (1969) suggested that
 "someone who thinks that all work is an abomination to be undertaken only when all other strategies fail will likely be unhappy even in the most pleasant work situation.  On the other hand, a person who feels that personal worth results only from self-sacrificing work or occupational achievement would likely derive some satisfaction even in a demanding menial position" (p.456).

Blood (1969) developed two four-item scales purporting to measure different aspects of the Protestant work ethic.  One was a pro-Protestant Ethic scale and the other a non-Protestant Work Ethic scale.  He did not report, however, his rationale for developing the two different scales.  He reported correlations of .11 (n=114) and -.03 (n=306) between the two scales for two different samples of airforce pilots and technicians, which indicated that the scales were essentially independent.  Despite this independence, results suggested that the pro-Protestant Ethic scale was positively related to facet and general job satisfaction as measured by the Job Descriptive Index and the non-Protestant Ethic was negatively related to job satisfaction.  This pattern suggests that the two scales actually tapped into two different constructs.

Examples of items in Blood's Pro-Protestant ethic scale are "Hard work makes a man a better person" and "Wasting time is as bad as wasting money."  On the other hand, the non-Protestant ethic scale contained items such as "When the work day is finished, a person should forget his job and enjoy himself" and "The principal purpose of a man's job is to provide him with the means for enjoying his free time."  Supportive of this notion of different constructs is Furnham's (1990) factor analysis of seven different PWE scales.  Furnham found that some items from all the scales loaded on one main factor, but that there were other factors which were specific to each scale.  Perhaps the non-Protestant ethic scale might be tapping into something different from the main PWE idea such as a leisure ethic similar to one of the factors identified in Furnham's analysis.

Wanous (1974) included PWE as a measure of individual differences along with rural vs urban worker background and higher order need strength.  He was interested in finding moderators between job characteristics and reactions to these characteristics.  He found that PWE served reasonably well, behind need strength, as a moderator between job characteristics as defined by the JDI and reactions to these characteristics represented by specific job facet satisfaction, global job satisfaction, and job behavior (absenteeism and performance).  The correlations between job characteristics and job satisfaction tended to be higher for subjects with a higher endorsement of PWE.

Aldag & Brief (1975) attempted to replicate Blood's (1969) findings of relationships between the PWE scales and measures of affective reactions to the job using a different sample and different measures of affective reactions.  Consequently, they obtained correlations between work values [operationalized as Blood's (1969) PWE scales] and employee perceptions of task dimensions, perceptions of leader behaviors, and affective response measures such as job involvement, global job satisfaction, and satisfaction with supervision for a sample of hourly employees of a manufacturing firm.  The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) was used as a measure of employee perceptions of leader consideration and initiating structure.  Aldag & Brief replicated Blood's (1969) findings in that the non-Protestant Ethic scale was generally negatively correlated with four of the affective measures (general satisfaction with work, intrinsic work satisfaction, satisfaction with supervision, and growth satisfaction).  In addition, they found that the non-Protestant Ethic scale was negatively related to all perceptions of task dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback from job).   Furthermore, the non-Protestant Ethic scale was found to be negatively related to perceptions of leader consideration but neither scale was related to perceptions of leader initiating structure.  The pro-Protestant Ethic scale correlated positively and significantly with measures of higher order need strength, growth satisfaction, and intrinsic work satisfaction.

Merrens & Garrett (1975) found that subjects who scored higher on a Protestant Ethic scale spent more time and produced more output on a repetitive and monotonous laboratory task.  In an extension study, Greenberg (1977) also found that high PWE subjects produced more output than low PWE subjects in a laboratory task.  In addition, however, he found that high and low PWE subjects reacted differently to negative performance evaluations about the task.  High PWE subjects increased output and low PWE decreased output when given negative feedback.  

In a field study, Poulton & Ng (1988) found that students who scored higher on a PWE scale reported having expended more hours in their studies and having spent less time on leisure activities during a work week than students who scored lower in PWE.

Kidron (1978) found a relationship between PWE and a measure of moral commitment to the organization.  Moral commitment to the organization was defined as the extent of acceptance of and identification with organizational goals and values.  This construct is theorized to represent the extent of an individual's incorporation of organizational values and goals.  Protestant work ethic endorsement has also been related to the preference or adherence to different social justice norms.  Indeed, it has been suggested that the preference of equity over equality is basic to the PWE (Greenberg, 1978, 1979).
PRIVATE The Leader-Member Exchange Model tc  \l 2 "The Leader-Member Exchange Model "

A dyadic model of leadership proposed by Graen and his colleagues (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, 1976) has departed from the more typical approach to leadership of attempting to identify and study an average leadership style.  This approach, originally known as the Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) model and more recently as the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) model, rejects two assumptions inherent in other leadership approaches.  The first assumption rejected is that the members (subordinates) within an organizational unit are homogenous enough to be treated analytically as a single entity.  The second rejected assumption is that leaders behave in fundamentally the same manner toward each of their subordinates (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975).  This dyadic approach focuses explicitly on the variability of the relationships leaders form with different subordinates instead of treating this variability as essentially error variation from an average leadership style (Rosse & Kraut, 1983).  

The nucleus of LMX is a "role-making" process which results in "developed" or "negotiated" organizational roles based on interlocking and mutually reinforcing social exchanges between leaders and subordinates within dyads (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Rosse & Kraut, 1983).  Since organizational roles are initially ambiguous and incompletely specified, organizational actors must actively search and determine their roles.  Graen (1976) suggests that leaders (having a vested interest in the performance of the subordinate) exert pressure on the subordinate in the form of role expectation episodes.  A series of these role expectation episodes leads to the definition of the focal person's role behavior.  It is assumed within this model, then, that a primary influence on the development of an organizational role is the immediate supervisor.

The model further posits that this role development process can and will lead to different role definitions across dyads.  The LMX model contends that practical limits on the time and resources at the disposal of supervisors will also influence differences in the quality of role exchanges between supevisors and subordinates.  Specifically, because of these limitations, supervisors will establish special, closer, or "higher quality" relationships with only a subset of their subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen, 1976).  It has been the tendency of the LMX literature to dichotomize the quality of dyadic relationships into two general categories: high quality exchange dyads or "in-group" and low quality exchange dyads or "out-group".  These exchanges are also termed leadership or supervisory, respectively.

The LMX model focuses on the social exchange nature of transactions between leaders and subordinates.  The model suggests that in a "high exchange quality" leader-subordinate dyad, in exchange for positional resources from a leader, the subordinate commits to higher degrees of involvement in the unit's functioning (Scandura & Graen, 1984).  In exchange for members' commitment and involvement leaders can offer increased resources, increased job latitude, support, and participation in decision making (Dansereau, Graen, Haga, 1975).  

It should be noted that the formulation of LMX makes it primarily descriptive for exchanges between managers.  It is not considered to be a good description of lower level (i.e.  first level supervisor) interactions since these are likely to be subject to more rigid and limited role constraints than are higher organizational levels.  Also, the relative lack of discretionary resources available to the first-line supervisor make the development of unique exchanges unlikely (Liden & Graen, 1980).  However, Liden & Graen (1980) did extend the model to manager-foremen dyads and found the model to be relevant.  

Graen & Cashman (1975) conducted the first study testing the ideas of LMX.  They found that when dyads were categorized into in- and out-group based on perceptions of exchange quality, in-group members tended to report greater leader attention, leader support, investment of time and effort, fewer job problems, and more positive attitudes toward the job.  In another study, Graen & Schiemann (1978) found that supervisors and subordinates in higher quality exchanges tended to show more agreement about the meaning of mutually experienced events than those in low quality exchanges.  

Vecchio & Gobdel (1984) found that reported dyadic exchange quality for tellers and supervisors predicted differences in affective reactions to the job and differences in performance ratings by supervisors.  No differences were found, though, for objective criteria (magnitude and frequency of errors) across exchange quality.  The authors suggested that the objective criteria used did not capture other important aspects of teller behavior.  An equally likely however, may be that the exchange quality was related to attributional aspects of the ratings.

There are some definite problems with the LMX model.  To begin, LMX research has not developed an adequate measurement technology.  Quality of exchange, a crucial fundamental variable in the LMX model has not been operationalized in a consistent manner in the literature.  There has been a lack of measures developed in a psychometrically rigorous manner.  Furthermore, some authors, such as Dienesch & Liden (1986) have found the measures to be less than conceptually convincing.  Nonetheless, several scales have been used in the literature ranging from two items (Dansereau et al.,1975) to twelve items (Graen & Wakabayashi, 1984).  In addition, Dienesch & Liden (1986) report that some studies have used the LBDQ as a measure of LMX.  Additionally, as suggested by Dienesch and Liden (1986), some studies (e.g.  Dansereau et al.,1975; Liden & Graen, 1980) use dependent measures such as leader attention, personal sensitivity, and support, which overtly overlap with items used to measure LMX.

Furthermore, in addition to the loose operationalization of the construct, Dienesch and Liden argue that the construct itself has been loosely conceptualized.  They argue, for example, that there is little empirical justification for conceptualizing LMX as an unidimensional process.  They maintain that researchers have jumped the gun by dichotomizing (or even trichotomizing) the LMX construct in terms of "in-groups" and "out-groups" because dyads may vary continuously along multiple dimensions.

Finally, in a theoretical vein, the developmental aspects of the model have remained unclear.  There has been no clear theoretical specification of the factors which determine the eventual exchange quality within dyads.  Dienesch & Liden (1986) have proposed a set of potential determinants based on the concept of mutuality in social exchange: a) perceived contribution to the exchange, b) loyalty, and c) affect.  But there is no empirical support as of yet for these proposed factors.

 Because of the problems with existing measurement technology of the LMX model, this study will not be based solely on an orthodox operationalization of the LMX construct.  In a higher quality exchange, there is less reliance on formal authority and more reliance on consultation and "negotiation" (Graen & Cashman, 1975).  It follows then, that subordinates within high quality exchange dyads should have different and more frequent contacts with their supervisors (products of this consultation and negotiation process) than those in low quality exchange dyads.  Thus, exchange quality in this study will also be operationalized be a measure of subordinates' perceptions of the frequency and quality (i.e.  related to the functioning of the unit beyond role requirements) of communication with their supervisor relative to other members within their work units in addition to a LMX scale used in previous research.
PRIVATE Work Value Similaritytc  \l 2 "Work Value Similarity"

One other factor proposed as a determinant of dyadic exchange quality is similarity between supervisor and subordinate (Graen & Schiemann, 1978; Kemelgor, 1982; Steiner, 1988).  One dimension of similarity which has been studied for its impact on organizational members is that of value similarity.  Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins (1989), for example, examined value similarity or congruence from a corporate culture perspective.  They conceptualized value congruence within the organization as leading to internal integration through its effect on interpersonal interactions.

Employees who share common values are thought to share some aspects of cognitive processing.  These similarities are presumed to foster comparable methods of classifying and interpreting environmental events and a common system of communication.  These effects are thought to help interpersonal interactions by reducing uncertainty, stimulus overload, and other negative features of work interactions which in turn should improve coordination, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment.  Meglino et al.  (1989) also suggest that value congruence should produce positive outcomes in regard to job satisfaction, coordination and commitment through the mechanism of improved prediction.  Employees who share values are able to more accurately predict each others' behavior.  This increased predictability results in less role ambiguity and role conflict which have been shown to be related to increased satisfaction and organizational commitment (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983).  

Meglino et al.  (1989) also submit that the level of value congruence is rather stable since values themselves are stable.  This means that the effects of congruence (or differences) should become more pronounced over time.   The suggestion that value congruence helps reduce role ambiguity dovetails interestingly with the negotiated role aspect of the LMX model of leadership.  If value congruence affects how organizational roles are perceived, it ought to also have an effect on the very nature of the dyadic relationship.  Senger (1971) compared the personal value orientations of managers and their subordinates.  Managers were asked to rank their immediate subordinates on the basis of "all-around competence".  Senger found that managers tended to have more similar value orientations to the high ranked subordinates than to the low ranked subordinates.  Managerial value congruence was also examined by Posner, Kouzes & Schmidt (1985).  They surveyed a large number of managers (n = 1498) and found that their perceptions of the congruence between their values and their organizations affected a number of individual level outcomes such as feelings of success and intent to remain in the organization.  However, there was no actual direct measure of the manager's values or the organizational values.  Managers were simply asked to report an estimate of the extent of the "compatibility" of their personal values and the organizations'.  

Weiss (1978) approached the question of work value similarity from a different theoretical perspective.  He conceptualized work value similarity as a matter of "organizational socialization."  The supervisor-subordinate interaction was hypothesized as a significant modeling opportunity.  He hypothesized that the degree of value similarity between supervisor and subordinate would be positively related to the supervisor's consideration, success within the organization, and competence.  Consideration was assessed from a self-report scale but competence was derived from a scale given to subordinates.  He measured the values of supervisors and subordinates and computed similarity scores.  He found that value similarity was positively related to supervisors' consideration.  Value similarity was not associated with ratings of supervisors' success and competence.  Weiss concluded that supervisory characteristics were antecedents of value congruence.  The study, however, being cross-sectional in design did not rule out the opposite causal relationship.

Kemelgor (1982) contended that in the interactions between leaders and subordinates, values can be a major influence on reactions to the job.  Potential dissonance between the values of both parties, he suggested, may lead to problems with communication, motivation, and commitment.  He found a relation between value structure similarity of supervisors and subordinates and greater job satisfaction and greater job facet satisfaction with supervision.  He argued that predictability and shared role expectations might be one of the mechanisms at work here.

 In keeping with Graen's (1976) idea of role relationships, Kemelgor suggested that in-group status would be more likely to be granted to subordinates who were perceived as compatible and trustworthy.  These perceptions would presumably be influenced by the work-related values of the supervisors.   Steiner (1988) echoed this argument when he proposed a link between value similarity within the subordinate-supervisor dyad and the differential development leader-member exchanges.  He hypothesized that greater similarity between supervisor and subordinate values would be perceived in leadership exchanges (in-group) than in supervisory (out-group).  His empirical support for this argument was intriguing but unfortunately not very conclusive.  He administered the Survey of Work Values (Wollack, Goodale, Wijting, & Smith, 1971) to French and U.S. college students.  These students were then randomly assigned to high or low LMX conditions.  These conditions were actually vignettes consisting of several paragraphs which described a hypothetical job and supervisor in either high (in-group) or low (out-group) LMX terms.  Subjects were then asked to complete the Survey of Work Values as they thought their hypothetical supervisor described in the vignettes would have done.  Steiner found that the subjects rated the hypothetical supervisor's values closer to their own in the high LMX condition.  Those subjects who imagined themselves in the exchange situation termed "in-group" or "high-quality" were more likely to attribute greater value similarity to their imagined superior.  Although this finding is consistent with the existence of a relationship between value similarity and the nature of leader-member exchanges, it does not go very far to support the existence of this relationship in real organizational life.  

The design of this study, furthermore, presented a causal arrow which points in the opposite direction of the hypothesized relationship of interest.  The supposed LMX condition was established a priori and then the hypothetical value congruence was assessed.  Given the paucity of cues to attend to in this situation, the obtained assessment of value similarity in this simulation is likely based on very different information than in a real leader-member exchange.  Furthermore, the developmental issue was not addressed.  Beyond the patently unrealistic situation of the simulation, it is also very unrealistic to suggest that the quality of a dyadic relationship exists before the dyad itself is formed.  In other words, the putative subordinates in this study were not involved in the development of the dyadic exchange.  At any rate, Steiner did demonstrate that there was at least some linkage between attributions of value similarity and apparent exchange quality.  It is certainly important, however, to assess attributions and perceptions of value similarity or congruence between real organizational members in real organizational roles.

Some important distinctions should be drawn about the meaning of similarity.  When talking about the similarity in work-related values between a leader and a subordinate, there in fact several types of similarity which can be assessed.  In the terminology employed by Turban & Jones (1988) these are: perceived similarity, perceptual congruence, and actual similarity.

Perceived similarity refers to the subjective assessment of the amount of similarity between the work-related values of two people.  In this study, perceived similarity was assessed for subordinates.  This type similarity thus represented how close subordinates believed their work-related values to be to those of their supervisors.

Perceptual congruence refers to the similarity of the perceptions between two people.  In this study, perceptual congruence can be thought of as a measure of perceptual accuracy.  In other words, perceptual congruence in this study represented the similarity between a subordinate's assessment of his or her supervisor's work-related values and the supervisor's actual values.

Actual similarity refers to the objective (rather than perceived) similarity between two people.  In this study, actual similarity represented the similarity between the self-reported work-related values of a subordinate with the self-reported values of his or her supervisor.

These types of similarity are conceptually distinct although they may be not be independent.  When assessing the impact of similarity within the dyad, it is important to keep clear which type of similarity is being examined.  

Though actual similarity has been discussed above as a determinant of perceptual congruence, the role of perceived similarity remains to be discussed.  Perceived similarity has been shown in some studies to be more strongly related to affective outcomes than actual similarity (e.g.  Turban & Jones, 1988; Wexley, Alexander, Greenawalt, & Couch, 1980).  Perceived similarity is presumed to work through the mechanism of increased attraction which then causes positive biases in evaluations and decision making (Wexley et al, 1980).  Within an LMX context, it is evident that such a positive bias in the interactions between dyad members can have a definite effect on the the establishment of higher quality exchanges.
PRIVATE Issues in the Measurement of Similaritytc  \l 2 "Issues in the Measurement of Similarity"

The independent variable of interest in this study is work-ethic congruence.  This has been operationalized as the difference or discrepancy between responses to a work-ethic scale.  Consequently, an index is needed to quantify this discrepancy which could then be related to the dependent measures.

 A simple difference score (score A - score B) might initially appear to be appropriate for this purpose.  Difference scores, however, are subject to severe problems which make them undesirable (Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Johns, 1971).  The most commonly known and acknowledged problem with difference scores is that of unreliability.  The reliability of a difference score is a function of the individual reliabilities of the component scores which enter into its computation, their variances, and the correlation between the two component scores.  Therefore, a difference score is more unreliable than the average reliabilities of its component scores.  Furthermore, a difference score is especially undesirable for within-subject comparisons.  This is due to the fact that the component scores in this case (score A and score B) coming from the same subject tend to be correlated, thus further exacerbating the problem of unreliability.

 A more sophisticated measure must be employed to measure similarity than the simple difference score.  In this study, a person correlation similar to one used by Graen & Schiemann (1978) was employed.  Within each dyad, a correlation is computed between the scale item responses of one member and the scale item responses of the other member.  The resulting correlation coefficient is thus an index of "pattern" agreement between dyad members on the scale items.  These obtained dyadic agreement indices (the person correlations) are converted to Z scores and then are themselves correlated with the dependent measures.

There are some conceptual issues or concerns related to the quantification of scale differences which the proposed correlational index does not directly address yet must be explicitly considered.  One such issue is that of parsimony.  When using a difference score, it is important to be certain that this index is providing more information beyond and apart from that already provided by the individual scores which went into its computation (Johns, 1971).  This point can be illustrated by using multiple regression terminology.  If an index (D) representing the difference (or agreement) between two scores A and B is parsimonious, it must account for a significant portion of additional variance when it is entered in a multiple regression after A and B have been entered first.  To restate, it must be shown that the variance explained by a difference score is not merely the same as the variance which could be explained by the individual components.  
In other words, the researcher must be sure that the difference score is explaining variance (providing more information) above and beyond that which is explained by the component scores (Johns, 1971).  It is necessary to use partial correlations or multiple regression to determine the relative contributions of the component scores and the difference score.

 Another conceptual concern related to the use of a difference score is that of direction.  The correlational index used in this study, for example, can provide information on two dimensions of difference (or agreement): the extent of pattern agreement and the direction of this agreement (i.e.  the magnitude and sign of the correlation).  The scope of the present study does not entail an explicit consideration of the effects of the directionality of work-ethic differences.  That is, no hypotheses are made concerning the significance of which dyad member has a higher work-ethic score.  Therefore, the absolute value of the congruence index will be used for analysis which provides information only on the magnitude of agreement.
PRIVATE Cross-Cultural Differences in Leader-Subordinate Exchangestc  \l 2 "Cross-Cultural Differences in Leader-Subordinate Exchanges"

There is a dearth of cross-cultural studies of the Leader-Member Exchange model.  The LMX model was formulated and has been researched in the United States.  There is, then, a definite lack of empirical research and theoretical development on the effects of culture on quality of exchange.  In one study conducted outside the United States, Graen & Wakabayashi (1984) did in fact find LMX useful and relevant in describing the career progress of Japanese managers.  The quality of exchange with a supervisor over the first three years of tenure was found to be related to subsequent speed of promotion, annual salary, and bonus sizes after seven years.  

This study is encouraging for the generalizability of LMX.  However, leader-member dyads are embedded within national, regional, or even organizational cultures.  The paucity of empirical research in this area means that the effects of the culture within which leader-member dyads exist have yet to be well understood.  

Hofstede (1980) proposed power distance as a potentially relevant construct which may be brought to bear on the issue of cultural influences on the nature of exchanges between leaders and subordinates.  Power distance is a measure of the interpersonal power or influence between leader and subordinate, as perceived by the subordinate.  Essentially, Hofstede (1980) defines perceived power distance as the subordinate's perception of the the difference between the extent to which a leader can determine the behavior of a subordinate and the extent to which a subordinate can determine the behavior of the leader.  Power distance, Hofstede contends, is accepted by both leader and subordinate and is determined to a great extent by their social and cultural context.

From a multi-national survey of employees of a multi-national company in 40 countries, Hofstede computed a power distance index (PDI) for each country.  The PDI score represents a quantification of the size of power distance that is considered the norm within a national culture.  His results indicated that the PDI of the United States is lower than many other countries.  The three countries with the largest power distance were the Philippines, Mexico, and Venezuela.  The three countries with the smallest power distance were Austria, Israel, and Denmark.  

Unfortunately, the Dominican Republic was not one of the countries included in this power distance analysis.  However, the national characteristics which were associated with those countries with a high PDI (climate, technology, history of colonialism, oligarchical social structure) are very similar to those of the Dominican Republic.  In other words, the Dominican Republic is more similar to those countries in his study which have a high PDI than those which have a low PDI.  The inference is, pending some empirical confirmation, that in the Dominican Republic, subordinates are likely to perceive a larger power distance between themselves and their leader than subordinates in the United States.  

Since the leader-member exchange model is predicated on interlocking and interdependent social exchanges between leaders and subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Rosse & Kraut, 1983), the construct of power distance has strong implications for the model.  An increased power distance in effect reduces the reciprocal nature of the dyadic exchange since leader behavior is subject to less influence by the subordinate.  In addition, since by definition increased power distance means reduced equality between the leader and subordinate, perceptions of equity are altered.  Leaders in the context of a large power distance are also imbued with more formal and legitimate authority and are thus less needful of using informal negotiation and consultation to influence subordinates (Hofstede, 1980).

The relationship, if any, of increased power distance on the nature and quality of leader-subordinate exchanges has yet to be determined.  What is clear, however, is that the construct might be reasonably considered as a moderator for such exchanges.  One possibility, for example, is that increased power distance might block the effects which perceptual and attributional similarity might have on the nature of dyadic exchanges.  If vertical dyad members are less interdependent, then the impact of perceptual and attributional congruence might be reduced and made less relevant.

On the basis of power distance, Steiner (1988) hypothesized that perceptions of value congruence would be less dependent on the quality of exchange for French subjects than they would be for U.S. subjects since France is ranked higher than the United States on Hofstede's (1980) power distance index.  His simulation study, however, failed to support this hypothesis.  Again, on this point, this study is not very conclusive.  More empirical research with real organizations and real leader-subordinate dyads is needed before any conclusions can be made about the impact of culture and constructs such as power distance on the nature and quality of leader-member exchanges.  
PRIVATE Focus of this Studytc  \l 2 "Focus of this Study"

This study is a constructive replication and extension of Meglino et al.  (1989) and Steiner's (1988) studies and its central underlying theoretical thread is the proposition that work value congruence between leaders and subordinates leads to similarity of perceptions and attributions which in turn leads to the establishment of higher quality dyadic exchanges.  Furthermore, the cultural context in which the dyad operates (and to which the members belong) is believed to moderate the dyadic exchange process.

More specifically, this study is concerned with the question of whether differences in the perceived nature and quality of dyadic exchanges can be predicted from perceived and objective differences in work-value similarity within the dyads.  The perceived quality of exchange was operationalized in terms of the perceived quality of communication of subordinates with leaders, relative to other subordinates.  Additionally, the perceived quality of exchange was also operationalized in terms of a classic LMX measure.  Furthermore, the relationship between work-value congruence and role ambiguity and work-value congruence and job satisfaction was examined.  Finally, the question of whether these relationships are similar across two different national cultures was explored.  

It is important to note that this study focused on the perceptions of similarity from the view point of the subordinate.  While it is strongly acknowledged that the effects of perceived similarity is likely to be a two-way process, due to practical limitations, this study only focused on one direction.
PRIVATE Hypothesestc  \l 2 "Hypotheses"

Since similarity in patterns of perceptions and attributions has been linked to quality of exchange (Graen & Schiemann, 1978; Dienesch & Liden, 1986), greater work-value similarity between supervisor and subordinate will be predictive of in-group membership or higher quality exchange (as measured by an LMX measure and a communication quality measure).

In keeping with earlier studies (Kemelgor, 1982; Weiss, 1978), greater value similarity between supervisor and subordinate will be significantly and positively associated with job and facet (supervision) satisfaction on the part of the subordinate.

 Since work ethic congruence is hypothesized to be related to similarity in the patterns of perceptions and attributions, it is hypothesized that subordinates within dyads reporting greater work ethic congruence will report less perceived role ambiguity than those subordinates within dyads reporting lower work ethic congruence.   Although both actual and perceived work value congruence may have an impact on quality of exchange, in keeping with the findings of Turban & Jones' (1988) and Wexley et al.(1980), perceived similarity, will show a stronger relationship with the dependent variables than will actual similarity.  A further exploratory comparison can also be made between the self ratings of the supervisors and how they are rated by the subordinates.  In some sense, this might be considered something of an perceptual accuracy measure.

 In an exploratory vein, the relationships between value similarity and quality of exchange are not expected to be the same across cultures.  Due to cultural influences such as Hofstede's (1980) construct of power distance, the impact of value similarity, if any, might not be as strong in a Latin culture (Steiner, 1988).
PRIVATE METHODtc  \l 1 "METHOD"
PRIVATE Subjects and Sampling Procedurestc  \l 2 "Subjects and Sampling Procedures"

The managerial samples used in this study were drawn from two telecommunication companies in the Dominican Republic and in the United States.  Both companies are subsidiaries of the same multinational organization.  In both companies, the targeted employees were individuals in managerial or supervisory positions.  These managerial positions were defined as including first-level supervisors and above.  
PRIVATE Dominican Sampletc  \l 3 "Dominican Sample"

The Dominican sample was drawn from a large telecommunications company in Santo Domingo, the capital of the Dominican Republic.  The personnel department arranged recruitment interviews for the researcher with high-level managers (Senior Managers and Directors) and their subordinates.  In these interviews, the managers were informed of the general nature of the study and were asked for their participation.  If they agreed to participate, they were asked to distribute survey forms and return-envelopes to their subordinates.  The managers present were asked to write their job titles and the titles of their direct subordinates on the questionnaire forms and distribute them accordingly.  The managers and supervisors were told to seal their responses in the provided envelopes and send the envelopes to the personnel department.  Leader-subordinate pairs were then identified by matching the provided job titles using an up to date organizational chart.  

This interview recruitment processs was necessary because a direct mailing was not possible.  A current organizational chart was not available until after the two week period in which the researcher was on-site.  With this method, 165 questionnaires were distributed and 151 were returned, 3 of which were blank.  The final response rate was 89.7%, and 68 valid manager-subordinate pairs were formed.  Eight respondents were excluded from analyses because they were not Dominican citizens.  A summary of the demographic variables collected is presented in Tables 1 and 2.  Unfortunately, apparently due to a problem in communication, 59 of the respondents did not identify their job level as requested.
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PRIVATE 
	PRIVATE 
	
	Dominican Sample
	U.S. Sample

	Gender
	 
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	
	Male
	44
	64.7
	36
	63.2

	
	Female
	23
	33.8
	21
	36.8

	
	Missing
	1
	1.5
	-   
	-    

	
	Total
	68
	100.0 
	57
	100.0 

	
	
	

	Educational Degree 
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	High School
	4
	5.9
	6
	10.5

	Technical/Vocational
	4
	5.9
	2
	3.5

	Some College
	13
	19.1
	8
	14.0

	College degree
	38
	55.9
	28
	49.1

	Graduate study
	5
	7.4
	-
	-

	Graduate degree
	4
	5.9
	13
	22.8

	
	Total
	68
	
	57
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job Level
	
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	Director
	    ‑
	   ‑
	6
	10.5

	Manager
	21
	30.9
	16
	16.0

	Supervisor
	29
	42.6
	35
	35.0

	
	Missing
	18
	26.5
	‑
	‑

	Total
	68 
	
	57 
	


PRIVATE Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics for Age, Tenure, and Span of Control for Dominican and U.S. Managerial DyadsPRIVATE 

tc  \f O  \l 9 "Table 2.
Descriptive Statistics for Age, Tenure, and Span of Control for Dominican and U.S. Managerial Dyads"

	PRIVATE Dominican Sample
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max
	n

	Age
	36.9
	8.0
	23
	57
	66

	Tenure (months)
	127.0
	95.7
	12
	456
	67

	Tenure with Supervisor (mo.)
	25.0
	21.7
	1
	72
	68

	Span of Control
	8.7
	15.6
	0
	99
	68

	
	
	
	
	
	

	U.S. Sample
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max
	n

	Age
	43.5
	6.92
	32
	60
	57

	Tenure (months)
	167.4
	87.8
	42
	441
	57

	Tenure with Supervisor (mo.)
	31.0
	29.5
	1
	135
	57

	Span of Control
	10.8
	6.8
	0
	30
	57



PRIVATE American Sampletc  \l 3 "American Sample"

The American managerial sample for this study was drawn from subsidiary of a telecommunications company based in Tampa, Florida.  A sampling frame of 389 managers and supervisors was developed from an internal mailing list provided by the organization.  Each person on the list was assigned a code number.  Coded questionnaire forms and postage paid return envelopes were then distributed by internal mail.  Three weeks after the initial mailing, employees who had not responded were sent a follow-up reminder.  Two weeks later, a second survey form and return envelope was sent to all non-responding supervisors and managers.  Respondents were asked to name their supervisors on the survey form.  Thirty-one additional managers were named who were not on the mailing list.  These managers were sent one form.  Four hundred and twenty questionnaire forms were mailed out and 167 were returned (39.0%).  Of these, 164 were completed enough to be included in the analyses and 57 valid manager-subordinate pairs were formed.  A summary of the demographic information collected for this sample is presented in Tables 1 and 2.  In this sample, all respondents were U.S. citizens.
PRIVATE Instrumentationtc  \l 2 "Instrumentation"

Work-related values were operationalized in this study as the Protestant Work Ethic.  This construct was assessed with a 26-item scale was developed from a factor analysis of seven different PWE scales (Furnham, 1990).  Reported internal consistency for this measure is .86.  Respondents were asked to complete the scale for themselves and also their "best guess" as to how their direct supervisor would respond.  

Quality of exchange was alternately operationalized as the relative quality of communication between leader and subordinate.  To this end, a scale was developed to tap into the relative perceived frequency and informative nature of communication with of the subordinate with his or her leader relative to other work unit members.  This is an indirect measure of dyadic exchange quality.  While arguably a narrow operationalization of the LMX construct, this measure was an attempt to avoid the loose construct operationalization which has plagued other studies which used the traditional LMX measures.

Exchange quality was also assessed in this study with a traditional measure of LMX.  The scale employed in this study is a 7-item scale developed by Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp (1982) was employed in this study.  The reported internal consistency of this measure is .80.   The purpose of this scale is to provide continuity with previous research.  This particular scale was selected for this study because it was judged to be the simplest to translated into Spanish.  Compared to other LMX used in the literature, this scale was devoid of colloquial expressions.  
 
The construct of role ambiguity was measured with a 16 item scale developed by House, Schuler, and Levanoni (1983).  The reported internal consistency of this scale is .90.

Overall job and facet satisfaction was assessed with Spector's (1985) 36-item Job Satisfaction Survey.   This scale provides a global job satisfaction score and several facet subscales.  The reported internal consistency for the overall measure is .91.  The subscales of the scale and their reported alpha coefficients are as follows:  satisfaction with pay (.75), promotions (.73), supervision (.82), benefits (.73), contingent rewards (.76), operating procedures (.62), co-workers (.60), the nature of the work (.78), and communications (.71).  
PRIVATE Proceduretc  \l 2 "Procedure"

All measures were translated into Spanish by two independent bilingual translators residing in the Dominican Republic.  The resulting Spanish text was back-translated by two bilingual translators residing in the United States.  Resulting differences in wording were resolved by consensus between the researcher and another graduate student until the Spanish items were judged to converge in meaning with the items in English.  One criticism of this method of back-translation is that the resulting items have been interpreted by bilinguals (Hambleton & Bollwark, 1991).  It is possible, therefore, that the meaning of an item translated into Spanish might be different to a monolingual respondent than to bilingual respondent.  It is argued, however, that any effect of this possible distorting factor will be minimized in the Dominican sample.  These respondents work in an American company and as such as required, either formally or by practical exigencies, to be at least familiar with English.  

 Respondents were asked to provide the following demographic information.  Nationality (simply, respondents were asked if their nationality matched the country in which the sample was obtained), tenure (both with the organization and with their direct supervisor), job level, age, gender, highest degree earned, and span of control (the number of subordinates directly reporting to them).

Since respondents were asked to respond to potentially sensitive items about people with direct power over them, they were guaranteed complete confidentiality of their responses.  The need to reliably and accurately match subordinates with their supervisors made complete anonymity impossible.  This was a concern in the Dominican sample since respondents were pre-identified with regards to their job position.  In the U.S. sample, a coding scheme was employed with which all respondents were identified.  Respondents in the U.S. named their direct supervisor and the code for this supervisor was used to match questionnaires.  All respondents were assured, in both interviews and in the questionnaire instructions, that the requested information would be maintained in confidence by the researcher and the information would be used solely for research purposes, Furthermore, they were assured that no responses would be identified an individual and no analysis would be made of individuals.
PRIVATE RESULTStc  \l 1 "RESULTS"
PRIVATE 
Calculation of Similarity Indices
Calculation of Similarity Indices"


Three similarity indices were calculated for the leader-subordinate pairs in both samples.  These similarity indices were computed by correlating the responses to the PWE scales at the item level.  The actual similarity indices were computed by correlating individuals' 26 responses to the PWE scale with the 26 responses of their supervisors on the same scale.  The perceptual congruence indices (or similarity accuracy) were computed by correlating individuals' predictions of their supervisors' responses to the PWE scale with their supervisors' actual responses.  The perceived similarity indices were computed by correlating individuals' 26 responses to the PWE scale with their predictions of how their supervisors would respond.  A graphical illustration of the various components of the three similarity indices is presented in figure 1.

The resulting correlations were transformed to z values.   These resulting z values thus represent the extent of pattern agreement between the various scores, with higher scores indicating higher agreement.
PRIVATE Development of the Communication Quality Scaletc  \l 2 "Development of the Communication Quality Scale"

Fifteen items designed to tap into the relative quality of communication between leader and member were written.  The thrust of these items was to assess the perceived quality and frequency of the communication of the subordinate with the leader in comparison to other subordinates of the leaders.  That is, for example, respondents were asked to agree with statements about whether their supervisor was more or less informative with them than he or she was with other subordinates.  The text of this scale, in both Spanish and English can be found in the appendix.  

These items were subjected to a principal factor analysis with Varimax rotation separately for each sample.  Results suggested that a two-factor solution held the cleanest simple structure.  The factor pattern for both samples is presented in Table 3.  The factor patern is essentially identical across both samples.  Unfortunately, the second factor consists of the negatively worded items.  This suggests that the respondents were not sensitive to the change in direction of these items.
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	PRIVATE 
	Factor Loadings

	
	 Dominican sample 
	 U.S. Sample 

	
	
	
	
	

	Item 
Number
	Factor 
I
	Factor 
II
	Factor
 I
	Factor
 II

	1 
	.72 
	     ‑
	.68 
	     ‑

	2 
	     ‑
	.39 
	   -
	.63 

	3 
	.62 
	      - 
	.76 
	     ‑

	4 
	     ‑
	.73 
	   -
	.68 

	5 
	     ‑
	.59 
	   -
	.48 

	6 
	.75 
	     ‑
	.70 
	     ‑

	7 
	.77 
	     ‑
	.81 
	     ‑

	8 
	.83 
	     ‑
	.83 
	     ‑

	9 
	.71 
	     ‑
	.69 
	     ‑

	10 
	     ‑
	.80 
	   -
	.78 

	11 
	.88 
	     ‑
	.82 
	     ‑

	12 
	.79 
	     ‑
	.68 
	     ‑

	13 
	.69 
	     ‑
	.77 
	     ‑

	14 
	     ‑
	.82 
	     ‑ 
	.80 

	15 
	.83 
	     ‑
	.85 
	     ‑

	

	
	Proportion of variance explained by each factor

	
	70.3%
	29.7%
	68.3%
	31.7%

	

	
	
	Proportion of variance explained by both factors

	
	95.8%
	95.8%


Note. Only loadings over .30 were retained.
PRIVATE Internal Consistency of Measurestc  \l 2 "Internal Consistency of Measures"

Internal consistency coefficients were computed for all the scales and satisfaction subscales included in this study.  These Cronbach alpha coefficients are presented in Table 4 for both the Dominican and U.S. sample.  All major scales showed high internal consistency.  The job facet satisfaction subscales, on the other hand, were mixed.  Most of them showed at least adequate reliabilities for research purposes.  However, internal consistency of the satisfaction with operating procedures subscale in the Dominican scale was .48, which is not adequate, even for research purposes.  In the U.S. scale, the internal consistency of the satisfaction with co-workers subscale was a low .58, which borders on adequacy for research purposes.
PRIVATE Table 4. Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for Measures and Subscales for Dominican and U.S. SamplesPRIVATE 
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	PRIVATE 
	
	
	Cronbach Alphas

	Scales
	n of items
	 Dominican      Sample
	U.S. Sample

	Protestant Work Ethic
	26 
	.88 
	.83 

	
	
	
	

	Quality of Communication
	10 
	.93 
	.93 

	Role Ambiguity
	16 
	.89 
	.93 

	LMX
	7 
	.80 
	.90 

	
	
	
	

	Job Satisfaction (total)
	36 
	.90 
	.92 

	
	
	
	

	
	Satisfaction Subscales
	
	
	

	Pay
	4 
	.74 
	.81 

	Promotion
	4 
	.73 
	.79 

	Supervision
	4 
	.83 
	.88 

	Benefits
	4 
	.67 
	.75 

	Contingent Rewards
	4 
	.69 
	.83 

	Operating Procedures
	4 
	.48 
	.60 

	Co‑Workers
	4 
	.65 
	.58 

	Nature of Work
	4 
	.76 
	.77 

	Communications
	4 
	.66 
	0.74 


PRIVATE Scale Meanstc  \l 2 "Scale Means"

Mean comparisons of the the measures included in this study across Dominican and U.S. managerial dyads are presented in Table 5.  Only those respondents who formed part of a complete dyad (i.e.  had matched questionnaires) were included in these calculations.  Two-tailed t-tests were used to compare the means across samples.

Neither of the three similarity indices were found to have significantly different means across the two samples.  However, the Dominican managers reported significantly greater PWE for themselves and their supervisors than did the U.S. managers.  Furthermore, the actual PWE of their supervisors was in fact greater for the Dominican managers than for the supervisors of the U.S. sample.  The Dominican managers reported higher leader-member exchange quality (LMX), and lower role ambiguity than did the U.S. managers.  

Although there was no significant difference in mean overall job satisfaction, the Dominican managers reported higher facet satisfaction with promotions, the nature of their work, and organizational communications than did the U.S. managers.  The U.S. managers reported greater facet satisfaction with benefits than did the Dominican managers.  No significant mean difference was found for the communication quality scale across samples.
PRIVATE Table 5.
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	PRIVATE 
	Dominican Sample
	
	U.S. Sample
	
	Mean Comparisons

	Measure
	Mean
	SD
	
	Mean
	SD
	
	t-value
	df
	prob. 

	Actual Similarity
	0.37
	0.26
	
	0.34
	0.23
	
	0.566 
	125 
	0.566 

	Perceived Similarity
	1.22
	0.50
	
	1.06
	0.48
	
	1.711 
	121 
	0.090 

	Perceptual Congruence
	0.35
	0.28
	
	0.31
	0.23
	
	0.796 
	123 
	0.428 

	Protestant Work Ethic
	3.73
	0.61
	
	3.42
	0.45
	
	3.209 
	124 
	0.002 

	PWE for Supervisor
	3.92
	0.57
	
	3.66
	0.55
	
	2.623 
	122 
	0.010 

	YPWE
	3.75
	0.54
	
	3.39
	0.64
	
	3.473 
	125 
	0.001 

	Communication Qual.
	2.70
	1.02
	
	2.55
	0.79
	
	0.907 
	125 
	0.366 

	Role Ambiguity
	1.59
	0.67
	
	2.22
	0.85
	
	‑4.632 
	125 
	0.000 

	LMX
	3.34
	0.53
	
	3.13
	0.67
	
	2.022 
	123 
	0.045 

	Job Satisfaction (total)
	164.66
	22.11
	
	158.38
	27.75
	
	1.421 
	125 
	0.158 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Dominican Sample
	
	U.S. Sample
	
	Mean Comparisons

	Satisfaction subscales
	Mean
	SD
	
	Mean
	SD
	
	t-value
	df
	prob. 

	Pay
	17.67
	3.94
	
	17.86
	5.01
	
	‑0.237 
	125 
	0.813 

	Promotion
	17.27
	4.23
	
	14.80
	4.84
	
	3.069 
	125 
	0.003 

	Supervision
	20.34
	4.07
	
	20.09
	5.10
	
	0.314 
	125 
	0.754 

	Benefits
	16.94
	4.08
	
	19.96
	3.52
	
	‑4.425 
	125 
	0.000 

	Contingent Rewards
	18.34
	4.18
	
	17.65
	5.36
	
	0.814 
	125 
	0.417 

	Operating Procedures
	12.87
	3.71
	
	11.85
	3.74
	
	1.533 
	125 
	0.128 

	Co‑Workers
	20.29
	3.21
	
	19.53
	3.13
	
	1.340 
	125 
	0.183 

	Nature of Work
	22.36
	2.40
	
	20.18
	3.77
	
	3.963 
	125 
	0.000 

	Communications
	18.58
	3.65
	
	16.37
	4.36
	
	3.104 
	125 
	0.002 


PRIVATE Correlations of Similarity Indices with Dependent Measures and Job Facet Satisfaction Subscales.tc  \l 2 "Correlations of Similarity Indices with Dependent Measures and Job Facet Satisfaction Subscales."

Pearson product-moment correlations between the similarity indices and the dependent measures employed in this study were computed.  In an attempt to examine whether a developmental effect on value similarity could be detected in the present study, the similarity indices were also correlated with age, organizational tenure, and percent tenure with present supervisor.  Percent tenure was computed as the ratio of tenure with current supervisor to organizational tenure.  The correlations between the similarity indices and the dependent measures are presented in Table 6 for both samples.  The correlations between the similarity indices and the facet satisfaction subscales are presented in Table 7.  The significance levels indicated in both Tables represent two-tailed probability levels.
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	PRIVATE 
	
	
	Similarity Indices
	
	

	
	Dominican Samplea
	
	U.S. Sampleb

	
	Sim act
	Sim per
	Sim acc
	
	Sim act
	Sim per
	Sim acc

	RA
	‑.10
	‑.35*
	‑.28*
	
	.21
	‑.46**
	‑.07

	CQ
	‑.10
	‑.09
	‑.09
	
	‑.07
	.44**
	.06

	LMX
	.09
	.31*
	.26*
	
	‑.26
	.49**
	.21

	Job Sat
	.12
	.39*
	.27*
	
	‑.20
	.37**
	.11

	Age
	.05
	-.06
	.11
	
	.32*
	.01
	.20

	Tenure
	.03
	-.25*
	.08
	
	.05
	.05
	.04

	Ten. w/ Supervisor
	-.06
	-.21
	.08
	
	-.06
	.11
	-.10

	Pct. Ten.
	‑.10
	‑.01
	.03
	
	.03
	.01
	‑.08


Note.   * p < .05. ** p < .001.  (2-tailed probabilities)

an=65  bn=55 

Sim act- Actual similarity index

Sim per- Perceived similarity index

Sim acc- Perceptual Congruence index

RA- Role Ambiguity

CQ- Communication Quality

LMX- Leader-member exchange quality

Pct. Ten.- Percent Tenure (Supervisor Tenure / Organizational Tenure)
Dominican Managers

 For the Dominican managers, the actual value similarity index was not correlated significantly with any of the main measures used in the study.  However, the perceptual congruence measure (similarity accuracy) was negatively related to reported role ambiguity, r(65)= -.28, p= .022, and positively related to both LMX, r(65)= .26, p=.039, and overall job satisfaction, r(65)= .27, p=.028.  The perceived PWE similarity index was found to be negatively correlated with reported role ambiguity, r(65)= -.35, p=.004.  Perceived similarity was also found to be positively correlated with LMX, r(65)= .31, p=.012, but not related to the quality of communication measure.  The perceived similarity index was also positively related to overall job satisfaction, r(65)= .39, p=.001.

The perceived similarity index was found to be negatively related to organizational tenure, r(65)= -.25, p=.046, but not correlated with age, tenure with supervisor or percent tenure.

The actual similarity index was not found to be related to any of the facet satisfaction subscales for the Dominican dyads.  The perceptual congruence index was found to be correlated only with satisfaction with pay, r=.35, p=.004.

The perceived similarity index, on the other hand was found to be positively related with 5 of the facet satisfaction subscales: satisfaction with promotions, r(68)= .35, p=.003, satisfaction with supervision, r(68)= .40, p<.001, satisfaction with contingent rewards, r(68)= .31, p=.011, sastisfaction with co-workers, r(68)= .31, p=.011, and with satisfaction with organizational communications, r(68)= .25, p=.039.  
U.S. Managers

The actual similarity index was found to be positively correlated with age, r(55)= .32, p=.018, but not with any of the measures or tenure variables.  The perceptual congruence index was not found to be correlated with any of measures, facet satisfaction subscales, or tenure variables.

The perceived similarity index, however, was found to be negatively correlated with role ambiguity, r(55)= -.46, p< .001.  The perceived similarity index was also found to be positively correlated with the quality of communication measure, r(55)= .44, p< .001, LMX, r(55)= .49, p< .001, and overall job satisfaction, r(55)= .49, p= .005.  Perceived similarity was not related to any of the tenure variables.  

The actual similarity index was found to be negatively correlated with two of the facet satisfaction subscales: satisfaction with pay, r(55)= -.28, p= .039, and satisfaction with supervision, r(55)= -.33, p= .014.

The perceptual congruence index was not found to be correlated with any of the facet satisfaction subscales.

The perceived similarity index was found to be positively correlated with four of the facet satisfaction subscales: satisfaction with pay, r(55)= .32, p= .018, satisfaction with promotions, r(55)= .32, p< .017, satisfaction with supervision, r(55)= .49, p< .001, and satisfaction with contingent rewards, r(55)= .39, p= .018.
PRIVATE Table 7.
Correlations of Similarity Indices with Job Facet Satisfaction Subscales for Dominican and U.S. Managerstc  \f O  \l 9 "Table 7.
Correlations of Similarity Indices with Job Facet Satisfaction Subscales for Dominican and U.S. Managers".PRIVATE 
	PRIVATE 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Similarity Indices
	
	

	
	Dominican Samplea
	
	U.S. Sampleb

	Job Facet Satisfaction
	Sim act
	Sim per
	Sim acc
	
	Sim act
	Sim per
	Sim acc

	Pay
	.17
	.21
	.35*
	
	‑.28*
	.32*
	.05

	Promotions
	.08
	.35*
	.15
	
	‑.20
	.32*
	‑.03

	Supervision
	.04
	.40**
	.15
	
	‑.33*
	.49**
	.20

	Benefits
	-.00
	.14
	.16
	
	-.00
	.07
	.18

	Contingent Rewards
	.13
	.31*
	.23
	
	‑.20
	.39*
	.11

	Operating Procedures
	.13
	.17
	.21
	
	.05
	.08
	.01

	Co-Workers
	‑.01
	.31*
	.18
	
	‑.08
	.11
	‑.06

	Nature of Work
	.12
	.21
	.16
	
	.09
	.27
	.17

	Communications
	.07
	.25*
	.13
	
	‑.11
	.14
	.05


Note. * p < .05. ** p < .001.  (2-tailed probabilities)

an=68  bn=55

Sim act- Actual similarity index

Sim per- Perceived similarity index

Sim acc- Perceptual congruence index
PRIVATE Intercorrelation of Similarity Indicestc  \l 2 "Intercorrelation of Similarity Indices"

In order to explore some of the relationships between the three similarity indices, Pearson product-moment correlations were computed among them.  The actual similarity index and the perceived similarity indices were not found to be correlated in either sample.  Also, the perceived similarity index was not found to be correlated with the perceptual congruence index in either sample.  Perceptual congruence, however, was found to be strongly related to actual similarity in both samples.  A first order partial correlation between actual similarity and perceptual congruence, controlling for the common element of supervisors' actual PWE, was found to be significant and positive for both Dominican dyads, r(65)= .79, p < .001, and U.S. dyads, r(54)= .65, p < .001.  The relationship between these two indices is therefore not explained merely by their common element.  This relationship suggests that subordinates were more likely to accurately predict their leader's PWE responses if their leaders' responses were more similar to their own in the first place.  
PRIVATE Hypothesis 1: Value Similarity and Exchange Qualitytc  \l 2 "Hypothesis 1\: Value Similarity and Exchange Quality"

It was hypothesized that value similarity would be positively related to quality of exchange as measured by the LMX and Communication Quality measures.  This hypothesis was tested by performing a two-tailed probability test on the correlations between the similarity indices and the LMX and the communication quality (CQ) measures.  Those correlations which were found to be significant at the .05 level were further tested by the computation of their second order partial correlations, controlling for the appropiate component elements of the PWE similarity index involved.  In this manner, the parsimony of the similarity indices was examined.  That is, any relationship found would be accounted for by the index itself and not by the individual PWE components.  These second order partial correlations were then tested with one-tailed probability tests.  These second order partial correlations are presented in Table 8 for both Dominican and U.S. managers.
Table 8.
Second Order Correlations between  Similarity Indices and Dependent Measures and associated  Z-Tests across SamplesPRIVATE 
	PRIVATE 
	
	
	
	Dominican Managers
	
	U.S. Managers
	
	

	Dep. Measure
	
	Similarity
	
	r2
	n
	
	r2
	n
	
	Zobs

	LMX
	
	Perceived
	
	.33*
	60
	
	.51**
	51
	
	‑1.100

	
	
	Congruence
	
	.26*
	60
	
	.24*
	53
	
	.096

	CQ
	
	Perceived
	
	‑.05
	60
	
	.54**
	51
	
	‑3.300

	
	
	Congruence
	
	‑.05
	60
	
	.11
	53
	
	‑.786

	Job Sat
	
	Perceived
	
	.44**
	60
	
	.39*
	51
	
	.311

	
	
	Congruence
	
	.23*
	60
	
	.13
	53
	
	.510

	RA
	
	Perceived
	
	‑.30*
	60
	
	‑.47**
	51
	
	1.045

	
	
	Congruence
	
	‑.26*
	60
	
	‑.10
	53
	
	‑.868

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job Facets
	
	Similarity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pay
	
	Actual
	
	.18
	65
	
	‑.26*
	53
	
	2.383

	
	
	Perceived
	
	.33*
	62
	
	.34*
	51
	
	‑.056

	
	
	Congruence
	
	.33*
	62
	
	.06
	53
	
	1.475

	Promotions
	
	Perceived
	
	.40**
	62
	
	.36*
	51
	
	.214

	Supervision
	
	Actual
	
	.02
	65
	
	‑.34*
	53
	
	1.996

	
	
	Perceived
	
	.41**
	62
	
	.53**
	51
	
	-.770

	Contingent Rewards
	
	Perceived
	
	.31*
	62
	
	.42*
	51
	
	‑.664

	Co‑Workers
	
	Perceived
	
	.29*
	62
	
	.10
	51
	
	1.001

	Communications
	
	Perceived
	
	.28*
	62
	
	.17
	51
	
	.554


Note.
* p < .05  ** p < .001  (one-tailed probabilities)
 
r2= second order partial correlation controlling for appropriate components

Zobt= obtained Z test value for comparing correlations,  Zcrit (.05)= 1.95

RA= role ambiguity

CQ= communication quality
Dominican Managers

The second order partial correlation between the perceptual congruence index and the LMX measure, controlling for perceived supervisor PWE and actual supervisor PWE, was found to be positive and significant, r2(60)= .26, p= .022.  Also, the second order partial correlation between the perceived similarity index and the LMX measure, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was also found to be positive and significant, r(60)= .33, p= .004.  
U.S. Managers

The second order partial correlation between the perceptual congruence index and the LMX measure, controlling for perceived supervisor PWE and actual supervisor PWE, was found to be positive and significant, r(53)= .24, p= .039.  Also, the second order partial correlation between the perceived similarity index and the LMX measure, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was also found to be positive and significant, r(51)= .51, p< .001.  The second order partial correlation between the perceived similarity index and the communication quality measure, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was found to be positive and significant, r(51)= .54, p< .001.  
PRIVATE 
Hypothesis 2: Value Similarity and Job Satisfaction
Hypothesis 2\: Value Similarity and Job Satisfaction"


It was hypothesized that the value similarity indices would be positively related to reported job satisfaction.  This hypothesis was tested in the same manner as hypothesis 1 by performing two-tailed probability tests on the correlations between the similarity indices and the job satisfaction measure.  Those relationships which were found to be significant at the .05 level were further tested by computing a second order partial correlation, controlling for the appropiate PWE component elements of the PWE similarity index involved.  One-tailed significance tests were employed for these second order partial correlations.  In addition, the relationships between the similarity indices and the job facet satisfaction subscales were also examined.  The results of these partial correlation analyses are also presented in Table 8.
Dominican Managers

The second order partial correlation between the perceptual congruence index and the overall job satisfaction measure, controlling for perceived supervisor PWE and actual supervisor PWE, was found to be positive and significant, r(60)= .23, p= .036.  Also, the second order partial correlation between the perceived similarity index and the global job satisfaction measure, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was also found to be positive and significant, r(60)= .44, p< .001.  

The perceived PWE similarity index was also found to be positively correlated with six of the nine job facet satisfaction subscales, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE.  These second order correlations with satisfaction with pay, promotions, supervision, contingent rewards, co-workers, and organizational communications are presented in Table 8.

The PWE perceptual congruence index was found to be positively correlated with satisfaction with pay, after controlling for perceived supervisor PWE and actual supervisor PWE, r(62)=.33, p= .004.
U.S. Managers

The actual PWE similarity index was not found to be correlated to the global job satisfaction measure or to any of the facet satisfaction subscales except for satisfaction with pay and satisfaction with supervision.  The second order partial correlation, controlling for self-reported PWE and actual supervisor PWE, between the actual PWE similarity index and satisfaction with pay was found to be negative, r(53)= -.26, p= .025.  The second order partial correlation between actual PWE and satisfaction with supervision was also negative, r(53)= -.34, p= .005.  The second order partial correlation between perceived PWE similarity index and overall job satisfaction, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was found to be significant and positive, r(51)= .39, p < .001.

The perceived similarity index was also found to be positively correlated with four of the nine job facet satisfaction subscales, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE.  These second order correlations with satisfaction with pay, promotions, supervision, and contingent rewards are also summarized in Table 8.  
PRIVATE Hypothesis 3: Value Similarity and Role Ambiguitytc  \l 2 "Hypothesis 3\: Value Similarity and Role Ambiguity"

It was hypothesized that the value similarity indices would be negatively related to role ambiguity.  This hypothesis was tested in the same manner as hypotheses 1 and 2 by submitting the zero order correlations between the similarity indices and the role ambiguity measure to a two-tailed significance test.  If the correlations were found to be significant at the .05 level, the relationship was further tested by computing a second order partial correlation, controlling for the appropiate PWE component elements of the PWE similarity index involved.  One-tailed significance tests were employed for these second order partial correlations.  The results of these analyses of the partial correlations are also presented in Table 8.  
Dominican Managers

The second order partial correlation between the perceptual congruence index and role ambiguity, controlling for perceived supervisor PWE and actual supervisor PWE, was found to be negative and significant, r(60)= -.26, p= .019.  The second order partial correlation between the perceived PWE similarity index and role ambiguity, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was also found to be negative and significant, r(60)= -.30, p= .010.  
U.S. Managers

The second order partial correlation between the perceived similarity index and role ambiguity, controlling for self-reported PWE and perceived supervisor PWE, was also found to be negative and significant, r(51)= -.47, p< .001.  
PRIVATE Hypothesis 4: Comparisons between Perceived and Actual Similarity Indicestc  \l 2 "Hypothesis 4\: Comparisons between Perceived and Actual Similarity Indices"

It was hypothesized that the magnitude of any relationships between the perceived similarity index and the dependent measures would be larger than the corresponding magnitudes of any relationships between actual similarity and the dependent measures.  This hypothesis was tested by performing an r to z transformation on the second order partial correlations between the dependent measures and both of these similarity indices.  These z values were then tested at the .05 level with an independent correlation z-test.  The results of these comparisons are presented in Table 9.
PRIVATE Table 9.
Comparisons of Second Order Partial Correlations of Actual and Perceived Similarity with Dependent Measures.tc  \f O  \l 9 "Table 9.
Comparisons of Second Order Partial Correlations of Actual and Perceived Similarity with Dependent Measures."

PRIVATE 
	PRIVATE Dominican Managers

	
	Actual Similarity
	
	Perceived Similarity
	
	

	
	r2
	n
	
	r2
	n
	
	Zobs

	RA
	‑0.08 
	63 
	
	‑0.30 
	60 
	
	1.225 

	CQ
	‑0.11 
	63 
	
	‑0.05 
	60 
	
	‑0.336 

	LMX
	0.06 
	63 
	
	0.33 
	60 
	
	‑1.535 

	Job Sat
	0.10 
	63 
	
	0.44 
	60 
	
	‑1.996 

	Job Facet Satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pay
	0.18 
	65 
	
	0.33 
	62 
	
	‑0.903 

	Promotions
	0.07 
	65 
	
	0.40 
	62 
	
	‑1.904 

	Supervision
	0.02 
	65 
	
	0.41 
	62 
	
	‑2.285 

	Benefits
	‑0.01 
	65 
	
	0.25 
	62 
	
	‑1.407 

	Rewards
	0.13 
	65 
	
	0.31 
	62 
	
	‑1.047 

	Operating Procedures
	0.12 
	65 
	
	0.18 
	62 
	
	‑0.373 

	Co-Workers
	‑0.03 
	65 
	
	0.29 
	62 
	
	‑1.827 

	Nature of Work
	0.11 
	65 
	
	0.22 
	62 
	
	‑0.597 

	Communications
	0.06 
	65 
	
	0.28 
	62 
	
	‑1.244 

	U.S. Managers

	
	Actual Similarity
	
	Perceived Similarity
	
	

	
	r2
	n
	
	r2
	n
	
	Zobs

	RA
	0.16 
	53 
	
	‑0.47 
	51 
	
	3.341 

	CQ
	‑0.04 
	53 
	
	0.54 
	51 
	
	‑3.156 

	LMX
	‑0.23 
	53 
	
	0.51 
	51 
	
	‑3.944 

	Job Sat
	‑0.17 
	53 
	
	0.39 
	51 
	
	‑2.889 

	Job Facet Satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pay
	‑0.26 
	53 
	
	0.34 
	51 
	
	‑3.109 

	Promotions
	‑0.19 
	53 
	
	0.36 
	51 
	
	‑2.805 

	Supervision
	‑0.34 
	53 
	
	0.53 
	51 
	
	‑4.676 

	Benefits
	0.01 
	53 
	
	0.07 
	51 
	
	‑0.297 

	Rewards
	‑0.17 
	53 
	
	0.42 
	51 
	
	‑3.066 

	Operating Procedures
	‑0.02 
	53 
	
	0.07 
	51 
	
	‑0.430 

	Co-Workers
	‑0.05 
	53 
	
	0.10 
	51 
	
	‑0.774 

	Nature of Work
	0.13 
	53 
	
	0.25 
	51 
	
	‑0.629 

	Communications
	‑0.05 
	53 
	
	0.17 
	51 
	
	‑1.133 


Note. 
r2= second order partial correlation controlling for appropriate components

Zobs = Z-test value,  Zcrit(.05)= 1.95 

RA= role ambiguity

CQ= Communication Quality
Dominican Managers

For the Dominican managers, the magnitude of the relationship between overall job satisfaction and perceived similarity was found to be greater than the relationship between overall job satisfaction and actual similarity, Z= 1.996.  Furthermore, the relationship between satisfaction with supervision and perceived similarity was also found to be greater in magnitude than the relationship of satisfaction with supervision and the actual similarity index, Z= 2.285.

For the other main variables, this hypothesis was not strongly supported for the Dominican managerial dyads.  Although not significantly different, the second order correlations of perceived similarity with role ambiguity and leader-member exchange were both observed to be larger than the corresponding relationship involving the actual similarity index.  The communication quality measure was the exception, but for both perceived and actual similarity, the second order partial correlation was not significant.
U.S. Managers

The pattern of results for the U.S. dyads is somewhat more complex than for the Dominican dyads.  As shown in Table 9, the second order partial correlations between actual similarity and role ambiguity, communication quality, LMX, and overall job satisfaction, were found to be significantly different than the second order partial correlations of perceived similarity with these same dependent measures.  Unfortunately, these significant differences can be attributed to the difference in signs of the tested partial correlations.  If the magnitudes, (i.e.  the absolute values) of these partial correlations are compared, the results of the comparisons are not significant except for the communication quality measure.

However, the direction of the differences between the magnitudes of the correlations tended to fit the hypothesized direction.  In other words, the observed magnitudes of the partial correlations for the perceived similarity index, although not significantly different from those of the actual similarity index, were consistently larger for all measures.  This observed pattern might be considered indirect support for the hypothesis.
PRIVATE Hypothesis 5: The Effect of Value Similarity Across Samplestc  \l 2 "Hypothesis 5\: The Effect of Value Similarity Across Samples"

It was hypothesized that the magnitude of the relationships between the value similarity indices and the dependent measures would be smaller for the Dominican dyads than the U.S. dyads.  This hypothesis was tested by performing a z transformation on significant second order partial correlations and performing a subsequent z test on these z values across samples.  The results of these comparisons are presented in Table 8.

This hypothesis was not supported.  Comparisons were calculated for all relationships between similarity indices and dependent measures which had a significant second order partial correlation in at least one of the samples.  Significant differences were found only for the relationships of actual similarity with satisfaction with pay and supervision.  However, the signs of the partial correlations across samples reversed.  If only the magnitude of the relationships were tested, then the differences across samples for these two relationships were not statistically significant.  Only the communication quality measure was found to have a significantly greater relationship with perceived similarity in the U.S. sample than in the Dominican sample.
PRIVATE DISCUSSIONtc  \l 1 "DISCUSSION"
PRIVATE Support for Hypothesestc  \l 2 "Support for Hypotheses"

This study examined the question of whether work-related value similarity within leader-subordinate dyads in two cultures is related to affective evaluations of the job situation by subordinates within these dyads.  Three types of similarity were examined in this study, actual, perceived, and a measure of perceptual congruence.

The present findings provide support for the hypotheses that perceived work-related value similarity is related to reported quality of exchange, role ambiguity, and overall job satisfaction of members in both U.S. and Dominican managerial leader-member dyads.  Furthermore, an index of perceptual congruence between subordinates' predictions of supervisors' values and supervisors' actual values was found to be related to exchange quality, role ambiguity, and overall job satisfaction for Dominican managers.  None of these measures were found to be related to perceptual congruence for the U.S. managers.

The hypothesis that the magnitude of the relationship between perceived work-related value similarity and the dependent measures would be larger than the magnitude of the relationship of actual work-related value similarity was not directly supported by the present findings.  The statistical differences which were found were attributable to unstable differences in the direction of some of the correlations, not the absolute magnitudes of these relationships.  However, the observed pattern of differences, although not statistically significant with the available sample size, was in accordance to the hypothesized pattern.  That is, the observed correlations for perceived similarity were consistently greater than the correlations for actual similarity.

It was also hypothesized that the size of the relationship between the work-related value similarity indices and the dependent measures would be larger for U.S. managers than Dominican managers.  This hypothesis was not supported.  No cross-cultural differences were found in the magnitudes of the relationships between the similarity indices and the dependent measures except for the communication quality measure.
PRIVATE Value Similarity and LMXtc  \l 2 "Value Similarity and LMX"

In part, this study was a replication and extension, in a field setting, of Steiner's (1988) laboratory simulation study of the relationship of work-value similarity and leader-member exchange quality.  Steiner presented his subjects with vignettes describing hypothetical work situations which were designed to be either high or low quality exchanges.  Steiner then asked his subjects to rate the values of the hypothetical supervisor and found that subjects who received the vignette describing a high quality of exchange rated that hypothetical supervisor as being closer to themselves in values.  

In this study, which used real organizational members in real work situations, a relationship was also found between reported value similarity and reported quality of exchange, reported role ambiguity, and overall job satisfaction.  Dominican and U.S. managers who rated their supervisors as being more similar to them in their response pattern to the Protestant Work Ethic scale also tended to report higher job satisfaction, quality of exchange, and reduced role ambiguity.  

Perceived similarity, however, was not found to be related to either actual similarity or perceptual congruence.  It appears, therefore, to reflect a subjective attribution of work-value similarity or difference, independent of actual objective value similarity or difference.   The direction of causality between these attributions and the affective evaluations is unknown.  Perhaps managers make "similar to me" attributions about their supervisors when they are satisfied with their work situation and attribute differences to supervisors in situations which make them unhappy.  Or perhaps, the causal arrow is reversed and it is perceived differences in work-related values and attitudes between managers and their supervisors which lead to specific affective evaluations of the work situation.  The third possibility is, of course, that there is a reciprocal relationship and that the affective evaluations and the attributions affect each other.

This study also replicated Steiner's failure to find a hypothesized attenuating effect of culture consistent with the proposed construct of power distance.  The magnitudes of the relationship between value similarity and reported exchange quality did not differ significantly across samples as might be expected if a construct such as power distance were in fact mediating the reciprocal nature of leader-member exchanges.  Although the construct of Power Distance might yet turn out to be valid in describing differences in the cultural context of leader-member exchanges, it is apparent that there is no strong evidence for a simple attenuating effect on the relationship between work-related value similarity and individual evaluation of dyadic relationships outcomes.  There was, however, a cross-cultural difference in the effect of actual value similarity and facet satisfaction with pay and supervision.  Actual value similarity was related, albeit negatively, to these job facet satisfaction measures for only the U.S. managers.  Interestingly, the more similar U.S. managers were to their supervisors, the less satisfied they were with their supervision and their pay.  This might reflect concerns of equity or parity on the part of U.S. managers which might not be shared by Dominican managers.

It is likely, nonetheless, that the effects of culture on the dynamics of leader-member exchanges are more complex than hypothesized.  There is at least one other cross-cultural difference, discussed below, which seems to hint at this.  
PRIVATE The Meaning of the Perceptual Congruence Indextc  \l 2 "The Meaning of the Perceptual Congruence Index"

 In this study, the actual similarity index was found to be very highly correlated with the perceptual congruence index for both Dominican and U.S. managers.  Considering the high mean level of perceived value similarity, this would suggest that the two measures are essentially the same.  That is, it would seem to be the case that subordinates tended to rate their supervisors as being close to them in values and were thus more accurate only when the supervisor's values were in fact closer to them.

If these two indices are in fact the same, then the actual similarity index and the perceptual congruence index should both exhibit the same relationships with the dependent measures.  This, however, was not reflected in the results.  There was a definite cross-cultural difference between them.  Although the actual similarity index was not related to LMX, role ambiguity, or overall job satisfaction in either managerial sample, the perceptual congruence index was found to be correlated with overall job satisfaction, LMX and role ambiguity for the Dominican managers

This finding invites speculation as to the meaning of the perceptual congruence index.  Because of the pattern discussed above, it appears that the perceptual congruence index reflects a combined effect of actual value similarity and the explicit perception of this similarity.  That is, the perceptual congruence index tended to be high when the work-related values of leaders and subordinates were not only similar, but also rated as such by the subordinates.  

An interesting implication of this result is that although for both Dominican and U.S. managers, perceived work-value similarity was important, for Dominican managers there might also an important additional effect of accurate and conscious perception of this work-related value congruence.  Apparently, the meaning and impact of the awareness by the subordinate of the leader's values is different for Dominican managers than it is for U.S. managers.  This cross-cultural pattern may indicate that there are cross-cultural differences in the linkage between work-value congruence and affective reactions to the job which were not tapped directly by the design of this study.
PRIVATE Differences in Mean Protestant Work Ethic Across Samplestc  \l 2 "Differences in Mean Protestant Work Ethic Across Samples"

A secondary finding which deserves mention is the difference in Protestant work ethic (PWE) between samples.  The mean PWE for Dominican managers is significantly higher than the PWE reported by U.S. managers.  This finding is contrary to the general myth that people of Latin countries are less work-oriented or consider work less important than people in the more industrialized and developed countries such as the United States.  Of course, there is a high probability that selection effects might account for this finding.  For instance, it is possible that those Dominican managers who succeed (and thus remain) in a U.S. subsidiary in the Dominican Republic are essentially different than those Dominican managers who might be employed in a domestic local organization.
PRIVATE Communication Quality Scaletc  \l 2 "Communication Quality Scale"

The attempt to operationalize quality of exchange in terms of frequency and quality of communications between managers and their supervisors did not seem to be successful.  Although the LMX measure was found to be related to the perceived similarity index and the perceptual congruence index, the developed communication quality scale was found to be related to perceived similarity only for U.S. managers.
Visual inspection of the response patterns seemed to indicate that respondents were not discriminating between items.  Respondents seemed to answer to the first few items and then select one particular answer for all the rest.  This is evident, for example, in that all the negative items loaded on the second factor.  It is clear, then, that if the construct of relative quality and frequency of communications between leader and member is to be usefully measured, this scale needs additional psychometric work.  

Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that the communication quality scale was related to perceived work-value similarity for the U.S. managers but not the Dominican managers.  This does seem to indicate that there might be a different component tapped by this scale which might affect attributions of value similarity between U.S. and Dominican managers.  It is possible, for example, that expectations about the quality of communications between leaders and members within dyads differ between the U.S. and the Dominican Republic.
PRIVATE Limitations of this Studytc  \l 2 "Limitations of this Study"

This study was exploratory in nature and there are some considerations which need to be acknowledged and addressed because they place constraints on the interpretability and generalizability of the present findings.  Of these, perhaps the most salient is the question of sample size and power.  Due to practical considerations inherent in survey research, the number of valid leader-member pairs that were obtained for this study were less than optimal.  It is very likely that with a larger sample, stable correlations might have been found which were not significant in this study.  Further, the failure of this study to find significant differences between actual and perceived similarity and also cross-cultural differences in the magnitudes of the examined relationships may stem largely from a lack of power in the tests used.  It is probable, given the obtained patterns of observed results that these differences would be detected with a larger sample size.

Another definite constraint on the generalizabilty of this study is the complete confound between organization and country.  There is no way to infer whether any cross-cultural differences found in this study can in fact be attributed to national cultural differences or to differences in organizational culture.  Certainly, there is a need for further research obtaining various samples in each country so that true national differences might be inferred.  In analysis of variance terms, we would be able to thus attribute variance to both between and within country factors.  There is, however, something positive to be said about the two companies in this study from where the respondents were obtained.  These two companies are subsidiaries of the same multinational organization.  Although it is unarguable that there are definite and substantial differences between them, there are also definite similarities in structure and procedures.  To some extent, these structural similarities and shared policies and procedures probably make the two companies quite a bit more comparable than any two independent companies in two countries.

Another related concern is the possibility that there might exist intra-organizational differences, not accounted for in this study, which might differentially affect the relationships examined in this study.  Some of these might be differences across different departments or functions in the organizations.  For instance, individual reactions to value similarity might be different for engineers than for managers of marketing functions.  Even within the dyads, there might exist dispositional variables which might moderate the effects of value similarity.  

A further caution must be made about social or organizational desirability.  By their very nature, work-related values are likely to be heavily influenced by organizational expectations or norms.  That is, they probably reflect the nature of which attitudes are perceived to be expected of organizational members.  There was no control for this factor in this study.  In fact, since there was no absolute anonymity given to respondents, it is likely that organizational desirability would affect responses.  This might have resulted, for instance, in reported values closer to a perceived norm which would tend to reduce variability and thus attenuate any resulting relationships.
PRIVATE Suggestions for Further Researchtc  \l 2 "Suggestions for Further Research"

One issue not directly addressed by the cross-sectional design of this study is the possible dynamic nature of leader-member value similarities.  In this study, organizational tenure or tenure with the supervisor did not show a relationship with the similarity indices across both samples.  Tenure was found to be related to perceived similarity only for Dominican managers.  It would be interesting, therefore, to conduct longitudinal research attempting to assess explicitly the effects of similarities at different times.  For example, value similarity might have a different effect on subordinates upon organizational entry than after some time with the organization.  Perhaps, perceived or objective similarity might play a role in the organizational socialization process.  To a new member of an organization, being able to predict a supervisor's work-related values or attitudes might be more important in defining organizational role expectations than it might be someone with longer tenure with the organization.  

There is another issue which is somewhat tangential to the issue of value-similarity.  In this study, perceived work-value similarity was interpreted as reflecting attributions of differences and similarities by subordinates of their supervisors.  An interesting question might be whether these attributions are really directly related to perceived differences in work-values or whether these reported attributions reflect the assessment of other characteristics of supervisors.  In this study, for example, perceived similarity was found to be independent of actual work-value similarity.  What objective characteristics of supervisors, if any, might covary with these attributions?

As mentioned above, although a link was found between value-similarity and affective outcomes, the causal direction was not examined by this study.  Perhaps the use of business games might be a fruitful endeavour in order to shed some light on this issue.  For example, managerial dyads might be formed in role-playing exercises over a period time in the laboratory.  With this methodology, several interesting manipulations suggest themselves.  One possible manipulation is to randomly assign leadership and subordinate positions to subjects and then rate their interactions in LMX terms.  These ratings could then be compared to work-value, attitudinal or other measures.  Alternately, subjects might be assigned to specific dyads on the basis of their values or attitudes and then the resulting interaction might be rated in terms of LMX.  Yet another manipulation might involve using scripted confederates to examine whether attributions of value or attitude similarity can be increased or decreased by certain behaviors.

Laboratory studies are certainly a far cry from organizational realities.  However, with some ingenuity, some realistic features might be implemented in this methodology in order to improve its generalizability.  For example, subjects might be rewarded for effective performance and penalized for ineffective performance or subjects role-playing leadership positions might be given discretionary power to allocate resources, rewards, or in allowing decision-making latitude.
PRIVATE General Implicationstc  \l 2 "General Implications"

Since values are learned, they are thus strongly influenced by cultural norms or the cultural context of individuals.  It is very likely, then, that managers from different countries may come to hold different (or incongruous) values, attitudes, and expectations about work.  Therefore, the present finding that value or attitudinal congruence is linked to affective and interpersonal outcomes on the job might have some potentially disturbing implications, especially for cross-cultural management.  This is especially the case if value congruity is a causal factor in determining these individual outcomes.

Currently, U.S. organizations are becoming increasingly multi-national.  For example, the developing North American Free Trade Agreement is opening up opportunities for U.S. companies to relocate their operations in Mexico.  These international ventures are being staffed primarily by local employees, but U.S. managers are also being called upon to work in these operations.  Consequently, managers from the U.S. and other cultures will probably find themselves working together more often than ever before.  It is possible, then, that the values held by the managers of these different cultures might not only be different but actually incongruent or incompatible.  If value-congruence does affect individual outcomes for managers, then this incongruity may be problematic.

On the other hand, perhaps the effect of value and attitude similarity lends itself to possible interventions.  For instance, perhaps relationships between leaders and subordiantes may actually be enhanced by encouraging dyadic members to make their work-related values and attitudes explicit to one another.  This might reduce role ambiguity and foster improved communication.  Another possible intervention might be to emphasize existing similarities between leaders and subordinates.  This intervention could increase perceived similarity or congruence and perhaps lead to enhanced interpersonal leader-subordinate relationships.  
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PRIVATE APPENDIX 1.  DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS-SPANISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX 1.  DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS-SPANISH TEXT"
Sección A: En esta sección, le pido varios datos demográficos.  Le quiero asegurar que la información se usará solamente para fines de investigación.  Ningunos de los datos demográficos serán identificados al nivel individual.
¿Que edad tiene usted?
¿Cual es su sexo?
¿Es usted Dominicano? 
¿Cual es el grado académico más avanzado que usted ha logrado? 
¿Cuantas personas (subalternos) tiene usted reportandole directamente?
¿Cuanto tiempo ha trabajado usted con esta compañía?
¿Cuanto tiempo ha trabajado usted con su supervisor inmediato?
¿Cual es el título de su supervisor inmediato?
PRIVATE APPENDIX 2.  PWE SCALE- SPANISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX 2.  PWE SCALE- SPANISH TEXT"
Sección B: Aquí le presento una serie de 26 declaraciones que representan opiniones o actitudes.  Para cada una, le pido que haga dos cosas.  Primero, en la primera columna [titulada: Diría Usted], haga un circulo en el número de la escala que mejor represente cuanto está usted de acuerdo o desacuerdo con la declaración.  Luego, en la segunda columna [titulada: Diría su Jefe] por favor indique con un circulo cuanto cree usted que su supervisor estaría de acuerdo o desacuerdo con la declaración.
1.  Usted debería ser el mejor en lo que usted hace.
2.  La única manera de obtener algo que vale la pena es ahorrar para ello.
3.  Uno debería trabajar como un esclavo en todo lo que emprende hasta estar satisfecho con los resultados.
4.  Una buena indicación del valor de una persona es cuán bien hace su trabajo.
5.  Si uno trabaja lo suficientemente duro, probablemente se hará una buena vida.
6.  Si trabajas duro tendrás éxito.
7.  La mayoría de las personas que no tienen éxito en la vida son sencillamente haraganas.
8.  Trabajar duro no es la clave para el éxito.
9.  Lo peor de estar enfermo es que el trabajo no se hace.
10.  Una persona sin deudas, que herede mucho dinero, debería invertirlo para el futuro en vez de gastarlo.
11.  Hay pocas satisfacciones equivalentes al darse cuenta de que uno ha hecho lo mejor que pudo en un trabajo.
12.  El hombre que se ha hecho a si mismo tiende a ser más moral que el hombre nacido a la riqueza.
13.  Al fin de cuentas, el ahorrar siempre resulta provechoso.
14.  Nada es imposible si trabajas lo suficientemente duro.
15.  La persona que puede acercarse a una tarea desagradable con entusiasmo es la que ganará la delantera.
16.  El trabajar duro hace que uno se vuelva en una persona mejor.
17.  Los cursos universitarios más difíciles usualmente resultan ser los más remunerantes.
18.  El trabajar duro ofrece poca garantía de éxito.
19.  Trabajando duro, una persona puede superar cualquier obstáculo que le presente la vida.
20.  Las personas que fracasan en un trabajo usualmente no han tratado lo suficientemente duro.
21.  Cualquier persona que pueda y esté dispuesta a trabajar duro tiene una buena oportunidad de tener éxito.
22.  Trabajando duro, una persona puede superar la mayoría de los obstáculos que le presente la vida y puede abrirse su camino en el mundo.
23.  El trabajar duro ya es una satisfacción de por sí.
24.  La aversión al trabajar duro usualmente refleja una debilidad de carácter.
25.  El trabajo duro es un buen formador de carácter.
26.  Las personas que trabajan merecen éxito.
PRIVATE APPENDIX 3.  COMMUNICATION QUALITY SCALE- SPANISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX 3.  COMMUNICATION QUALITY SCALE- SPANISH TEXT"
Sección C: En esta sección encontrará 15 declaraciones sobre la relación que tiene usted con su supervisor inmediato.  Por favor, como antes, con un circulo en el número adecuado, indique cuanto esté usted de acuerdo o desacuerdo con cada declaración.
1.  En comparación con sus otros subalternos, mi jefe me cuenta más de sus problemas relacionados con el trabajo.
2.  Mi supervisor raramente solicita mi consejo en relación al trabajo.
3.  Cuando mi supervisor quiere un consejo, es más probable que se dirija a mí que a otros subordinados.
4.  Mi supervisor les da más información sobre la compañía a sus otros subordinados de la que él(ella) me da.
5.  Me entero de lo que realmente está pasando en la empresa a través de mi jefe.
6.  En comparación con sus otros subordinados, mis opiniones tienen mucha influencia en las decisiones de mi supervisor.
7.  Mi jefe comparte más sus preocupaciones conmigo que con la mayoría de sus otros subordinados.
8.  Es mucho más probable que mi supervisor confié en mí que en otros bajo él(ella).
9.  Recibo mucha información sobre el trabajo, de parte de mi jefe, que él(ella) no comparte con otros.
10.  Mi supervisor me entera de muy poco de lo que está pasando, especialmente comparado con lo que él(ella) les cuenta a otros.
11.  Mi jefe solicita mi consejo más que de la mayoría de sus otros subordinados.
12.  Entre sus subordinados, es mucho más probable que mi supervisor me cuente lo que realmente está sucediendo en la compañía.
13.  Mi supervisor respeta más mis opiniones que las de los otros debajo de él(ella).
14.  Mi supervisor rara vez me dice lo que realmente está pasando.
15.  Tengo más influencia con mi supervisor que la mayoría de sus otros subordinados.
PRIVATE APPENDIX 4.  ROLE AMBIGUITY SCALE- SPANISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX 4.  ROLE AMBIGUITY SCALE- SPANISH TEXT"
Sección D: En esta sección, le presento una serie de 16 declaraciones sobre las percepciones de su trabajo.  Otra vez, le pido que indique con un círculo cuanto está usted de acuerdo o desacuerdo con cada declaración.
1.  Mi autoridad concuerda con las responsabilidades que me son asignadas en mi trabajo.
2.  No sé lo que se espera de mí en mi trabajo.
3.  Mis responsabilidades del trabajo están claramente definidas.
4.  Estoy seguro de cuanta autoridad tengo.
5.  Sé cuales son mis responsabilidades de trabajo.
6.  Tengo metas y objetivos para mi trabajo que son claros y planeados.
7.  Mi supervisor es claro sobre como propone evaluar la ejecución de mi trabajo.
8.  No sé como me evaluarán para un aumento de sueldo o una promoción.
9.  No sé como desarrollar mis capacidades para el éxito futuro en mi trabajo.
10.  Tengo órdenes poco claras de parte de mi supervisor.
11.  Sé exactamente lo que se espera de mí para hacer el trabajo.
12.  Me dan políticas y pautas poco claras.
13.  Las explicaciones sobre lo que debe de ser hecho son claras.
14.  No sé cuales son las oportunidades para ascenso y promoción.
15.  No sé como mejorar mi rendimiento en el trabajo.
16.  Las metas y los objetivos planificados para mi posición de trabajo no fueron claros.
PRIVATE APPENDIX  5.  LMX SCALE- SPANISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX  5.  LMX SCALE- SPANISH TEXT"
Sección E: En esta sección le presento 7 preguntas sobre su relación con su jefe inmediato.  Para cada una, por favor haga un circulo alrededor de la letra que corresponda a la respuesta que mejor concuerde con su opinion.
1.  ¿Siente saber usted generalmente la como queda usted con su supervisor?.......  ¿Sabe usted usualmente cuan satisfecho está su supervisor inmediato con lo que hace?


a.  Siempre

b.  Usualmente

c.  Raramente 
d.  Nunca
2.  ¿Cuán bien siente usted que su supervisor inmediato entiende sus problemas y necesidades?


a.  Completamente

b.  Tanto como qualquier otra persona 


c.  Algo, pero no lo suficiente
d.  Nada en absoluto
3.  ¿Cuán bien siente usted que su supervisor inmediato reconoce su potencial?


a.  Completamente

b.  Tanto como cualquier otra persona

c.  Algo, pero no lo suficiente
d.  Nada en absoluto
4.  ¿Cuales son las probabilidades de su supervisor inmediato use su poder personal para ayudarle a resolver problemas de trabajo?


a.  Ciertamente lo haría

b.  Probablemente lo haría


c.  Pudiera on no pudiera hacerlo
d.  De ninguna manera lo haría
5.  Cuales son las probabilidades de que su supervisor inmediato le ayudara, a costo proprio, si usted se metiera en una situación difícil en el trabajo y realmente necesitara ayuda?

a.  Ciertamente lo haría

b.  Probablemente lo haría

c.  Podría on no podría hacerlo

d.  De ninguna manera lo haría
6.  "Tengo suficiente confianza en mi supervisor inmediato como para defender y justificar sus decisiones si él o ella no estuviera presente para hacerlo.

a.  Ciertamente lo haría
b.  Quizás


c.  Probablemente lo haría
d.  Probablemente no
7.  ¿Como definiría usted su relación de trabajo con su supervisor inmediato?

a.  Extremadamente efectiva
b.  Mejor que lo normal


c.  Más o menos normal
d.  Menos que lo normal
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Sección F: En esta sección, le presento una serie de 36 declaraciones sobre como percibe usted su trabajo.  Otra vez, le pido que indique con un círculo que tanto está usted de acuerdo o desacuerdo con cada declaración.  Note, por favor, que la escala es un poco diferente en esta sección.
1.
Siento que me pagan una suma justa para el trabajo que hago.
2.
Realmente hay muy poca oportunidad de promoción en mi trabajo.
3.
Mi supervisor es bastante competente en la ejecución de su trabajo
4.
No estoy satisfecho(a) con los beneficios que recibo.
5.
Cuando hago un buen trabajo, recibo el reconocimiento que debería recibir.
6.
Muchas de nuestras reglas y procedimientos dificultan el hacer un buen trabajo.
7.
Me gustan las personas con las cuales trabajo.
8.
A veces siento que mi trabajo no tiene sentido.
9.
La comunicación aparenta ser buena en esta compañía.
10.
Los aumentos son demasiado pocos y muy distanciados entre sí.
11.
Los que hacen bien su trabajo tienen una buena oportunidad de ser promovidos.
12.
Mi supervisor no es justo conmigo.
13.
Los beneficios que recibimos son tan buenos como los que ofrecen la mayoría de las otras empresas.
14.
No siento que el trabajo que hago es apreciado.
15.
Mis esfuerzos para hacer un buen trabajo raramente son bloqueados por la burocrácia.
16.
Encuentro que tengo que trabajar más duro en mi trabajo de lo que debiera, debido a la incompentencia de las personas con quien trabajo.
17.
Me gusta hacer las cosas que hago en mi trabajo.
18.
Las metas de esta empresa no me son claras.
19.
Me siento despreciado por la empresa cuando pienso en lo que me pagan.
20.
Las personas adelantan aquí tan rapidamente como en otras empresas.
21.
Mi supervisor muestra muy poco interés en los sentimientos de sus subordinados.
22.
El conjunto de beneficios que tenemos es equitativo.
23.
Hay pocas recompensas para los que trabajan aquí.
24.
Tengo demasiado que hacer en el trabajo.
25.
Disfruto de mis compañeros de trabajo.
26.
A menudo siento que no sé lo que esta pasando con la compañía.
27.
Siento orgullo en hacer mi trabajo.
28.
Me siento satisfecho(a) con mis oportunidades de aumentos de sueldo.
29.
Hay beneficios que no tenemos, que deberíamos tener.
30.
Me agrada mi supervisor.
31.
Tengo demasiado papeleo.
32.
Hay demasiadas discusiones y peleas en el trabajo.
33.
Mi trabajo es agradable.
34.
Las tareas asignadas no siempre son totalmente explicadas.
35.
No siento que mis esfuerzos son remunerados como deberían ser.
36.
Estoy satisfecho con mis oportunidades de promoción.
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Section A: In this section, you are asked demographic information.  Please be assured that the information you provide will be used solely for research purposes.  None of the information will be used to identify individual responses.  
1.  What is your immediate supervisor's name? 
2.  What is your age? ___________
3.  What is your gender?  M   F 
4.  Are you an American citizen?  Y  N  
5.  What is your highest completed educational degree ?
6.  How many direct reports do you have? ___________
7.  How long have you been working with this company?  ____ Years ___ Months
8.  How long have you been working with your direct supervisor?  ____ Years __ Months
PRIVATE APPENDIX 8.  PWE SCALE- ENGLISH TEXTtc  \l 2 "APPENDIX 8.  PWE SCALE- ENGLISH TEXT"
Section B: The 26 statements in this section represent general opinions or attitudes.  For each one, please respond twice.  First, in the column titled: My Opinion, circle the number on the scale which best represents how much you agree or disagree with the statement.  Then, in the column titled My Manager's Opinion, please circle your best guess about how much your immediate supervisor would agree or disagree with each statement.
1.  You should be the best at what you do.
2.  The only way to get anything worthwhile is to save for it.  
3.  One should work like a slave at everything he/she undertakes until he/she is satisfied with the results.
4.  A good indication of a person's worth is how well he/she does his/her work.  
5.  If one works hard enough, one is likely to make a good life for oneself.
6.  If you work hard you will succeed.
7.  Most people who do not succeed in life are simply lazy.  
8.  Hard work is not a key to success.  
9.  The worst part about being sick is that work does not get done.
10.  A person without debts who inherits a lot of money should invest it for the future rather than spend it.
11.  There are few satisfactions equal to the realization that one has done his/her best at a job.  
12.  The self-made person is likely to be more ethical than the person born to wealth.  
13.  Saving always pays off in the end.  
14.  Nothing is impossible if you work hard enough.  
15.  The person who can approach an unpleasant task with enthusiasm is the person who gets ahead.  
16.  Hard work makes one a better person.  
17.  The most difficult college courses usually turn out to be the most rewarding.  
18.  Hard work offers little guarantee of success.  
19.  By working hard, a person can overcome every obstacle that life presents.  
20.  People who fail at a job have usually not tried hard enough.  
21.  Any person who is able and willing to work hard has a good chance of succeeding.  22.  By working hard, an individual can overcome most obstacles that life presents and make his/her way in the world.  
23.  Hard work is fulfilling in itself.  
24.  A distaste for hard work usually reflects a weakness of character.  
25.  Hard work is a good character builder.  
26.  People who work deserve success.  
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Section C: The 15 statements in this section are about your relationship with your immediate supervisor.  For each one, please indicate with a circle how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  The questions may seem repetitive but please try to answer each one independently.
1.  Compared to his/her other direct reports, my manager tells me more about his/her job related problems.  
2.  My manager seldom asks me for advice concerning the job.  
3.  When my supervisor wants advice, he/she is more likely to come to me instead of his/her other direct reports.  
4.  My manager gives other direct reports more information about the company than he/she gives me.  
5.  I find out what's really happening in the company from my manager.  
6.  Compared to other direct reports, my opinions have a lot of influence on my manager's decisions.  
7.  My manager shares his/her concerns with me more than with most other direct reports.
8.  My manager is more likely to confide in me than he/she is likely to confide in others under him/her.
9.  I get a lot of information about the job from my manager which he/she doesn't share with others.  
10.  My manager tells me very little about what's happening, especially compared to what he/she tells others.  
11.  My manager asks me for advice more than from most other direct reports.  
12.  Among his/her direct reports, my manager is more likely to tell me what's really going on in the company.  
13.  My manager respects my opinions more than those of others under him/her.  
14.  My manager seldom tells me what 's really happening.
15.  I have more influence with my manager than most other direct reports do.
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Section D: The 16 statements in this section are related to your views regarding your job.  Once again, please indicate with a circle how much you agree or disagree with each statement.
1.  My authority matches my assigned job responsibilities.  
2.  I do not know what is expected of me on the job.
3.  My job responsibilities are clearly defined.  
4.  I feel certain about how much authority I have.
5.  I know what my job responsibilities are.  
6.  I have clear planned goals and objectives for my job.  
7.  My manager makes it clear about how he/she plans to evaluate my performance.
8.  I do not know how I am to be evaluated for a raise or promotion.
9.  I do not know how to develop my capabilities for future success in my job.
10.  I have unclear orders from my manager.  
11.  I know exactly what is expected of me in order to do the job.
12.  I have unclear policies and guidelines.
13.  Explanations are clear of what has to be done.  
14.  I do not know what the opportunities are for advancement and promotion.
15.  I do not know how to improve my performance on the job.
16.  The job's planned goals and objectives are not clear.  
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Section E: The 7 questions section, are again about your relationship with your immediate supervisor.  For each one, please circle the letter for the response which best represents your opinion.  
1.  Do you usually feel that you know where you stand; do you usually know how satisfied your immediate supervisor is with what you do? 

a.  Always know where I stand

b.  Usually know where I stand


c.  Seldom know where I stand

d.  Never know where I stand
2.  How well does your immediate supervisor understand your problems and needs?


a.  Understands completely

b.  Understands well enough 

c.  Understands some, but not enough
d.  Does not understand at all
3.  How well does your immediate supervisor recognize your potential? 


a.  Fully


b.  As much as the next person


c.  Some, but not enough
d.  Not at all
4.  What are the chances that your immediate supervisor would use his/her personal power to help you solve problems in your work? 

a.  Certainly would

b.  Probably would

c.  Might or might not 
d.  No chance 
5.  What are the chances that your immediate supervisor would help you, at his/her own expense, if you got yourself in a difficult situation at work and you really needed help?

a.  Certainly would

b.  Probably would

c.  Might or might not 
d.  No chance 
6.  Please respond to this statement: "I have enough confidence in my immediate supervisor that I would defend and justify his/her decisions if he or she were not present to do so.  

a.  I certainly would

b.  I probably would

c.  I might or might not 
d.  I probably would not
7.  How would you characterize your working relationship with your immediate supervisor?

a.  Extremely effective 


b.  Better than average


c.  About average 

d.  Less than average  
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Section F: The 36 in this final section are about how you view your job.  Once again, I ask that you indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  Please note that the scale for these statements is slightly different.  
1.  I feel I am paid a fair amount for the work I do.  
2.  There is really too little chance for promotion on my job.  
3.  My manager is quite competent in doing his or her job.  
4.  I am not satisfied with the benefits I receive.
5.  When I do a good job, I receive the recognition for it I should receive.  
6.  Many of our rules and procedures make doing a good job difficult.  
7.  I like the people I work with.  
8.  I sometimes feel my job is meaningless.  
9.  Communications seem good within this organization.  
10.  Raises are too few and far between.  
11.  Those who do well on the job stand a fair chance of being promoted.  
12.  My manager is unfair to me.  
13.  The benefits we receive are as good as most other organizations offer.  
14.  I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated.
15.  My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by red tape.  
16.  I find I have to work harder at my job than I should because of the incompetence of the people I work with.  
17.  I like doing the things I do at work.
18.  The goals of this organization are not clear to me.
19.  I feel unappreciated by the organization when I think about what they pay me.
20.  People get ahead as fast here as they do in other places.  
21.  My manager shows too little interest in the feelings of subordinates.  
22.  The benefits package we have is equitable.  
23.  There are few rewards for those who work here.  
24.  I have too much to do at work.  
25.  I enjoy my co-workers.  
26.  I often feel that I do not know what is going on with the organization.
27.  I feel a sense of pride in doing my job.
28.  I feel satisfied with my chances for salary increases.  
29.  There are benefits we do not have which we should have.
30.  I like my manager.
31.  I have too much paperwork.
32.  There is too much bickering and fighting at work.
33.  My job is enjoyable.  
34.  Work assignments are often not fully explained.
35.  I don't feel my efforts are rewarded the way they should be.  
36.  I am satisfied with my chances of promotion.  
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	PRIVATE 
	
	Dominican Sample
	U.S. Sample

	Gender
	 
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	
	Male
	87 
	58.8 
	106 
	64.6 

	
	Female
	58 
	39.2 
	58 
	35.4 

	
	Missing
	3 
	2 
	-   
	-    

	
	Total
	148 
	100.0 
	164 
	100.0 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nationality
	
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	
	Local
	140
	94.6 
	164 
	100 

	
	Other/Missing
	8
	5.4 
	-  
	-  

	
	Total
	148
	100.0
	164
	100.0

	
	
	

	Educational Degree 
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	High School
	6 
	4.1 
	20 
	12.2 

	Technical/Vocational
	12 
	8.1 
	2 
	1.2 

	Some College
	22 
	14.9 
	26 
	15.9 

	College degree
	89 
	60.1 
	73 
	44.5 

	Advanced study
	9 
	6.1 
	3 
	1.8 

	Advanced degree
	8 
	5.4 
	35 
	21.3 

	
	Missing
	2 
	1.4 
	5 
	3 

	Total
	148 
	
	164 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Job Level
	
	n
	percent
	n
	percent

	Vice‑President
	      - 
	   ‑
	2 
	1.2 

	Director
	     ‑
	   ‑
	15 
	9.1 

	Manager
	27 
	18.2 
	60 
	36.6 

	Supervisor
	62 
	41.9 
	87 
	53 

	
	Missing
	59 
	39.9 
	     ‑
	     ‑

	Total
	148 
	100.0
	164 
	100.0
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	PRIVATE Dominican Sample
	Mean
	Std Dev
	Min
	Max
	n

	Age
	36.7 
	8.4 
	22 
	59 
	144 

	Tenure (months)
	130.5 
	103.1 
	3 
	456 
	145 

	Tenure with Supervisor (mo.)
	26.1 
	23.7 
	1 
	108 
	144 

	Span of Control
	7.3 
	11.2 
	0 
	99 
	146 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	U.S. Sample
	Mean
	Std Dev
	Min
	Max
	n

	Age
	42.9 
	7.0 
	23 
	60 
	163 

	Tenure (months)
	181.0 
	91.4 
	30 
	441 
	163 

	Tenure with Supervisor (mo.)
	26.1 
	24.8 
	1 
	135 
	161 

	Span of Control
	10.4 
	8.9 
	0 
	65 
	162 
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