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ABSTRACT 
 

Although ambivalence is a long-standing topic of interest in the social sciences, leader-

member exchange (LMX) ambivalence and other measures of ambivalence in work settings have 

only recently attracted attention in the Management literature. To enhance our understanding of 

the nature of LMX ambivalence, this research investigated specific dispositional antecedents of 

LMX ambivalence, and whether and how it may influence employee work-related well-being. 

Using a two-wave design, survey data were collected from employees and their supervisors in a 

large public organization. Results revealed that specific personality traits, including both 

supervisor dominance- and prestige-seeking and employee hostility, were significant predictors 

of LMX ambivalence. Furthermore, LMX ambivalence was found to be significantly associated 

with two focal measures of work-related well-being: work engagement and emotional 

exhaustion. Moderated mediation analyses indicated that these relationships were mediated by 

employee psychological need fulfillment; however, these effects were contingent on two 

moderating factors – employee collectivism, and perceived meaning in one’s work.  Overall, 

these results suggest that supervisor and subordinate dispositional characteristics may contribute 

to the development of LMX ambivalence. Moreover, complementing previous work (Lee et al., 

2019), these findings signal that LMX ambivalence contributes unique variance in predicting key 

employee work outcomes beyond traditional operationalizations of LMX. Further research is 

needed testing the nomological net surrounding LMX ambivalence, and when and how LMX 

ambivalence affects different employee attitudes and behaviors.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Overview of this Research 

The experience of ambivalence is pervasive in organizations (Ashforth, Rogers, Pratt & 

Pradies, 2014). Individuals can hold coexisting positive and negative thoughts towards their 

relationships with their employers, coworkers, and leaders (Lee, Thomas, Martin & Guillaume, 

2019). Despite the pervasiveness of ambivalence in the workplace, feelings of ambivalence are 

not generally captured in measures of relational constructs in organizations. Until recently, only 

one study conducted by Lee et al. (2019) has attempted to evaluate ambivalence in the context of 

leader-follower relationships. Rooted in principles of social exchange (Blau, 1964) and role 

theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quihn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964), leader-member exchange (LMX) 

theory has become the most prominent theory of relational leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006). LMX 

theory emphasizes the reciprocal nature of the relationship between leaders and their followers. 

As a result of a series of dyadic transactions that occur over time, followers in high LMX 

relationships experience a number of benefits, including favorable treatment from their leader 

(i.e., more socio-emotional and instrumental support) and more career growth opportunities 

(Bauer & Erdogan, 2015). However, researchers have recently suggested that LMX relationships 

may not just be univalent in nature (i.e., “high-quality” or “low-quality”). LMX relationships can 

also be bivalent, in which a dyad member may simultaneously hold positive and negative views 

regarding their relationships with their leader (Lee et al., 2019).  

In a seminal study in this area, Lee and colleagues (2019) introduced the concept of 

“LMX ambivalence”, providing valuable evidence of the existence of ambivalence in leader-

follower relationships. In this study, Lee and colleagues developed a measure of LMX 

ambivalence and demonstrated that LMX ambivalence is negatively associated with employee 
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task performance. They argued and found that LMX ambivalence may negatively influence 

employee performance by eliciting negative affect, which may compromise task performance. 

This pioneering work highlights the value of the concept of LMX ambivalence and its potential 

to shed further light on the nature and impact of leader-follower relationships in organizations. 

However, additional research is needed exploring the mechanisms that contribute to the 

development of LMX ambivalence (Lee, 2016; Lee et al., 2019).  Research has indicated that 

some people are more likely to experience inconsistent cognitions than others (Conner & Sparks, 

2002; Methot, Melwani & Rothman, 2017; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003); however, to the best of 

my knowledge, there is no study explicitly examining the antecedents of LMX ambivalence. In 

response to this need to further elucidate the nature of LMX ambivalence and the nomological 

net surrounding this construct, this research explores specific individual-level antecedents of 

LMX.  Specifically, both leader and follower demographic factors and personality characteristics 

are examined as potential antecedents of LMX ambivalence.  

Building on Lee et al.’s (2019) study examining LMX ambivalence in relation to task 

performance, the second purpose of the study is to provide an empirical test of the link between     

LMX ambivalence and employee work-related well-being. Researchers have argued that 

ambivalent feelings are aversive because they breach principles of cognitive consistency, leading 

to feelings of dissonance and discomfort and a consequent need to divert emotional and 

attentional resources toward coping with this discomfort (Festinger, 1957; Nordgren, Van 

Harreveld & Van der Pligt, 2006). Given the interdependent nature of leader-follower 

relationships and the importance of these relationships for employees (e.g., to acquire resources, 

to advance in their career), it is proposed that employee perceptions of LMX ambivalence may 

demonstrably influence their well-being in the workplace.  
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Drawing on self-determination theory (SDT, Deci & Ryan, 1985) and other key theories 

relating to social cognition and interpersonal interaction (e.g., role theory, cognitive dissonance 

theory), this research proposes and tests a moderated mediation model in which psychological 

need fulfillment mediates the influence of LMX ambivalence on employee work-related well-

being. According to self-determination theory, three fundamental needs (i.e., needs for 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness) reflect innate psychological nutriments essential to 

psychological growth, integrity, and well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). SDT suggests that 

support for autonomy in the environment enhances one’s sense of self-determination and 

fulfillment of one’s basic needs by increasing one’s intrinsic motivation and internalized self-

regulation (Deci et al., 2001). Leaders play an important role in encouraging and supporting their 

follower’s autonomy. Therefore, psychological need fulfillment has been identified in relational 

leadership research as a central mechanism explaining how employees’ perceptions of their 

leaders can shape and influence their work-related outcomes (e.g., Chiniara & Bentein, 2016; 

Leroy, Anseel, Gardner & Sels, 2015; Kovjanic, Schuh, & Jonas, 2013). In this research, LMX 

ambivalence is expected to negatively influence psychological need fulfillment at work due to 

heightened cognitive dissonance and disrupted role-making in the leader-follower relationship. 

This reduced need fulfillment is expected to undermine employee work-related well-being. 

Given that employees may interpret and respond to ambivalence quite differently depending on 

their personal attributes (Rothman, Pratt, Rees & Vogus, 2017), I also posit that two variables  – 

one a dispositional variable (collectivism), and the other relating to the perception of one’s work 

(positive meaning in work) – may moderate these relationships. For example, LMX ambivalence 

is expected to exert a weaker influence on need fulfillment at work for collectivistic individuals 

as they place a stronger emphasis on their group-level identity and may, therefore, be less readily 
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influenced by perceptions of ambivalence toward their leader.  Likewise, for an employee who 

perceives positive meaning in their work, LMX ambivalence is expected to have a less 

pronounced negative effect on their need fulfillment at work due to the heightened work identity 

and autonomous motivation that they may experience related to a greater sense of meaning.   

Overall, this research attempts to extend LMX theory and prior work on LMX 

ambivalence by elucidating the role of individual differences in the development of LMX 

ambivalence and delineating the process mechanisms through which LMX ambivalence 

influences employee well-being. In this respect, findings from this research are expected to 

advance our understanding of the LMX ambivalence construct and whether and how it 

contributes to employee outcomes beyond job performance.  

1.2. Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis consists of seven chapters. The current chapter provides an overview of the 

thesis and outlines the primary research objectives. Chapter 2 presents a review of key theories 

and previous empirical work relating to the focal constructs (i.e., relational leadership, LMX, 

relational ambivalence). Chapter 3 discusses the proposed individual-level antecedents of LMX 

ambivalence, including the theoretical underpinnings and the hypotheses relating to these 

antecedents. Chapter 4 presents a moderated path model that delineates the process by which 

LMX ambivalence influences employee work-related well-being. In this chapter, each of the 

hypotheses relating to this path model and their corresponding rationale are discussed. Chapter 5 

provides an overview of the research methodology and data analytic techniques that are 

employed in this research. Chapter 6 details the results. Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the 

primary research findings, highlights contributions to theory and practice, and outlines 

limitations and areas for future research.   
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CHAPTER 2: RELATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND AMBIVALENCE:   

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Relational Leadership  

Although relationship-oriented workplace behavior has been studied for several decades, 

recent work on relational leadership has emphasized the role of interpersonal processes in 

effective leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006). The concept of relational leadership asserts that both 

leader and follower perceptions and cognitions are important to study to fully understand how 

leaders and followers interact and influence the attitudes and behaviors of each other. Models of 

leadership such as LMX theory and servant leadership reflect examples of this relational 

approach (Eva, Robin, Sendjaya, Van Dierendonck & Liden, 2019). The relational approach 

emphasizes the analysis of how leader and follower personalities, perceptions, behaviors, and 

evaluations shape the leader-follower relationship (Uhl-Bien, 2006; Werbel & Henriques, 2009). 

Consequently, different perceptual and social-cognitive processes have been proposed to explain 

how relational models of leadership influence employee work attitudes and behaviors. For 

example, one of the key mechanisms that has been shown to play an important role in predicting 

outcomes of relational leadership is psychological need fulfillment – a fundamental component 

of self-determination theory.  

Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985) is a well-established theory of 

human motivation that has been applied in analyzing how relational leadership may impact 

employee well-being and performance. SDT highlights the importance of innate psychological 

needs as a basis for self-motivation and behavioral self-regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT 

classifies motivation along a continuum from more controlled motivation, or experienced as 

external to the self, to more autonomous motivation, which is integrated within the self (DeHaan 
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& Ryan, 2014). In the SDT framework, three basic psychological needs must be satisfied in 

order for people to become more autonomously motivated and to experience a greater sense of 

self-determination (Gagné & Deci, 2005). These needs include the need for autonomy (i.e., 

having choices and initiating action oneself), competence (i.e., feeling confident and capable), 

and relatedness (i.e., feeling connected to others, caring for and being cared for by others). 

According to SDT, these three needs are essential to one’s development and effective 

functioning, and ultimately, to one’s well-being (Mayer, Bardes & Piccolo, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 

2000).  

Recent work examining relational approaches to leadership has signaled that need 

fulfillment processes play an integral role in follower perceptions of their leader and their work 

motivation. Because a follower’s relationship with their leader colors their perceptions of their 

overall work experience (Gerstner & Day, 1997), it may play a particularly prominent role in 

determining one’s level of need satisfaction at work (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016). Consistent with 

this premise, several studies have found that adopting a relational approach to leadership may 

enhance followers’ work outcomes by enhancing perceptions of need fulfillment (e.g., Chiniara 

& Bentein, 2016; Leroy et al., 2015; Kovjanic et al., 2013). For example, servant leadership is an 

approach in which the leader endeavors to foster their followers’ growth and development by 

prioritizing and satisfying their needs (Mayer, 2010; Van Dierendonck, Stam, Boersma, De 

Windt & Alkema, 2014). In this respect, servant leaders convey to their followers that they are 

valued members of the organization and the organization will assist them in meeting their 

psychological needs. Empirical research has generally supported this perspective, indicating that 

need fulfillment mediates the influence of servant leadership on various employee outcomes, 

including job satisfaction, work engagement, task performance, and organizational citizenship 
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behavior (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016; Mayer et al., 2008; Van Dierendonck et al., 2014).  

Likewise, LMX has been shown to predict specific work outcomes through need fulfillment 

processes. For example, in their study of 283 working professionals in various occupations, 

Graves and Luciano (2013) argued and found that LMX influences various work outcomes (i.e., 

vitality, job satisfaction, organizational commitment) by strengthening perceptions of need 

satisfaction. LMX was positively related to the satisfaction of the needs for competence, 

autonomy, and relatedness. Graves and Luciano (2013) maintained that satisfaction of these 

needs enhances autonomous motivation, which in turn, generates positive work outcomes.  

To sum up, relational models of leadership emphasize the role of interpersonal processes 

in the development of leaders and follower perceptions of their leader. Leaders with a relational 

focus can enhance follower work motivation and well-being by fostering their sense of need 

fulfillment at work. Psychological need fulfillment can heighten work-related well-being by  

cultivating a stronger sense of autonomous motivation and work identity in which values 

embodied in one’s work-activities become more internalized (Leroy et al., 2015; Olafsen, Deci & 

Halvari, 2018; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte & Lens, 2008). In this respect, need 

fulfillment can fuel work motivation and “psychological energy” that can contribute to greater 

work-related well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Deci, Olafsen & Ryan, 2017; Van den Broeck et 

al., 2008). Consistent with this perspective, the moderated mediation model presented in Chapter 

4 situates need fulfillment at work as the key process mechanism linking perceptions of LMX 

ambivalence to two focal indicators of work-related well-being: work engagement, and 

emotional exhaustion. In the next section, we discuss LMX theory, perhaps the most prominent 

approach to relational leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006).  

2.2. Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory  
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Role theory suggests that individuals are members of social positions and hold 

expectations for their behaviors and the behaviors of other people (Biddle, 1986). Social 

exchange theory posits that through a series of interpersonal interactions that occur over time, 

individuals may develop a greater sense of mutual obligation, trust, and flexibility (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005; Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels & Hall, 2017). Derived from role theory and 

social exchange theory, LMX theory is a relationship-based approach to leadership that 

emphasizes the unique nature of the dyadic relationship that forms between a leader and their 

follower (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe & Wayne, 1997).  Unlike other leadership 

theories (e.g., the “average leadership style” approach – see Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), 

the LMX perspective proposes that each leader-follower relationship varies in terms of the 

quality of treatment that is given and received (Bauer & Erdogan, 2015). The role-making 

perspective on LMX argues that employees’ roles in organizations are not entirely formally 

prescribed in the job description but develop through an informal exchange and negotiation 

process with one’s leader (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The process starts 

with the leader’s communication of initial role expectations to a follower, and the follower reacts 

to this initial role demand (Graen & Scandura, 1987). Through a series of interpersonal 

interactions, leaders and followers take actions in response to each other’s behavior (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005) and roles evolve to the point of becoming more routinized and stable (Graen 

& Scandura, 1987). The role-making process results in differentiated role definitions and thus 

differentiated LMX relationships within workgroups (Graen, 1976). Based on followers’ work-

related effort and the extent to which they satisfy their leaders’ role expectations, leaders develop 

closer relationships with some followers relative to others and will selectively provide more 

individualized attention, socioemotional support, and career-related benefits to these followers 
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(e.g., counselling, coaching, career growth opportunities; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Nahrgang & 

Seo, 2015; Schriesheim, Castro & Cogliser, 1999). In return for this favourable treatment, 

followers reward their leaders with improved work performance and heightened commitment to 

both the leader and the organization (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer & Ferris, 2012; Graen 

& Uhl-Bien, 1995; Martin, Guillaume, Thomas, Lee & Epitropaki, 2016). Over time, these 

reciprocal exchanges foster perceptions of mutual respect, loyalty, and trust, as well as a felt 

obligation to engage in work-related behavior that further sustains and enhances the quality of 

the leader-follower relationship (Liden et al., 1997; Nahrgang & Seo, 2015).  

The social exchange process between an employee and their direct supervisor is very 

salient and meaningful to them and may significantly affect their work engagement and well-

being (Schriesheim et al., 1999). LMX theory postulates that leaders and followers exchange 

various resources, including money, services, status, information, and affiliation (Epitropaki & 

Martin, 2015; Foa & Foa, 1974; Wilson, Sin & Conlon, 2010). By giving and receiving different 

resources, leaders and followers can cope with job demands and stressors more effectively.  

Studies have shown that LMX is positively associated with various employee work attitudes and 

behaviors, ranging from perceptions of job satisfaction, workplace fairness, and role clarity to 

improved task performance, adaptability, citizenship behavior, and creativity (Dulebohn et al., 

2012; Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2009; Martin et al., 2016;  Tierney, Farmer & Graen, 1999).  

LMX has also been linked to various indicators of employee well-being, including their work 

engagement, overall job-related well-being, and mental health (Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & 

Van den Heuvel, 2015; Epitropaki & Martin, 1999; Halbesleben, 2006; Thomas & Lankau, 

2009; Tordera, González-Romá & Peiró, 2008). 

2.3. Relational Ambivalence 
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Discussion of the nature of ambivalence has a long and broad history dating back to as 

early as Classical Greece (Rothman et al., 2017). Ambivalence evolved from the Latin term 

“ambo”, which means “both”, and “valere” which means “to be strong” (Meyerson & Scully, 

1995). In this regard, ambivalence literally denotes the experience of two (ambi) opposing strong 

forces (valences) (Ashforth et al., 2014).  Based on previous conceptualizations, ambivalence 

may be defined as coexisting positive and negative affective or cognitive orientations toward a 

person, situation, object, or idea (Rothman et al., 2017).  

Scholars have identified and analyzed different forms of ambivalence, including 

attitudinal ambivalence, emotional ambivalence, trait ambivalence, expressed ambivalence, and 

relational ambivalence (Rothman et al., 2017). Attitudinal ambivalence has been defined as 

equivalently strong positive or negative evaluations given to an attitude object (Thompson, 

Zanna & Griffin, 1995). Emotional ambivalence relates to the co-occurrence of positive and 

negative emotions about the same target (Fong, 2006; Larsen, McGraw, & Cacioppo, 2001). 

Trait ambivalence has been defined as overlapping approach-avoidance tendencies directed 

toward a given person or experience (Sincoff, 1990). Expressed ambivalence reflects the 

expression of tension and conflict, such as conflicted facial, vocal, and body expressions 

(Rothman & Northcraft, 2015).  Finally, the concept of relational ambivalence refers to the 

perception of a network member as a source of ambivalence (Uchino, Holt-Lunstad, Uno & 

Flinders, 2001). Although these definitions of ambivalence are directed toward different targets, 

they share an emphasis on a simultaneous presence of strong, contradictory thoughts or feelings 

toward a given entity. The current study mainly focuses on the literature and theory relating to 

both relational and attitudinal ambivalence as these forms of ambivalence are most relevant to 

studying positive and negative cognitions relating to leader-follower relationships (Lee et al., 
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2019).   Specifically, this study focuses on the cognitive experience of attitudinal ambivalence, 

which refers to an individual’s conflicting beliefs or thoughts toward the attitude target (Eagly, 

Mladinic, & Otto, 1994). 

The current study also focuses more on a subjective conceptualization of ambivalence. 

Objective ambivalence deals with the existence of incongruent associations about a target (e.g., 

the results of two separate scales measuring positive and negative feelings concerning X are 

high), while subjective ambivalence refers to perceptions relating to the experience of this 

conflict (e.g., “I find myself ‘torn’ between two sides of the issue of X”; Thompson et al., 1995; 

Van Harreveld, Nohlen & Schneider, 2015). Although the coexistence of conflicting associations 

is a prerequisite for subjectively experienced ambivalence, subjective ambivalence is more 

consequential for people (Van Harreveld et al., 2015). Subjective ambivalence is, by definition, 

perceived by individuals, making it a more salient and intense form of ambivalence (Ashforth et 

al., 2014). Indeed, researchers argue that the consequences of objective ambivalence tend to be 

driven by subjective ambivalence (DeMarree, Wheeler, Brinol, & Petty, 2014). Thus, the present 

research focuses on subjective ambivalence as it is more closely related to defining ambivalence 

as simultaneously evaluating an object negatively and positively, and it tends to exert a stronger 

influence on an individual’s perceptions and behaviors (Thompson et al., 1995; Van Harreveld et 

al., 2015). 

A good deal of research has studied ambivalence in relation to different social 

relationships. In their study of different types of relationships, Campo, Uchino, Holt-Lunstad, 

Vaughn, Reblin, and Smith (2009) reported that individuals viewed about 50% of their social 

relationships in an ambivalent manner. Indeed, a mix of both positive and negative perceptions 

can exist within most types of social relationships. For example, ambivalent perceptions are quite 
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frequently reported in spousal relationships (e.g., Uchino, Smith & Berg, 2014) and in 

friendships (e.g., Holt-Lunstad, Uchino, Smith, & Hicks, 2007). Ambivalence is also found in 

intergenerational relations. For instance, it is often evidenced in the relationship between 

children and their parents, as well as their in-laws (e.g., Willson, Shuey & Elder, 2003). 

Ambivalence has also been studied in same-generation familial relationships, such as among 

siblings (Smelser, 1998).  

Although ambivalence is a long-standing topic of interest in disciplines, such as sociology, 

political psychology, and social psychology (e.g., Baek, 2010; Rudolph, 2011; Van Harreveld et 

al., 2015), research exploring ambivalence in organizational settings has been limited. Given that 

organizational members are often facing changing circumstances relating to various factors in the 

work environment, including policies and practices, their work activities, and interactions with 

different individuals (Rothman et al., 2017), one might expect that ambivalence will be prevalent 

in organizational settings. Ambivalent attitudes toward specific policies and practices (e.g., firm 

marketing practices), events (e.g., organizational change), and stakeholders (e.g., coworkers) 

have been linked to different employee work attitudes and behaviors, ranging from perceptions 

of organizational identification and organizational commitment (e.g., Pratt, 2000; Pratt & Rosa, 

2003) to employee creativity (e.g., Vadera & Pratt, 2013), deviant behavior (e.g., Fong, 2006), 

job performance, and turnover (e.g., Zou & Ingram, 2013).  However, there has been an absence 

of research exploring how ambivalence toward one’s leader may impact one’s work experiences 

and behaviors. 

Extant conceptualizations and measures of the quality of work relationships in 

organizations assume that perceptions of relationship quality are univalent and can be arranged 

along a bipolar continuum from negative to positive (Methot et al., 2017). However, workplace 
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relationships are complex and multifaceted. Employees must constantly balance mixed 

expectations, demands, and goals within their work relationships (Ashforth et al., 2014; Rothman 

et al., 2017). Relationships with coworkers, for example, often require balancing conflicting 

demands for friendship and competition (Ingram & Zou, 2008). Likewise, leader-follower 

relationships can contain a mixture of both positive and negative elements. For example, police 

officers often report ambivalent feelings towards their managers as they are expected to 

demonstrate both authoritative and caring behaviors toward their employees simultaneously 

(Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002). Similarly, in their study of call centre employees, Pratt and 

Doucet (2000) documented how employees often have love-hate relationships with their 

supervisor due to the need for managers to provide directive, task-focused behaviors while also 

offering emotional support. Given the importance of leader-follower relationships in 

organizations, coupled with our limited understanding of the role of ambivalence in these 

relationships, the current study focuses on employee perceptions of LMX ambivalence and 

factors that both contribute to, and result from, these perceptions (Lee et al., 2019). 

2.4. LMX Ambivalence 

Current conceptualizations of LMX examine it as unidimensional, presupposing that 

perceptions of LMX can be placed on a continuum from low to high quality. Followers 

experiencing higher levels of LMX are more likely to have developed a robust social exchange 

relationship with their leader characterized by higher levels of mutual respect, affect, and loyalty 

(Bauer, Erdogan, Liden & Wayne, 2006; Liden et al., 1997). In contrast, followers in low-quality 

LMX relationships are only involved in contractual exchanges with their leaders (Graen & Uhl-

Bien, 1995). Hence, they often receive limited emotional support from their immediate leaders 

and few benefits outside the employment contract (Gerstner & Day, 1997). While extant research 
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has assumed that LMX is univalent in nature, recently Lee and colleagues (2019) have 

introduced a novel construct: LMX ambivalence. They define LMX ambivalence as “a leader-

follower relationship that is subjectively evaluated as being made up of both positive and 

negative cognitions” (Lee, 2016, pp. 71). As LMX reflects perceptions of the quality of the 

relationship between a leader and a follower, it may also involve ambivalent cognitions which 

have been shown to exist in different types of interpersonal relationships (e.g., Campo et al, 

2009; Uchino et al., 2014; Willson et al., 2006).  

Perceptions of ambivalence in LMX relationships are important to assess and study for 

several reasons. First, LMX is conceptualized as reflecting employees’ attitudes towards their 

relationship with their leaders. As noted previously, LMX is generally measured as a cognitive 

attitude in bipolar terms; that is, it is assessed as either positive or negative (i.e., high- or low-

quality LMX) (Lee, Martin, Thomas, Guillaume & Maio, 2015). However, in reality, ambivalent 

attitudes are fairly common, and people can simultaneously hold a positive and a negative 

evaluation of a given target (Thompson et al., 1995). For example, people can evaluate smoking 

as both positive and negative because they believe that smoking can help them to make more 

friends; however, they may also be afraid of the negative health consequences (Hohman, Crano 

& Niedbala, 2016). Attitudinal ambivalence can also exist within all types of social relationships 

(e.g., relationships with family members, coworkers, friends, social acquittance, e.g., Campo et 

al., 2009). Given previous work suggesting that both attitudinal and relational forms of 

ambivalence can significantly impact an individual’s decision-making and behavior (e.g., 

Costarelli & Colloca, 2004; Olsen, Wilcox & Olsson, 2005; Pratt, 2000; Van Harreveld et al., 

2015), research examining ambivalence in the context of leader-follower relationships may shed 

additional light on individual work perceptions and behavior in the workplace. 
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Second, leader-follower relationships may be particularly prone to eliciting ambivalent 

perceptions. LMX relationships can be paradoxical because leaders and followers desire to form 

close interpersonal bonds while simultaneously seeking to maintain hierarchical distance (Lee et 

al., 2019; Zhang, Waldman, Han & Li, 2015). Furthermore, the leader-follower relationship may 

encompass different roles and corresponding expectations that can breed ambivalence (Ashforth 

et al., 2014; Rothman et al., 2017). From the perspective of role theory, leaders and followers 

need to adopt different roles such as supervisor, mentor, subordinate, coworker and friend (Lee 

et al., 2019). As a result, conflicts may arise because of the various demands that leaders may 

face in fulfilling multiple roles. The role-making process may unfold smoothly for some roles, 

but leaders and followers may have disagreements in carrying out other roles. For some roles, 

employees may have very clearly defined role perceptions and hold similar role expectations to 

their leader (Thomas & Lankau, 2009). However, for other roles, employees may experience an 

absence of information or incongruent role expectations compared to their leader. For example, a 

follower might perceive their leader as being friendly and having strong interpersonal skills. As a 

result, they may be satisfied with the exchange relationship because of the indispensable socio-

emotional support provided by the leader. However, the follower might also feel that they are 

being treated unfairly because the leader does not actively monitor work demands and may 

overload them with work (Pratt, 2000). Therefore, the follower might experience ambivalence 

toward their exchange relationship because of their incongruent evaluations toward their leader’s 

performance relative to different roles (Pratt & Doucet, 2000).  

Third, ambivalence may be quite prevalent in LMX relationships due to the power 

differences that exist between a leader and a follower (Fingerman, Pitzer, Lefkowitz, Birditt & 

Mroczek, 2008). Leaders and followers can exchange several different types of resources (e.g., 
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goods, expertise, money, status, affiliation; Wilson et al., 2010); however, compared to 

followers, leaders hold more power and control over the use of these resources. For example, 

while leaders can often influence or decide followers’ pay (e.g., salaries/bonuses), followers can 

only influence a leader’s pay indirectly (e.g., through their performance), if at all (Wilson et al., 

2010). Leaders also assign job tasks, offer career development opportunities, and provide 

feedback and support to followers. These resources are critical in shaping followers’ work 

experiences and perceptions, including their sense of need fulfillment. As leaders hold more 

power and control over resources in the relationship, this imbalance and dependence on one’s 

leader may conflict with certain needs of their follower, including their need for autonomy. 

Followers may accept this power imbalance and dependence to achieve their ultimate goal of 

becoming more independent over time; however, this duality may result in ambivalent thoughts 

toward one’s LMX relationship (Ashforth et al., 2014; Fingerman, 2001; Lee et al., 2019). 

Finally, leader-follower relationships include both external and internal barriers to exiting 

the relationship. These external (e.g., difficulty in finding alternatives; financial burdens) and 

internal barriers (e.g., a sense of commitment or investment in the relationship) restrict a 

follower’s ability to leave relationships that are dysfunctional or in which the follower has an 

ambivalent view of the leader (Bushman & Holt-Lunstad, 2009). As a result, perceptions of 

ambivalence will persist and potentially grow over time (Bushman & Holt-Lunstad, 2009). 

Based on the preceding arguments, I submit that research on LMX should extend beyond 

a strictly univalent view of LMX relationships and assess the presence of coexisting positive and 

negative attitudes towards the leader-follower relationship. Building on initial work in this area 

(i.e., Lee et al., 2019), the present research explores the role of leader and follower dispositional 

characteristics in shaping perceptions of LMX ambivalence. Furthermore, I examine whether and 
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how LMX ambivalence may contribute to employee perceptions of well-being at work. Next, I 

will discuss potential dispositional antecedents of LMX ambivalence and outline why I anticipate 

that these characteristics are associated with follower perceptions of ambivalence.  
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CHAPTER 3: ANTECEDENTS OF LMX AMBIVALENCE 

Although studies have shown that perceptions of ambivalence in organizations are quite 

common (Methot et al., 2017), research on LMX ambivalence is just emerging. Scholars have 

called for research exploring predictors of ambivalence to enhance our understanding of the 

factors that contribute to the formation of ambivalence perceptions (Conner & Sparks, 2002). To 

date, however, antecedents of LMX ambivalence have not been investigated. Thus, the first 

question explored in this research is “what are some of the individual difference variables that 

predict LMX ambivalence?” In this respect, both supervisor (leader) and subordinate (follower) 

individual differences (i.e., demographics and personality traits) are tested as potential 

antecedents of employee perceptions of LMX ambivalence. 

3.1. Demographic Characteristics 

Preliminary evidence suggests that various demographic variables can be drivers of 

followers’ perception of ambivalence in workplace relationships (Methot et al., 2017). Three 

demographic variables are investigated in this research: supervisor and subordinate age and 

gender, and the length of the leader-follower relationship (i.e., dyad tenure). 

3.1.1. Age 

Subordinate Age. An individual’s age has been found to be associated with greater 

emotional complexity. Older adults have accumulated more experience in different social 

situations and coping with various emotions (Blanchard-Fields & Coats, 2008). As a result, they 

tend to experience less intense discrete emotions (e.g., anger), and they are more capable of 

regulating their emotions (Blanchard-Fields & Coats, 2008; Lawton, 2001). Given these 

differences in the experience of emotions, older individuals may also be more tolerant of the co-

occurrence of positive and negative emotions (Chipperfield, Perry, & Weiner, 2003). Consistent 
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with this perspective, previous empirical work has suggested that older individuals are more 

likely to experience emotional complexity (Ong & Bergeman, 2004). Based on this evidence, I 

propose that subordinate’s age will be positively associated with their reports of LMX 

ambivalence. 

Supervisor Age. A supervisor’s age might also influence subordinates’ perceptions of 

ambivalence in their relationship. Meta-analytic evidence has indicated that older workers 

exhibit more citizenship and safety-related behavior, and less workplace aggression, on-the-job 

substance use, tardiness, and absence (Ng & Feldman, 2008). In this regard, older workers 

appear to demonstrate higher levels of reliability and less counterproductive behavior in the 

workplace. However, older workers have also been perceived by others as lower on autonomy 

and in their physical capability and effectiveness relative to younger workers (Kite, Stockdale, 

Whitley, Johnson, 2005). Some studies have also suggested that older workers may be more 

resistant to change, less creative, and more cautious (Chiu, Chan, Snape & Redman, 2001; 

Posthuma & Campion, 2009; Weiss & Maurer, 2004; Wrenn & Maurer, 2004). Research 

findings regarding the role of supervisor age in the display of relational leader behaviors are 

mixed (Walter & Scheibe, 2013). Some studies demonstrate older leaders are more likely to 

display consultative, participative, and courteous leaders behaviors (Oshagbemi, 2004; Pinder & 

Pinto, 1974); while other studies found that younger leaders were perceived as displaying more 

friendly and considerate behaviors than older leaders (Gilbert, Collins & Brenner, 1990; 

Vecchio, 1993).  Given these mixed views of the leader behaviors and overall capability 

exhibited by older workers, it is possible that followers may report more uncertain and mixed 

views regarding the quality of their relationships with their leader when the leader is older. I, 

therefore, hypothesize the following:  
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Hypothesis 1a: Subordinates’ age is positively associated with their experience of 

LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 1b: Supervisors’ age is positively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.1.2. Gender  

Subordinate Gender. Gender differences relating to different types of ambivalence have 

been reported in previous research. Studies have suggested that females may exhibit more 

advanced social cognitive development with respect to their belief systems (Kramer & Melchior, 

1990). For example, they develop more relativistic and dialectical paradigm beliefs, which allow 

one to see and hold contradictory beliefs (Kramer, 1989). In a study of ambivalence in adult 

children’s relationships with their parents and in-laws, researchers found that dyads consisting 

only of women indicated higher ambivalence compared with dyads including only men (Willson 

et al., 2003). It is possible that because female subordinates more readily perceive contradictions 

and inconsistencies in social relationships, they may perceive more ambivalence toward their 

relationship with their leader.  

Supervisor Gender. It is expected that employees with a female leader may report higher 

levels of LMX ambivalence. Role congruity theory suggests that inconsistency can arise when 

perceivers hold a stereotype about a social group (e.g., women) that is incongruent with the 

attributes that are thought to be required for success in certain social roles (e.g., a leader) (Eagly 

& Karau, 2002). Compared with men, women tend to be described as friendly, pleasant, 

interested in other people, expressive, and socially sensitive (Eagly, 1987; Hall & Friedman, 

1999). Female leaders may be subjected to incompatible expectations regarding their managerial 

role and their gender role (e.g., Eagly, Wood & Diekman, 2000; Kruse & Wintermantel, 1986). 
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The inconsistency between the predominantly communal qualities associated with women and 

the predominantly agentic qualities exhibited by a leader (Eagly & Karau, 2002) suggests that 

subordinates may perceive greater ambivalence toward their LMX relationship with a female 

leader than a male leader. 

Hypothesis 2a: Subordinates’ gender is associated with the experience of LMX 

ambivalence, such that female subordinates will report more LMX ambivalence 

than men. 

Hypothesis 2b: Supervisors’ gender is associated with the experience of LMX 

ambivalence, such that subordinates will report more LMX ambivalence when they 

have a female supervisor. 

3.1.3. Dyad Tenure 

Ambivalence in relationships can form over time because familiarity may breed 

ambivalence (Brooks & Highhouse, 2006). Indeed, when an individual becomes more familiar 

with an object, he/she is more likely to encounter the object’s multiple facets and imperfections 

(Ashforth et al., 2014). In her qualitative study of mentorship, Oglensky (2008) observed that 

ambivalence increased as the mentor-protégé relationship evolved over time (Oglensky, 2008). 

Similarly, I argue that employee perceptions of LMX ambivalence should increase with greater 

exposure to and familiarity with one’s supervisor. A longer length of time spent in the 

relationship may cause both positive and negative views about the exchange relationship to rise 

to the surface. 

Hypothesis 3: Leader-follower dyad tenure is positively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.2. Personality 
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Personality traits are stable individual difference constructs that reflect habits, 

consistencies, or patterns in an individual’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors over time and 

across situations (Oswald, Hough & Ock, 2013).  Personality traits influence how people 

interpret and react to their work and other life experiences (Wayne, Musisca & Fleeson, 2004). 

Personality traits may predispose employees to form ambivalent attitudes toward their 

relationship with their leader as individuals with certain personality traits might be more (or less) 

likely to resolve conflicts between positive and negative evaluations of their leader (Conner & 

Sparks, 2002; Methot et al., 2017). For example, individual differences such as need for 

cognition, need for closure, and fear of invalidity, have been examined as dispositional 

characteristics that can influence the development and expression of ambivalent attitudes 

(Conner & Sparks, 2002; Sparks, Conner, James, Shepherd, & Povey, 1995; Thompson & 

Zanna, 1995). Need for cognition refers to the stable tendency to engage in cognitive endeavors 

and effortful thought (Cacioppo, Petty, Kao, & Rodriquez, 1986). Individuals high in need for 

cognition dislike ambiguity, and they may spontaneously search for information and bring 

coherence to issues (Thompson & Zanna, 1995). Fear of invalidity is a tendency to be concerned 

about committing errors or the consequences of a decision (Kruglanski, 1980). Fear of invalidity 

is associated with a prolonged evaluation of information and hesitation in making decisions 

(Thompson, Naccarato, Parker & Moskowitz, 2001). People high in fear of invalidity tend to put 

equal weight on contradictory opinions and maintain ambivalent attitudes (Thompson & Zanna, 

1995).  

In addition to employee personality traits influencing perceptions of ambivalence, the 

personality traits of one’s leader may likewise foster ambivalence regarding the LMX 

relationship. Leader personality characteristics have been shown to affect followers’ perceptions 
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of their leader and their LMX relationship (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2007; 

Dulebohn et al., 2012; Judge, Piccolo & Kosalka, 2009; Nahrgang, Morgeson & Ilies, 2009; 

Zhang, Wang & Shi, 2012). In a meta-analysis of 73 samples, researchers found that four of the 

Big Five traits had non-trivial correlations with leadership emergence and effectiveness (Judge, 

Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002). For example, agreeable leaders are more likely to be perceived as 

empathetic, cooperative and trustworthy (Costa & McCrae, 1992).  By influencing a leaders’ 

motivation and behavior, and in turn, followers’ perceptions of their leader, leader personality 

characteristics may shape follower perceptions of LMX ambivalence. For example, leader 

personality traits might relate not only to different behavioral tendencies, but also different 

personal strivings such as striving for communion and striving for status (Barrick, Mount & Li, 

2013; Traupman, Smith, Uchino, Berg, Trobst & Costa, 2009). As discussed previously, LMX 

ambivalence partly stems from the conflict between followers’ desires for interpersonal 

closeness and hierarchical distance. In this manner, different behavioral tendencies and personal 

strivings of both the leader and follower might further influence the intensity of this conflict. In 

this respect, both the leader and the follower’s personality may contribute to ambivalent 

reactions. In their study of ambivalence in the parent and offspring relationship, Fingerman, 

Chen, Hay, Cichy and Lefkowitz (2006) found that the child’s personality (i.e., neuroticism) and 

perceived importance of the relationship significantly predicted their parents’ ambivalence 

toward the relationship. Consistent with this dyadic view of how personality may impact 

perceptions of ambivalence, this research explores the influence of both leader and follower 

personality traits on LMX ambivalence. 

In personality research, the five-factor model is generally recognized as the most 

comprehensive and fundamental organizing structure of personality (Hough, Oswald & Ock, 



 

24 
 

2015; Ones, 2005; Oswald et al., 2013).  The five-factor model was uncovered and validated 

through factor analyses assessing the relationships among all of the adjectives used to describe 

individuals and is generally accepted as capturing the most salient aspects of personality 

(Goldberg, 1990; Oswald et al., 2013). The five-factor model is comprised of five broad traits 

(i.e., the “Big Five”): emotional stability (neuroticism), conscientiousness, agreeableness, 

openness to experience, and extraversion (Oswald et al., 2013). A sizeable body of research 

indicates the Big Five personality constructs are quite stable over time and generalize across 

cultural groups (McCrae & Costa, 2008). Given that this might be the first study testing 

personality traits as predictors of LMX ambivalence, I use the Big Five model as a means of 

organizing and investigating whether leader and follower personality traits are associated with 

LMX ambivalence.  

3.2.1. Emotional Stability 

Emotionally stable individuals are those who are in control of their emotions and 

demonstrate higher levels of emotional adjustment (Mount & Barrick, 1995). Emotionally stable 

individuals are less emotionally anxious and tend to maintain more cognitive clarity to assess and 

interpret situations (Piedmont, 1998). The inverse of emotional stability is neuroticism, which 

reflects a tendency to be more anxious, hostile, depressed, self-conscious, impulsive, and 

vulnerable (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Mount & Barrick, 1995). Subordinate emotional stability is 

expected to be negatively related to LMX ambivalence. Indeed, previous studies have suggested 

that neuroticism may predispose people to view their workplace relationships as ambivalent 

because they are more attuned to internal and interpersonal contradictions (Fingerman et al., 

2006; Methot et al., 2017). Kokkonen and Pulkkinen (2001) tested and found that neuroticism 

can evoke ambivalent feelings because ambivalence involves dysregulation of emotion. 
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Emotional dysregulation involves directing emotions toward inappropriate goals, leading to 

maladaptive emotional, cognitive, and behavioral outcomes (Cicchetti, Ackerman & Izard, 

1995). Likewise, Fingerman and colleagues (2006) found that people high in neuroticism are 

likely to view their relationship with parents or offspring as ambivalent. They argued that people 

high in neuroticism might experience ambivalence because they have difficulty regulating their 

reactions to different social situations (Fingerman et al., 2006). Based on this evidence, I 

anticipate that subordinates higher in emotional stability should report lower LMX ambivalence.  

Supervisor emotional stability can also influence subordinates’ perception of LMX 

ambivalence. Individuals low in emotional stability are more prone to experiencing feelings of 

insecurity, worry, and anxiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Emotional stability is associated 

with effective emotional regulation skills and emotional regulation (Elliot, Herrick, MacNair & 

Harkins, 1994). Due to their higher levels of emotional regulation and control, emotionally stable 

supervisors may be less likely to engage in behaviors that engender more negative or ambivalent 

feelings, such as losing their temper when dealing with subordinates (Smith & Canger, 2004). 

Because emotionally stable leaders are calmer and more consistent in their emotional expressions 

and behavior (Judge & LePine, 2007), their subordinates may have more consistent attitudes 

towards them. 

Hypothesis 4a: Subordinates’ emotional stability is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 4b: Supervisors’ emotional stability is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.2.2. Conscientiousness  

Individuals high in conscientiousness tend to be careful, diligent, thoughtful, organized 
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and mindful of details (McCrae & Costa, 1987). They are dutiful, achievement striving, self-

disciplined, and deliberate in their actions (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Conscientiousness is a 

characteristic of a mature personality (Hogan & Roberts, 2004). Conscientious individuals tend 

to be more deliberate in their actions and inclined to engage in goal-directed activity that allows 

them to exert greater control over themselves and their environment (Bipp, Steinmayr & Spinath, 

2008).  

Subordinates higher in conscientiousness might experience lower LMX ambivalence 

partly due to their tendency to be more systematic and deliberate in their thoughts and actions.    

Conscientiousness is positively related to need for cognition (Sadowski & Cogburn, 1997) and 

desire for predictability (Berenbaum, Bredemeier & Thompson, 2008), which are both negatively 

related to perceptions of ambivalence (Thompson & Zanna, 1995).  Individuals high in need for 

cognition are task-oriented and willing to engage in intellectual thought but also more likely to 

seek cognitive closure (Furnham & Throne, 2013). Likewise, supervisors who are conscientious 

tend to be diligent, dependable, achievement-oriented and planful (Costa & McCrae, 1992; 

Mount & Barrick, 1995). The higher level of predictability and reliability of supervisors should 

result in less ambivalent attitudes from their subordinates regarding their LMX relationship.  

Hypothesis 5a: Subordinates’ conscientiousness is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 5b: Supervisors’ conscientiousness is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.2.3. Agreeableness  

Agreeable individuals tend to be helpful, tender-minded, considerate, compliant, 

cooperative, and modest (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992). Low scores on this construct 



 

27 
 

are associated with being less trusting of others, more argumentative, and selfish (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992). Agreeableness is associated with a stronger need for closure (Neuberg, Judice & 

West, 1997), which reflects a desire for a more definitive answer on a given topic, as opposed to 

one that is ambiguous (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). In this respect, agreeable individuals may 

be less likely to experience ambivalent thoughts. Moreover, Laghai and Joseph (2000) found that 

agreeable individuals may experience lower levels of emotional ambivalence due to the more 

compliant and less argumentative disposition of these individuals. Based on this evidence, it is 

expected that higher levels of subordinate agreeableness may be associated with lower 

perceptions of LMX ambivalence. 

Likewise, agreeable supervisors should also be less likely to elicit ambivalent feelings 

from their followers. Agreeable individuals are motivated to achieve interpersonal intimacy 

(Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Judge & Ilies, 2002). As leaders, agreeable individuals are 

perceived as more nurturing, caring, emotionally supportive and trustworthy (Barrick & Mount, 

1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Digman, 1990; Judge et al., 2009). In this respect, agreeableness 

is an important factor in the ability to form reciprocal social alliances (Buss, 1991; Kamdar & 

Van Dyne, 2007), which is the foundation of social exchange (Schriesheim et al., 1999; Uhl-Bien 

& Maslyn, 2003). Indeed, agreeableness is positively related to the display of reciprocity 

behavior (Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003). As high levels of agreeableness 

contribute to a stable exchange relationship, the agreeableness of supervisors and subordinates 

should be negatively related to employee perceptions of LMX ambivalence.   

Hypothesis 6a: Subordinates’ agreeableness is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
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Hypothesis 6b: Supervisors’ agreeableness is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.2.4. Openness to Experience 

Individuals who are high in openness to experience are open-minded, curious, intelligent, 

and imaginative (Goldberg, 1993; Mount & Barrick, 1995). Openness is negatively related to 

need for closure (Neuberg et al., 1997). High levels of openness are associated with being non-

judgmental, tolerant, and being willing to generate and embrace creative and divergent ideas 

(McCrae & Costa, 1997). For example, openness is related to flexibility towards uncertain 

beliefs (Berenbaum et al., 2008).  

Because subordinates who are higher in openness tend to be more imaginative and 

embrace divergent ideas, they may be more likely to possess coexisting positive and negative 

attitudes toward their LMX relationship. Likewise, supervisors high in openness to experience 

will be more likely to possess more divergent, unconventional, and flexible patterns of thoughts 

(Digman, 1990; McCrae, 1987). Because their thoughts and actions may be less predictable 

(Cable & Judge, 2003), this may evoke more uncertain and ambivalent attitudes toward 

supervisors who report higher openness to experience. 

Hypothesis 7a: Subordinates’ openness to experience is positively associated with 

their experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 7b: Supervisors’ openness to experience is positively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.2.5. Extraversion 

Extraverted individuals are active, energetic, talkative and expressive (Costa & McCrae, 

1992). Extraverts are more flexible towards ambiguity and cognitive inconsistency (Berenbaum 
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et al., 2008; Norman & Watson, 1976) and are less likely to seek cognitive closure on a given 

topic (Heaton & Kruglanski, 1991; Berenbaum et al., 2008). Given this tendency to be more 

accepting of cognitive inconsistency, I posit that extraverts may be more likely to report 

ambivalence regarding their relationship with their leader.  

Extraverted people are sociable and outgoing, and they enjoy interacting with others 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992).  Because extraverted leaders are more likely to be talkative and 

communicate more frequently with their followers (Phillips & Bedeian, 1994; Piedmont, 1998), 

this greater frequency of interaction might elicit higher levels of ambivalence because followers 

will have more opportunities to learn about different aspects of their leader and their relationship 

with their leader. I, therefore, propose the following: 

Hypothesis 8a: Subordinates’ extraversion is positively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 8b: Supervisors’ extraversion is positively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.3. Power Dynamics 

In the recent handbook of LMX, Schyns (2015) argued that the next frontier in LMX 

research involves developing a greater understanding of the complex associations of leader and 

follower personality in the LMX relationships, and in particular, examining personality 

characteristics that extend beyond the Big Five. Issues of power and influence play an important 

role in organizations and how leaders interact with their followers (Emerson, 1962; Elias, 2008). 

According to LMX theory, a follower’s perception of their leader’s power can strongly impact 

their initial interaction and the subsequent development of their LMX relationship (Cogliser & 

Schriesheim, 2000). Moreover, McClane (1991) reported that leaders tend to accord more 
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negotiating latitude to followers if they share a similar level of need for power. Guided by the 

premise that power dynamics can significantly influence leader-follower relationships, I 

examine the effects of four dispositional characteristics relating to power on perceptions of 

LMX ambivalence: dominance and prestige-seeking (assessed in supervisors) and trait anger 

and hostility (assessed in subordinates).  

Individual differences in power can significantly impact perceptions of ambivalence in 

the workplace. For example, Fong and Tiedens (2002) found that female leaders in high-status 

positions experience both emotional ambivalence (i.e., the coexistence of positive and negative 

affect) and motivational ambivalence (i.e., simultaneous desires to build relationships and 

display power) because they simultaneously pursue both power-oriented and relationship-

oriented goals. Power dynamics are especially important in determining relational ambivalence. 

Power derives from the notion of resource dependence, such that the power of one person over 

another is determined by the extent to which the latter person is dependent on the first person for 

resources (Emerson, 1962; Martinez, Kane, Ferris & Brooks, 2012). Followers are traditionally 

assumed to be dependent on their leaders for resources; however, followers also possess 

resources that are valuable to their leader, including their work capability and performance. In 

this regard, the manner in which leaders and followers seek power and distribute resources can 

influence perceptions of leader-follower relationships. As discussed previously, relational 

ambivalence partly stems from followers’ need for autonomy and their dependence on leaders. I, 

therefore, propose that individual differences relating to how one uses and responds to displays 

of power in the leader-follower relationship can impact perceptions of LMX ambivalence. 

3.3.1.  Supervisor Dominance and Prestige  

Social psychologists have identified two distinct strategies that individuals can use to 
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navigate social hierarchies in society: dominance and prestige (Anicich, Fast, Halevy, & 

Galinsky, 2016; Hays & Bendersky, 2015; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). The differentiation 

between dominance and prestige is consistent with the theoretical distinction between power and 

status (Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingstone & Henrich, 2013). Dominance strategies relate to 

seizing and maintaining social power through the use of tactics such as intimidation and coercion 

(De Waal-Andrews, Gregg, & Lammers, 2015). Prestige strategies aim to achieve greater social 

status (e.g., recognition and respect from others) through displaying and sharing one’s valued 

knowledge and skills (Cheng, Tracy & Henrich, 2010; Maner, 2017). These two strategies can be 

expected to have different implications for leader-member relationships and follower perceptions 

of LMX ambivalence.  

Dominance strategies induce fear in others as a result of the use of intimidation and 

coercion (Cheng et al., 2013; Cheng & Tracy, 2014). Dominant leaders are concerned primarily 

with gaining authority and increasing one’s capacity for influence, even if it means sacrificing 

the well-being of the group (Maner, 2017; Maner & Case, 2016). Leaders high in dominance-

seeking possess a strong desire for power (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), which enables them to 

coerce followers through their distribution of resources (Maner & Case, 2016). For example, 

leaders using a dominance strategy may unpredictably threaten to remove or withhold resources 

(Cheng et al., 2013).  As dominant leaders are more likely to use access to resources as a way to 

gain power and control over others, this may strengthen the follower’s dependence on their 

leader and compromise fulfillment of some of their needs, including their need for autonomy. 

Followers of leaders who display dominance strategies often comply with the leader’s demands 

or provide social resources to their leader (e.g., deference, attention) due to the fear of losing 

other more valuable resources (e.g., their physical health, livelihoods; Cheng et al., 2010). 
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Despite the coercive behavioral tendencies of dominant leaders, they also can be decisive and 

exhibit other behaviors that may be viewed favorably by some subordinates. For example, 

dominant leaders are more likely to form political coalitions to obtain resources, and in this 

respect, can be effective in securing more resources for their workgroup (Kakkar & Sivanathana, 

2017).  They are also assertive and tend to take less time to make decisions (Kakkar & 

Sivanathana, 2017; Maner & Case, 2016). Some followers might prefer a self-assured and 

decisive leader who serves the interest of group members even at the expense of non-group 

members (Halevy, Chou, Cohen, & Livingston, 2012). Therefore, followers may feel controlled 

and threatened; but at the same time, they may benefit from working with a dominant leader as 

long as they are compliant and adhere to their leader’s requests (Cheng et al., 2013; Van Vugt, 

2006).  Because of these inconsistent beliefs, I propose that followers who have dominant leaders 

may be more likely to report ambivalent feelings toward their leader.  

In contrast to leaders who are dominance-seeking, leaders who are prestige-seeking are 

more likely to be viewed with respect and admiration due to their tendency to display kindness 

and generosity and their desire to be viewed favorably by others (Cheng et al., 2013; Maner & 

Case, 2016). Leaders adopting prestige strategies tend to consider the well-being of the group 

and its members, even if their power is at risk (Henrich, Chudek, & Boyd, 2015; Maner, 2017). 

Because prestige-oriented leaders are more concerned with how they are perceived by members 

of the group and tend to maintain more positive relationships with others (Maner, 2017; Maner & 

Case, 2016), they may behave more consistently in their interactions with others to manage their 

prestige and reputation.  These higher levels of behavioral consistency and predictability might 

reduce their followers’ perceptions of ambivalence. Furthermore, the stronger relational behavior 

of status-striving leaders may facilitate the role-making process in LMX, resulting in more 
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clearly defined roles in the leader-follower relationship. Prestige-motivated leaders might also 

foster a sense of empowerment in their followers and decrease asymmetric control over valued 

resources (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Maner & Case, 2016), which may reduce contradictory 

perceptions of their leader and further consolidate their perceptions of the leader-follower 

relationship.  

According, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 9a: Supervisors’ dominance is positively associated with subordinate’s 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 9b: Supervisors’ prestige-seeking is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 

3.3.2. Subordinate Anger and Hostility 

According to state-trait anger theory (Deffenbacher, Oetting, Lynch, & Morris, 1996; 

Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell & Crane, 1983), both trait anger and hostility are associated with 

individual displays of aggression. Trait anger, which involves physiological arousal and 

preparation for aggression; and hostility, which consists of feelings of ill will and injustice, 

represent the affective and cognitive components of aggression behavior, respectively (Forgays, 

Forgays & Spielberger, 1997; Sanz, García-Vera & Magán, 2010). Although trait anger and 

hostility have been found to play a significant role in influencing the quality of interpersonal 

relationships in different settings (e.g., Parrott & Zeichner, 2003; Smith, Furlong & Boman, 

2006), there has been a paucity of research exploring the effects of trait anger and hostility in 

leader-follower relationships. Anger can be understood as a momentary state or a trait 

(Spielberger et al., 1983; Spielberger, 1999). In this study, anger is assessed as a trait reflecting 

anger proneness and the tendency to experience state anger (Deffenbacher et al., 1996; 
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Spielberger, 1999). Trait anger reflects the general disposition of an individual who experiences 

more frequent, intense and persistent anger triggered by a broader range of situations/things 

(Sanz et al., 2010).  Hostility is conceptualized as a relatively stable pattern of unfavorable and 

destructive attitudes and beliefs towards others (Buss, 1961; Sanz et al., 2010). Hostility is a 

cognitive trait that indicates “a relational view of being in opposition toward others, and a desire 

to inflict harm or see others harmed” (Smith, 1994, p.26). Although correlated, trait anger and 

hostility reflect conceptually and empirically distinct constructs (Sanz et al., 2010; Smith, Glazer, 

Ruiz & Gallo, 2004).  

Followers’ trait anger and hostility may lead to perceptions of LMX ambivalence due to 

the increased emotional instability and distrust associated with these traits. Previous studies have 

indicated that trait anger and hostility are negatively associated with emotional stability and 

agreeableness (Gallo & Smith, 1997; Ruiz, Smith & Rhodewalt, 2001; Sanz et al., 2010; Sharpe 

& Desai, 2001; Whiteman, Bedford, Grant, Fowkes & Deary, 2001).  People high in trait anger 

and hostility tend to be less emotionally secure, more skeptical of others’ intentions, and are 

more likely to report confrontational attitudes (Sanz et al., 2010). For example, people high in 

trait anger and hostility may doubt the motives underlying a leader’s acts of kindness and may 

experience more uncertainty in terms of reciprocating or meeting a leader’s needs and 

expectations. They also experience more dysfunctional anger suppression and express their anger 

in less controlled ways (Deffenbacher et al., 1996; Tafrate, Kassinove & Dundin, 2002). Due to 

these lower levels of self-control, followers who report higher trait anger and hostility may be 

more likely to express both positive and negative views of their leader.   

Previous research has also suggested that individuals with anxious attachment styles are 

more likely to experience and report ambivalent attitudes. Trait anger and hostility can be a 
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manifestation of an anxious attachment style (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). Specifically, 

individuals high on attachment-anxiety are more likely to report feelings of insecurity and to 

express anger and hostility as a means of satisfying their needs for power, dominance, and 

security (Lemerise & Dodge, 2008; Zians, 2007). Individuals with an anxious attachment style 

report stronger perceptions of relational ambivalence (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Mikulincer, 

Shaver, Bar-On & Ein-Dor, 2010) as these individuals desire intimacy, but they also fear 

separation and abandonment (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005). Thus, they seek a close relationship 

with others while they hold negative expectations regarding the other’s responses. Similarly, 

people high on trait anger and hostility may be more likely to report ambivalence toward their 

leader due to a desire to develop a close relationship with them, but also a concomitant tendency 

to distrust their leader and express negative views toward them. These cognitions and behavioral 

tendencies may increase perceptions of ambivalence toward their LMX relationship. 

Hypothesis 10a: Subordinates’ trait anger is positively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 

Hypothesis 10b: Subordinates’ hostility is positively associated with their experience 

of LMX ambivalence. 

Please see Figure 1 for a summary of the hypotheses outlined in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 4: LMX AMBIVALENCE AND WORKPLACE WELL-BEING  

While the preceding chapter explores the antecedents of LMX ambivalence, we now turn 

to the question of whether and how LMX ambivalence may influence employee well-being.  Lee 

et al.’s (2019) pioneering study has introduced the concept of LMX ambivalence and has 

demonstrated that this construct has critical implications for employee task performance. 

However, due to the nascent nature of research in this area, LMX ambivalence has not yet been 

explored in relation to other work outcomes.  This study extends prior research by examining the 

relationship between LMX ambivalence and employee work-related well-being. Employee 

perceptions of well-being at work reflect the quality of one’s work life and can be a key 

determinant of various employee and organizational outcomes (e.g., health, productivity, product 

quality; Schulte & Vainio, 2010). Drawing on self-determination theory and role theory, this 

study examines the idea that LMX ambivalence is negatively associated with two indicators of 

employee well-being at work: work engagement and emotional exhaustion. 

Accordingly, this chapter presents a conceptual model outlining how LMX ambivalence 

unfolds and operates to affect employee work engagement and emotional exhaustion. In this 

chapter, I first provide a review of the literature regarding both ambivalence and relational 

ambivalence, and their respective consequences. The theoretical linkage between LMX 

ambivalence and work-related well-being is then be explained, followed by a discussion of the 

main mechanisms that are proposed to underlie these relationships. Individual differences that 

are hypothesized to moderate these relationships are then presented.  

4.1. Outcomes of Ambivalence  

Psychological theories such as balance theory (Heider, 1946) and cognitive dissonance 

theory (Festinger, 1957) have long posited that people prefer cognitive consistency and are 
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motivated to reduce inconsistency. Cognitive dissonance theory suggests that when individuals 

hold two contradictory cognitions, an unpleasant state–dissonance–will arise (Hinojosa, 

Gardner, Walker, Cogliser & Gullifor, 2017). Ambivalence involves experiencing a mix of 

positive and negative thoughts, thereby breaching principles of cognitive consistency and 

violating an individual’s preference for consistency in their thoughts and perceptions (Festinger, 

1957; Heider, 1946).  In this respect, while ambivalence involves coexisting positive and 

negative perceptions, it can cause the state of dissonance, which is aversive and can lead to 

various negative outcomes (Cooper, 2012; Hinojosa et al., 2017).  

Several experimental studies indicate that the attitudinal ambivalence can be aversive, 

unpleasant, and can lead to emotional discrepancies. In their experimental study, Van Harreveld, 

Rutjens, Schneider, Nohlen and Keskinis, (2014) asked participants in the ambivalent condition 

to think of a topic they have mixed thoughts or feelings about. These participants reported more 

negative emotions (e.g., uncertainty, anxious, irritated, doubtful, nervous) than their counterparts 

in the univalent condition in which participants were asked to think of something they were 

either positive or negative about. In another study examining the nature of ambivalent attitudes, 

Nordgren, Van Harreveld and Van der Pilgt (2006) assigned participants into tense or relaxed 

conditions (using a tense/relaxed pill manipulation). Participants then read an article designed to 

induce ambivalence toward an attitude object (genetically modified food). Participants in the 

tense-pill condition reported less intense negative emotions (i.e., tense, fearful, anxious, and 

angry) toward the attitude object than participants in the relaxed condition, indicating that their 

discomfort over the attitude object was amplified by the aversive nature of ambivalence and their 

expectation to feel relaxed (Nordgren et al., 2006). In a study examining the consequences of 

conflicted racial attitudes, Hass, Katz, Rizzo, Bailey and Moore (1992) found that racial 
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ambivalence led to negative mood change while the positive or negative racial attitudes alone 

were not associated with negative moods. Racial ambivalence was also found to induce more 

negative affect when respondents were aware of holding incompatible cognitions (Hass et al., 

1992). Finally, Van Harreveld, Rutjens, Rotteveel, Nordgren, and Van der Pligt (2009) examined 

people’s reactions when they were ambivalent and needed to make a choice. Participants were 

given a univalent (negative) or an ambivalent text about an attitude object (i.e., the potential 

introduction of a new labor law) and asked to write an essay on the attitudinal topic.  Results of 

the study showed that ambivalent attitudes were associated with greater physiological arousal 

(skin conductance level) when one had to make a choice (writing an essay in favor or against the 

issue), even before the decision was made (Van Harreveld et al., 2009). 

Ambivalence has also been linked to different facets of well-being (Van Harreveld et al., 

2015). In a study assessing the relationship between personal striving and subjective well-being 

among university students, King, Richards and Stemmerich (1998) found that ambivalence over 

daily goals negatively influenced goal progress. Ambivalence over goals was also related to 

lower life satisfaction and higher levels of depression (King et al., 1998). Similarly, using a 

student sample, Emmons and King (1988) assessed ambivalence in relation to 15 different 

personal strivings (desires to achieve or not achieve specific personal goals). Stronger 

perceptions of ambivalence were associated with higher levels of negative affect, depression, and 

physical illness.  A one-year follow-up study showed that ambivalence was stable and predicted 

psychosomatic complaints over time (Emmons & King, 1988).  

In addition to ambivalence relating to one’s goals, ambivalence relating to one’s 

emotional expression has also been linked to measures of personal well-being. For example, 

Emmons and Colby (1995) found that ambivalence over emotional expression was related to a 
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lower level of self-reported well-being. This relationship was mediated by perceived social 

support. Ambivalence regarding emotional expression has also been shown to be related to pain 

symptoms, and lower psychological well-being in arthritis and cancer patients (Porter, Keefe, 

Lipkus, & Hurwitz, 2005; Tucker, Winkelman, Katz, & Berman, 2006).  

Taken together, these findings indicate that different forms of ambivalence may influence 

one’s physical and psychological well-being. In line with cognitive dissonance theory, this 

appears to be partly a function of ambivalence reflecting a violation of consistency motives (Van 

Harreveld et al., 2014).  

4.2. Outcomes of Relational Ambivalence  

In addition to ambivalence relating to specific attitude objects discussed above (e.g., 

personal striving, emotional expression, race), ambivalence within interpersonal relationships has 

recently attracted increased attention in social psychological research. For example, in a study of 

158 family triads (parents and adult daughters/sons), Fingerman et al. (2006) found that both 

parents and offspring experienced ambivalence regarding their perceptions of the parent-

offspring relationship. 

Compared to ambivalence toward ideas, ambivalence towards relationships may be 

particularly damaging to one’s well-being (Methot et al., 2017; Pratt & Pradies, 2011). 

Interpersonal relationships require a considerable investment of personal resources – thus, 

ambivalent relationships capture emotion-laden cognition (i.e., hot cognition) that may result in 

more dysfunctional outcomes (e.g., a perpetual state of approaching and avoiding others; unable 

to form close positive relationships, obsessive-compulsive disorders, schizophrenia; Pratt, & 

Doucet, 2000).  Consistent with this perspective, Uchino and colleagues (2014) found that more 

ambivalent assessments of one’s spouse were associated with lower levels of cardiovascular 
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health. Likewise, Uchino et al. (2001) reported that a higher number of ambivalent relationships 

in one’s social network are related to increased levels of depression and heart rate reactivity. In a 

subsequent study, Uchino, Holt-Lunstad, Uno, Campo and Reblin (2007) observed that 

individuals experienced higher levels of stress when responding to others with whom they have 

an ambivalent relationship.  Finally, Reblin, Uchino and Smith (2010) examined friendship 

quality and its influence on the effectiveness of receiving support and cardiovascular reactivity. 

Participants in the experiment were asked to discuss a stressful event with a friend perceived as 

either supportive or ambivalent.  Results indicated that participants received fewer emotionally 

supportive and more negative behaviors from ambivalent friends. Furthermore, receiving support 

from an ambivalent friend was associated with higher systolic blood pressure reactivity (a 

consistent predictor of cardiovascular risk) compared to receiving support from a supportive 

friend. On the whole, findings from this research suggest that ambivalent social ties may be 

harmful to one’s well-being because they are unpredictable and elicit increased perceptions of 

stress (Uchino et al., 2007). 

Several studies have suggested that ambivalent relationships can be even more 

destructive than negative relationships (Rothman et al., 2017). In their study examining the effect 

of social ties on psychological outcomes, Uchino, Holt-Lunstad, Smith and Bloor’s (2004) found 

that the number of ambivalent ties in social networks was an independent predictor of 

psychological distress even controlling for the number of aversive ties. Likewise, in a three-day 

diary study, Holt-Lunstad, Uchino, Smith, Olson-Cerny, and Nealey-Moore (2003) examined 

cardiovascular functioning among participants during social interactions. Healthy normotensive 

participants underwent blood pressure assessment after five minutes of each social interaction. 

After each interaction, participants also completed a diary entry about the relationship type (i.e., 
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familial, romantic, spousal and work) and the quality of the interaction (i.e., positive, negative, 

indifferent, and ambivalence). Results demonstrated that compared to interactions with positive, 

negative and indifferent network ties, interactions with ambivalent network members were 

associated with the highest blood pressure readings (Holt-Lunstad, Uchino, Smith, Olson-Cerny 

& Nealey-Moore, 2003). Later, a similar study conducted by Holt-Lunstad, Uchino, Smith, and 

Hicks (2007) found that individuals interacting with an ambivalent friend exhibited greater blood 

pressure reactivity, especially while discussing an adverse personal event. 

Overall, the literature on relational ambivalence suggests that this form of ambivalence is 

prevalent and potentially harmful. Moreover, ambivalent views toward a social relationship can 

compromise certain indicators of an individual’s physical and psychological well-being beyond 

the effects of only experiencing negative perceptions of a relationship. Given that research on 

ambivalence has primarily been conducted in non-work settings, this raises the question of 

whether this phenomenon may also be evidenced in leader-follower relationships in the 

workplace.  

4.3. LMX Ambivalence and Work-related Well-being  

Both balance theory (Heider, 1946) and cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) 

suggest that holding two contradictory cognitions is unpleasant and aversive (Hinojosa et al., 

2017). Building on this work and applying relevant models of social cognition and work 

motivation (e.g., self-determination theory, role theory), the current study proposes a negative 

relationship between LMX ambivalence and employees’ well-being in the workplace. 

Emotional exhaustion and work engagement have been operationalized as key indicators 

of work-related well-being in the literature (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker & Schaufeli, 

2008; Rothmann, 2003). Emotional exhaustion is the core component of workplace burnout 
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(Maslach, Schaufeli & Leiter, 2001).  It refers to the feelings of being drained and depleted of 

emotional resources by one’s work (Maslach & Jackson 1981; Schaufeli, Maslach & Marek, 

1993). Although related to emotional exhaustion, work engagement deals with the positive 

aspect of employee work-related well-being. Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker 

(2002) define work engagement as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 

characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 74). This study focuses on these two 

indicators of well-being as this enables a more nuanced assessment of one’s well-being at work 

by including both positive and negative components (González-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker, & 

Lloret, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

Our arguments about the effects of LMX ambivalence on employee work-related well-

being are consistent with self-determination theory, role theory and the role-making process in 

LMX (Deci et al., 2017; Kahn, 1990; Örtqvist & Wincent, 2006). Self-determination theory 

provides a framework for understanding human motivation and innate psychological needs for 

competence, relatedness, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2001). The needs for competence, 

relatedness, and autonomy are essential for psychological health and well-being (Deci et al., 

2017; Ryan, 1995). These three basic psychological needs must be satisfied in order for people to 

become more autonomously motivated and to experience a greater sense of self-determination 

(Gagné & Deci, 2005). SDT asserts that when the environment provides people with autonomy 

support, their basic needs are more likely to be satisfied, and this can in turn, translate into 

enhanced perceptions of well-being in the workplace (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 2017). 

Applied in work organizations, SDT has largely focused on the links between various workplace 

factors, need fulfillment (or thwarting), and employee wellness or performance in organizations 

(Deci et al., 2017). In particular, research testing SDT in work organizations highlights the 



 

43 
 

important role of leadership, suggesting that the dyadic relationship between the leader and 

follower plays a critical role in supporting follower autonomy and influencing follower basic 

need satisfaction (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989, Deci & Ryan, 2000; Leroy et al., 2015).  

In concert with self-determination processes, the role-making process in LMX 

development may also assist in explaining how LMX ambivalence influences employee need 

fulfillment and well-being at work. Role definition processes are fundamental to LMX 

development (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and may play a central role in 

the formation of perceptions of LMX ambivalence. Ambiguous and inconsistent role 

expectations may elicit perceptions of ambivalence, which may hinder psychological need 

fulfillment. Instead of providing autonomy support to employees, LMX ambivalence may 

produce a stronger sense of internal conflict about the relationship, and as a result, one’s sense of 

self in the workplace may be undermined. Consistent with role theory, work engagement 

involves identifying with and fully investing one’s self in their work role (Kahn, 1990; 1992). 

Unclear and inconsistent role expectations may lower one’s attachment and commitment to their 

work role, including how the individual relates to their leader and their specific work activities. 

In this respect, ambivalent attitudes toward one’s LMX relationship can divert attention, create 

uncertainty and indecision, and consume resources, preventing employees from feeling 

connected and integrated into their work role (Lee et al., 2019). This reduced sense of connection 

and integration with one’s role can, in turn, undermine employee work engagement (Bakker & 

Leiter, 2010; Matta, Scott, Koopman, & Conlon, 2015).  

Both self-determination theory and role theory also suggest that discrepancies in role 

definitions produce need thwarting, role stress, tension, confusion and anxiety, which can lead to 

emotional exhaustion (Deci et al., 2017; Kahn et al., 1964; Örtqvist & Wincent, 2006).  Lower 
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need fulfillment has an energy-depleting effect on individuals (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000; Van den 

Broeck et al., 2008) and can heighten perceptions of burnout (Kovjanic et al., 2013; Trépanier, 

Fernet, & Austin, 2013). Moreover, because feeling conflicted is accompanied with unpleasant 

feelings of being torn and a sense of contradiction, individuals need to invest their attentional 

resources in reducing the feelings of tension and discomfort associated with these emotionally 

complex states (Rothman & Melwani, 2017). The depletion of coping resources makes 

individuals more likely to suffer from poor psychological well-being and adjustment (Koval & 

Kuppens, 2012). Based on the preceding, I propose the following general hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 11a: LMX ambivalence is negatively related to subordinates’ work 

engagement. 

Hypothesis 11b: LMX ambivalence is positively related to subordinates’ emotional 

exhaustion. 

4.4. LMX Ambivalence, Need Fulfillment, and Work-related Well-being 

Although a handful of studies have shown that relational ambivalence can have 

deleterious effects on different outcomes, ranging from relational disengagement (Bushman & 

Holt-Lunstad, 2009) to reduced job performance (Lee et al., 2019), research has yet to explore 

the specific psychological processes underlying some of these relationships. In a recent review of 

the ambivalence literature, Rothman et al. (2017) suggest that research must focus on the 

mechanisms that explain when and why ambivalence can lead to positive or negative 

consequences. In response to this call, this study aims to shed light on an important question that 

has yet to be addressed: how does ambivalence in perceptions of the LMX relationship influence 

well-being at the workplace? In Chapter 2, a central mechanism linking relational leadership to 

outcomes was discussed: basic psychological need fulfillment. In this section, I further elaborate 
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on the mediating influence of psychological need fulfillment on the relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and workplace well-being. Specifically, drawing on self-determination theory (Deci 

& Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000), I discuss the proposed influence of LMX ambivalence 

on need fulfillment at work and explain why this process mechanism mediates the influence of 

LMX ambivalence on the two focal well-being outcomes: work engagement and emotional 

exhaustion.  

4.4.1. LMX Ambivalence and Need Fulfillment at Work 

Broadly defined, human needs refer to specific motivating forces found within 

individuals, including desires, wants, goals, or values (McClelland, Koestner, &Weinberger, 

1992; Ryan, 1995).  According to self-determination theory (SDT), three fundamental needs, 

including the needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, reflect innate psychological 

nutriments essential to psychological growth, integrity, and well-being (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 

2000). These needs refer to core tendencies that can facilitate achieving effectiveness, 

connectedness, and coherence in different domains of one’s life (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The 

satisfaction of the need for autonomy is considered the most salient need (Ryan & Deci, 2006). It 

refers to one’s sense of volition and psychological freedom, and one’s need to act in accordance 

with their integrated sense of self (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci & Ryan, 2000). Deci and Ryan 

(2008) emphasize that autonomy in SDT involves acting with the experience of choice and an 

absence of salient external controls (Ryan, 1995). The satisfaction of the need for competence 

involves feeling capable of mastering the environment, succeeding at challenging tasks, and 

attaining desired outcomes (Gagné & Vansteenkiste, 2013; Deci et al., 2001). The satisfaction of 

the need for relatedness involves feeling a sense of belongingness and communion, and a 

meaningful sense of connectedness to others in one’s social environment (Ryan & Deci, 2001, 
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2002).  

Consistent with SDT, empirical studies have supported the notion that basic need 

satisfaction is a crucial condition related to thriving in different life domains, including one’s 

school and family lives, and even in one’s recreational activities (e.g., sport and exercise; Deci & 

Ryan, 2008). SDT concepts have also been applied to the workplace (Van den Broeck, Ferris, 

Chang, & Rosen, 2016). Need satisfaction at work is built on early research on basic 

psychological needs and assesses need satisfaction in the work domain (Deci et al., 2001; La 

Guardia, Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000). In their meta-analysis focusing on need satisfaction at 

work, Van den Broeck, Ferris, Chang and Rosen (2016) examined various work outcomes 

associated with employee perceptions of need satisfaction at work.  They found that need 

satisfaction relating to each of the basic needs is positively associated with various indicators of 

well-being as well as one’s work attitudes and behaviors. With respect to well-being outcomes, 

each of the basic needs was found to be positively related to positive affect, work engagement, 

and life satisfaction and negatively related to negative affect, work strain, and burnout. With 

respect to work attitudes and behavior, each of the basic needs was positively related to job 

satisfaction, affective commitment, and different measures of job performance measures (e.g.,  

task performance, proactive performance, organizational citizenship behavior directed at both 

individuals and organizations) while being negatively related to turnover intentions (Van den 

Broeck et al., 2016). 

In this research, I posit that if a follower has ambivalent cognitions regarding their 

relationship with this leader, this may negatively impact their perceptions of need fulfillment at 

work. SDT posits that support for autonomy in the environment enhances one’s sense of self-

determination and fulfillment of one’s basic needs by increasing one’s intrinsic motivation and 
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internalized self-regulation (Deci et al., 2001). Moreover, leaders play an important role in 

encouraging and supporting their follower’s autonomy. When leaders acknowledge and 

understand their followers’ perspectives, provide meaningful information and feedback, offer 

opportunities for choice, and encourage self-initiation (Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994), 

followers are more likely to perceive that their basic needs are being satisfied (Baard, Deci & 

Ryan, 2004; Leroy et al., 2015).  Consistent with this perspective, social support from one’s 

manager and immediate supervisor has been found to be positively associated with overall levels 

of psychological need satisfaction (Baard et al., 2004; Leroy et al., 2015).  

In this study, I propose that LMX ambivalence is negatively associated with need 

fulfillment at work for several reasons. First, perceptions of ambivalence may jeopardize the 

predictability of an individual’s relational partner, which is essential in forming intimacy and 

meaningful connectedness with other human beings (Pratt & Pradise, 2011). In this respect, 

LMX ambivalence may negatively influence one’s sense of need fulfillment by disrupting the 

role-making process in LMX, leading to unclear role definitions and ambiguity in how to interact 

with one’s leader (Hinojosa et al., 2017; Rothman et al., 2017). Second, previous research has 

demonstrated how ambivalence can compromise one’s ability to make decisions (Rothman et al., 

2017). Similarly, individuals with conflicting thoughts toward the quality of their relationship 

with their leader may not be able to form a consistent opinion toward that relationship, and by 

extension, toward their role in that relationship. Thus, LMX ambivalence may precipitate more 

rumination about the relationship and an inability to make important work-related decisions (e.g., 

whether they should take the initiative and assume greater work-related responsibilities), which 

may impede one’s ability to take action (Rothman et al., 2017). Finally, feelings of dissonance 

and discomfort caused by ambivalence may divert emotional and attentional resources toward 
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coping with this discomfort (Nordgren et al., 2006). In this respect, LMX ambivalence may 

produce a stronger sense of internal conflict about the relationship; and as a result, one’s sense of 

self in the workplace may be undermined. Thus, the enactment of behaviors that achieve work 

goals and that build a meaningful relationship with their leader might be inhibited (Pratt & 

Pradise, 2011; Rothman et al., 2017), thwarting one’s fulfillment of their needs for autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness at work. Based on the reasoning above, I hypothesize the following:   

Hypothesis 12: LMX ambivalence is negatively associated with basic psychological 

need fulfillment at work. 

4.4.2. The Mediating Role of Need Fulfillment at Work 

In addition to LMX ambivalence negatively influencing perceptions of need satisfaction 

at work, I propose that an employee’s psychological need fulfillment at work will act as a key 

mediator of the effects of LMX ambivalence on employee well-being. SDT postulates that 

psychological needs embody nutriments essential to optimal functioning, psychological growth 

and wellness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Empirical studies have generally supported this assertion, 

indicating that psychological need fulfillment is positively associated with measures of wellness 

across various domains, ranging from one’s educational outcomes to their recreational 

involvement, and their overall health (Deci & Ryan, 2000; DeHaan & Ryan, 2014; Milyavskaya 

& Koestner, 2011; Ng et al., 2012). These effects are also evidenced across different cultures. 

For example, Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, and Kaplan (2003) demonstrated that fulfillment of one’s 

need for autonomy predicted overall well-being (happiness and self-fulfillment) across four 

countries (i.e., South Korea, Russia, Turkey, and the United States). Likewise, Deci and 

colleagues (2001) found that basic psychological need satisfaction predicted perceptions of well-

being both in collectivistic and individualistic cultures (i.e., Bulgaria and the United States).  
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According to the SDT perspective, one of the main reasons that need satisfaction at work 

promotes employee well-being is that need satisfaction facilitates autonomous motivation (Deci 

et al., 2017; Gagné & Deci, 2005). Autonomous motivation exists when an individual is engaged 

in an activity with a sense of willingness, volition, and choice (Deci et al., 2017). People who are 

autonomously motivated experience improved well-being because they pursue what is 

intrinsically valuable to them and act in line with their sense of self (DeHaan & Ryan, 2014). In 

this regard, individuals who are autonomously motivated tend to experience a stronger sense of 

work engagement as they genuinely enjoy and want to do their work (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In 

line with this premise, empirical studies have linked need fulfillment to both employee 

autonomous motivation and well-being in the workplace. In a study on workaholism, 

Andreassen, Hetland, and Pallesen (2010) found that satisfaction of employees’ basic 

psychological needs at work led to greater enjoyment of their job but also a weaker sense of 

obligation to perform their job (a component of workaholism). Likewise, De Cooman, Stynen, 

Van den Broeck, Sels, and De Witte (2013) examined the basic need satisfaction and 

autonomous motivation of 689 Belgian employees and found that employees who felt greater 

need satisfaction on the job also displayed greater autonomous motivation and work-related 

effort.  

The satisfaction of the three needs in the workplace has also been shown to be positively 

related to employee well-being. A highly cited study conducted by Baard, Deci, and Ryan (2004) 

found that basic need satisfaction on the job was positively related to employees’ feelings of 

vitality, vigor, and dedication, and was negatively related to indicators of ill-being (e.g., anxiety, 

somatization symptoms, depression). Applying SDT to the Job Demands-Resources model, Van 

den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte and Lens (2008) argued and found that basic need 
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satisfaction at work was associated with lower levels of emotional exhaustion and higher work 

engagement. Likewise, Fernet, Austin, Trépanier, and Dussault (2013) found that psychological 

need satisfaction mediated the relationship between job demands, job resources, and three 

components of employee burnout (i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal 

accomplishment). Conversely, Vander Elst, Van den Broeck, De Witte and De Cuyper (2012) 

showed that frustration of basic needs might result in reduced employee work-related well-being, 

as evidenced by increased emotional exhaustion.  

Perceptions of one’s leader have also been linked to employee well-being through need 

fulfillment. For instance, Gillet, Fouquereau, Forest, Brunault, and Colombat (2012) found that 

workers’ perceptions of supervisor controlling behaviors (e.g., motivating workers by making 

them feel guilty for not doing enough) were associated with employees’ psychological need 

thwarting, which in turn, negatively influenced employee eudaemonic well-being (levels of self-

realization), happiness and work satisfaction. Likewise, Kovjanic, Schuh, and Jonas (2013) 

reported that need satisfaction mediated the path between perceptions of supervisor 

transformational leadership style and employee work engagement, highlighting the role that 

transformational leader behavior may play in fostering need satisfaction and the enjoyment of 

one’s work. Similarly, Williams et al. (2014) found that managers’ support for their employees’ 

basic psychological needs prompted fewer psychosomatic symptoms and less emotional 

exhaustion. They deduced from these findings that managers’ adoption of an employee-focused 

leadership style promoted employees’ autonomous self-regulation at work (Williams et al., 

2014). Taken together, these studies demonstrate that a supportive approach to leadership can 

enhance an employee’s sense of need satisfaction at work, which in turn, can act as a catalyst for 

positive employee well-being outcomes, including higher levels of engagement and lower levels 



 

51 
 

of burnout.  

It is also likely that the negative impact of LMX ambivalence on emotional exhaustion 

and work engagement can be explained by the frustration of basic psychological needs. 

Perceptions of ambivalence produce dissonance and discomfort that can drain one’s emotional 

and attentional resources at work. Moreover, by hindering the role-making process in the leader-

follower relationship, perceptions of ambivalence may further undermine one’s sense of need 

fulfillment at work.  Because lower need fulfillment has an energy-depleting effect on 

individuals (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 2000; Van den Broeck et al., 2008) and can, therefore, lower 

work engagement and heighten perceptions of burnout (Kovjanic et al., 2013; Trépanier et al., 

2013), I posit that psychological need fulfillment will mediate the influence of LMX 

ambivalence on both work engagement and exhaustion.  Therefore, the following hypotheses are 

proposed: 

Hypothesis 13a: Need fulfillment at work mediates the relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and work engagement. 

Hypothesis 13b: Need fulfillment at work mediates the relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and emotional exhaustion. 

4.5. Moderating Effects of Collectivism and Positive Meaning in Work 

In their recent review of ambivalence in workplace relationships, Methot and colleagues 

(2017) call for research exploring boundary conditions that might influence the relationship 

between perceptions of ambivalence and work outcomes. Consistent with this call to probe 

potential boundary conditions, the present study investigates two key moderating variables of the 

proposed relationships – collectivism and positive meaning in work. As suggested by role theory 

and previous work on LMX formation (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987), 
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clear role identities play a central role in LMX development. Likewise, social identification 

processes can be instrumental in shaping how one perceives and responds to their leader 

(Jackson & Johnson, 2012; Smith & Semin, 2007; Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De 

Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). In this respect, factors related to one’s self-concept and the 

meaningfulness of their work may influence how employees respond to LMX ambivalence. 

Collectivism reflects the degree to which group membership is central to one’s self-concept 

(Oyserman, Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2002). As I discuss below, if an employee strongly values 

and identifies with their workgroup or other group entities (the organization) rather than their 

own self- interests, this should mitigate the detrimental effects of LMX ambivalence on need 

fulfillment and work-related well-being.  Likewise, if an employee experiences a sense of 

positive meaning in their work, they will perceive that their job is more aligned with their values, 

and this may buffer the potentially damaging influence of LMX ambivalence on need fulfillment 

and well-being at work. Below, I further explain these proposed moderating effects. 

4.5.1. Collectivism 

Collectivism has been treated as a national-level cultural construct (Hofstede, 1980) as 

well as an individual-level personal value reflecting one’s conceptualization of the self (Hui, 

1988; Triandis, Leung, Villareal & Clack, 1985; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In this study, the 

individual-level perspective on collectivism is adopted. The individual-level conceptualization of 

collectivism takes a within-culture, individual differences perspective (Wagner & Moch, 1986). 

This perspective has been adopted widely in the literature and has indicated that individual-level 

collectivism is positively associated with a number of employee attitudes and behaviors, ranging 

from job satisfaction and organizational commitment to task and citizenship performance, and 

cooperation in groups (e.g., Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001; Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Wagner, 
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1995; Van Dyne, Vandewalle, Kostova, Latham & Cummings, 2000).  

High levels of collectivism indicate that group membership is a central aspect of one’s 

self-concept (Hofstede, 1980; Kim, 1994; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2002). 

People high in collectivism value group membership and emphasize group goals and 

cohesiveness (Van Dyne et al., 2000; Wagner, 1995).  They tend to define themselves in relation 

to the group, attribute success to cooperation, and value and seek a sense of social belonging 

(Triandis et al., 1985). People high in collectivism value and recognize the importance of social 

interdependence and tend to put aside their self-interests and personal desires when they conflict 

with group goals (Triandis, 1995).  They care about whether they belong to organizations and 

whether they “fit in” with respect to their relationships with others (Triandis, 1990). It is 

important for them to follow norms and rules prescribed by social groups and to maintain 

harmonious relationships with others in these groups (Fischer et al., 2009; Oyserman et al., 2002; 

Triandis, 1995). Collectivistic individuals are also more likely to retrieve collective self-

cognitions and use more collective and interdependent descriptors to define themselves 

(Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991).  

As a result of collectivistic individuals’ higher emphasis placed on group-level identity, I 

propose that employee collectivism may weaken the role of need fulfillment in mediating the 

effects of LMX ambivalence (i.e., Stage 1 moderated mediation, Edwards & Lambert, 2007). 

Having contradictory opinions towards their role in the relationship with the leader, collectivists 

may still have a clear sense of self as a member of the group (e.g., work team; organization). 

They may also shift their attention to factors such as group-level collective outcomes (e.g., team 

performance, group benefits) to define their roles. Their ability to act in accordance with one’s 

sense of self in the workplace will therefore be less likely to be inhibited by ambivalent 



 

54 
 

perceptions of their LMX relationship. In contrast, employees low in collectivism possess a 

sense of identity that is distinct from their group membership. In this respect, their self-concept 

may be more strongly negatively impacted by their experience of LMX ambivalence. Because 

LMX quality is associated with the attainment of important individual career outcomes for the 

employee (e.g., promotions, career-enhancing assignments; Kraimer, Seibert & Astrove, 2015), 

ambivalent perceptions of the LMX relationship for employees low on collectivism may have a 

more pronounced negative effect on their sense of need fulfillment.   

Furthermore, in contrast to individuals lower on collectivism, individuals higher on 

collectivism may also maintain a generally more positive view of their leader even when 

experiencing feelings of ambivalence. One essential element of collectivism is the premise that 

groups bind and create a sense of mutual obligation among individuals (Oyserman et al., 2002).  

As a result, collectivists tend to rely more on their ingroups and their relationships at work as a 

social capital resource (Warren, Dunfee, & Li, 2004; Yang et al., 2012). Accordingly, when 

facing stressful circumstances at work, collectivistic employees may be more likely to seek and 

garner the support of others in the workplace, such as their work colleagues (Triandis, 

Bontempo, Villareal, Asai & Lucca, 1988; Yang et al., 2012). In this respect, social support from 

their colleagues may buffer the negative effect of LMX ambivalence on one’s sense of need 

fulfillment for collectivistic individuals.  

Finally, collectivists tend to maintain relationships even when negative factors impacting 

the quality of their relationship with others exist. Because collectivists have a strong desire to be 

attached to a collective group (Brewer & Chen, 2007; Earley, 1993) and protecting harmonious 

relationships is valuable for them (Erdogan & Liden, 2006), high levels of LMX ambivalence 

may less readily impact this sense of need satisfaction at work. Erdogan and Liden (2006), for 
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example, found collectivists were less likely to engage in behaviors that would lower the quality 

of their relationship with their leader when they perceived injustice (i.e., they are not fairly 

treated and rewarded). Building on this work, I propose that collectivism may enable followers to 

maintain higher levels of need satisfaction at work even when facing contradictory thoughts 

about their relationship with their leader. Thus, as outlined above (Hypotheses 13a and 13b), 

LMX ambivalence is expected to influence work engagement and emotional exhaustion via need 

fulfillment processes; however, these relationships will be stronger for followers lower in 

collectivism. The following hypotheses will therefore be tested:  

Hypothesis 14: Collectivism moderates the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on 

work engagement through need fulfillment at work such that the mediated effect 

will be stronger for subordinates with low rather than high collectivism. 

Hypothesis 15: Collectivism moderates the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on 

emotional exhaustion through need fulfillment at work such that the mediated effect 

will be stronger for subordinates with low rather than high collectivism. 

4.5.2. Positive Meaning in Work  

As illustrated in Figure 2, employee perceptions of positive meaning in their work are 

positioned as a second moderator of the mediating effect of need fulfillment at work on the LMX 

ambivalence - well-being relationship. Positive meaning in work refers to one’s judgement of 

whether they view their work as having personal significance and meaningfulness, and as being 

worth doing (Steger, Dik & Duffy, 2012).  These perceptions reflect whether one’s work is 

aligned with their values, goals, and beliefs (Harpaz & Fu, 2002; Kinjerski & Skrypnek, 2004). 

Perceptions of work meaningfulness are socially and individually constructed and play a 

significant role in shaping one’s sense of work identity (Rosso, Dekas & Wrzesniewski, 2010; 
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Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). Perceptions of positive meaning in one’s work can be differentiated 

from one’s sense of need fulfillment as the former focuses more specifically on individuals’ 

interpretations of the significance of their work activities and work experiences based partly on 

societal and cultural forces (Rosso et al., 2010; Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & Debebe, 2003).  For 

example, scholars have proposed that work is likely to be perceived as meaningful when the 

social norms and cultural systems ascribe value to people’s work activities (Rosso et al., 2010; 

Ros, Schwartz & Surkis, 1999). Meaningful work is related to a number of important work-

related variables, such as being able to use one’s strengths at work and greater intrinsic work 

motivation (Arnold, Turner, Barling, Kelloway, & McKee, 2007; Duffy & Dik, 2013; Littman-

Ovadia & Steger, 2010; Steger et al., 2012). Indeed, Arnold et al (2007) suggest that finding 

positive meaning in one’s work is a critical intrinsic reason for working (Arnold et al., 2007). 

Likewise, Spreitzer, Kizilos and Nason (1997) stated that meaning serves as the “engine of 

empowerment” (p. 681). Indeed, several authors have described finding meaning in events as a 

“fundamental human motive” (Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001, p. 54).  

Finding one’s work meaningful implies that there is congruence between one’s self-

concept and their work behavior (Rosso et al., 2010). Because meaningful work is positively 

related to higher levels of intrinsic motivation and internal regulation, it can also facilitate 

psychological need fulfillment at work. In this respect, I propose that positive meaning may 

buffer the negative influence of ambivalence on need fulfillment and well-being. Although 

employees experiencing LMX ambivalence have inconsistent opinions towards their role in the 

relationship with the leader, if they have a positive sense of meaning in their work, they should 

still maintain a positive sense of work identity and pay more attention to the value and outcomes 

of their work (Quintanilla, 1991). In this respect, individuals who perceive positive meaning in 
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their work will still behave autonomously and take responsibility for their decisions and actions 

(Clark, 1995; Lee, 2015). These employees should therefore still feel more confident and willing 

to invest effort toward realizing their potential in the workplace even when experiencing 

ambivalence toward their leader (Lee, 2015; Morrison, Burke & Greene, 2007). Employees 

experiencing positive meaning may also convey passion to their colleagues which may help them 

to forge stronger relationships that offset the negative effects of LMX ambivalence on need 

fulfillment and well-being. In contrast, employees who do not perceive higher levels of meaning 

in their work, may be more vulnerable to experiencing the negative effects of LMX ambivalence. 

Indeed, previous work has found that stronger perceptions of meaning at work can protect 

employees from work-related stress and elevate perceptions of meaning in life (Allan, Douglass, 

Duffy & McCarty, 2016). Based on the preceding, I propose the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 16: Positive meaning in work moderates the indirect effect of LMX 

ambivalence on work engagement through need fulfillment at work such that the 

mediated effect will be stronger for subordinates with less positive meaning in their 

work. 

Hypothesis 17: Positive meaning in work moderates the indirect effect of LMX 

ambivalence on emotional exhaustion through need fulfillment at work such that the 

mediated effect will be stronger for subordinates with less positive meaning in their 

work. 

4.6. Summary of Hypotheses 

In this chapter, I presented a moderated mediation model (Figure 2) in which need 

fulfillment at work is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between follower perceptions of 

LMX ambivalence and both work engagement and emotional exhaustion. Guided by self-
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determination theory and research suggesting that one’s self-concept and perceptions on one’s 

work may moderate the effect of LMX ambivalence, I further propose that two variables –

collectivism and positive meaning in work – may buffer the proposed negative effects of LMX 

ambivalence on need fulfillment and the two indicators of well-being: work engagement and 

emotional exhaustion. Each of the hypotheses presented in this chapter and Chapter 3 is 

summarized in Table 1.  
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY 

This chapter details the research methodology employed. I begin with an introduction to 

the research setting and sample. This is followed by a description of the research design, 

including the specific procedures and measures used. 

5.1. Research Setting  

To test the proposed antecedents of LMX ambivalence (Figure 1) and the moderated 

mediation model of LMX ambivalence and work-related well-being (see Figure 2), I conducted a 

field study with a large police organization. Participants included police officers and their 

respective supervisors. This research involved administering two separate surveys to employees 

to assess their focal dispositional characteristics (Figure 1) as well as their perceptions of LMX 

ambivalence and each of the variables outlined in the proposed moderated mediation model 

(Figure 2). Supervisors of the employees were also asked to complete a survey assessing their 

dispositional characteristics. The final sample consisted of subordinates who completed both 

employee surveys, and supervisors who responded to the supervisor survey. In total, 281 

subordinates responded to both the first and second employee survey, and 130 responses were 

received for the supervisor survey1.  

5.2. Research Design  

A time-separated design was employed in which data were collected via surveys 

administered at two different points in time. Adopting this design can reduce problems 

associated with common method variance (CMV) and allow stronger inferences regarding the 

direction of the proposed relationships compared to a cross-sectional design in which data is 

 
1 With one exception, employees who responded to the survey did not share the same supervisor. As a result, non-
independence in the data was not an issue in this study.  
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collected at one point in time (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012; Taris & Kompier, 

2014). 

Staff members were invited to participate in the study via the weekly newsletter  

e-mailed to all police officers in the organization. The newsletter provided a brief description of 

the research project, the investigators, how long the survey will take to complete, and assurances 

of confidentiality. The newsletter informed officers that the purpose of the study is to examine 

how various individual differences and perceptions of the work environment affect employee 

well-being and performance.  A link to the first employee survey was included in the 

newsletter’s invitation to participate in the research. Employees who agreed to participate in the 

research were able to click the link and were directed to the survey website to respond to the first 

online survey. The surveys were administered through Carleton University’s Qualtrics survey 

system. Qualtrics employs multiple layers of security to make sure that data remains private and 

secure. 

At Time 1, employees responded to the first employee survey. This survey asked general 

demographic/background questions (e.g., gender, age, job tenure, tenure of relationship with 

direct supervisor) as well as questions regarding their personality and LMX ambivalence (see 

specific “Measures” below). At the end of the first online survey, participants were asked to fill 

in their email address if they were willing to participate in the follow-up survey. They were also 

asked to invite their direct supervisor to participate in the survey by providing the email address 

of their supervisor. Employees were informed that inviting their supervisor to participate was 

completely voluntary and under no circumstance would individual response data be released to 

anyone at their organization. Supervisors whose email addresses were provided were sent an 

invitation to participate in the study and were asked to respond to a survey containing measures 
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assessing their personality and basic demographic background (e.g., gender, age, organizational 

tenure). 

Three months later, those employees who previously agreed to be contacted to participate 

in the follow-up survey were invited via email to complete the second online survey (Time 2). 

The three-month duration between surveys is consistent with previous time-separated studies 

assessing LMX relationships (e.g., Bauer et al., 2006; Lee et al., 2019; Lin & Leung, 2010; 

Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003).  This time period is deemed to be sufficiently long to 

allow change to occur, but is not long enough that radical changes in the work environment may 

take place that may bias results of the study (e.g., relocation, organizational restructuring) 

(Demerouti, Bakker & Bulters, 2004; Mitchell & James, 2001). In the second survey (Time 2), 

employees were asked to complete measures assessing their LMX ambivalence and each of the 

variables included in the proposed moderated mediation model (Figure 2), including need 

fulfilment at work, work engagement, and emotional exhaustion. Collectivism and positive 

meaning in work were also assessed at Time 2. Each employee survey took approximately 15-20 

minutes to complete. Responses from the two employee surveys and the supervisor survey were 

matched by requesting respondents’ employee identification (HRIS) number. All responses were 

kept strictly confidential.  

5.3. Measures 

The following measures were used in the study (please see the Appendix for a list of all 

of the items for each scale). For each of the measures, scale items were averaged to create a 

composite mean score. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to gauge whether the 

measures used in the study have acceptable levels of internal consistency. 

LMX. Subordinates reported their LMX by responding to the LMX-6 scale (Schriesheim, 
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Neider, Scandura & Tepper, 1992) at Time 1. Sample items include: “The way my supervisor 

sees it, the importance of my job to his/her performance is: 5= very great-it critically affects 

his/her performance, 4= great, 3= moderate, 2= somewhat, 1= slight-it has little effect on his/her 

performance”. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.83. 

LMX ambivalence. Lee’s (2016) seven-item measure of LMX ambivalence was used to 

assess followers’ LMX ambivalence at both times 1 and 2. Lee (2016) adapted this scale’s items 

from the LMX-7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and Jamieson’s (1993) ambivalence scale, and 

reported evidence supporting its reliability and validity, including its discriminant validity in 

relation to measures of LMX quality and LMX attitude importance. In completing the scale, 

participants were asked to indicate if they have conflicting thoughts relating to each item. 

Sample items include: “I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think my supervisor would use 

his/her power to help to solve problems in my work, while at other times I don’t.” and “I have 

conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think my supervisor recognizes my potential, while at other 

times I don’t.” With each statement, participants indicated their level of agreement using a 

seven-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s alphas for 

LMX Ambivalence were 0.92 and 0.93 for Time 1 and Time 2 measurements, respectively.  

“Big Five” personality constructs. The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling, 

Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003) was used to assess supervisor and subordinate scores on each of the 

Big Five Constructs at Time 1. The TIPI uses descriptive traits from other widely used 

instruments such as Goldberg’s Big Five measure (Goldberg, 1992), the Big Five Inventory 

(John, Donahue & Kentle, 1991) and Adjective Checklist markers (John & Srivastava, 1999) to 

maximize content validity.  Each of the five personality dimensions is measured by two opposite 

items, each consisting of a pair of descriptive traits. Participants were asked to indicate the extent 
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to which they agree or disagree with each statement. All items were assessed on a five-point 

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Although this scale is short (10 

items), it demonstrates adequate test-retest reliability and convergent validity in relation to other 

Big Five measures such as Goldberg’s (1992) 100-item Big Five measure, Costa and McCrae’s 

(1992) NEO Five-Factor Inventory, John and Srivastava’s 44-item Big Five Inventory (BFI), and 

Goldberg, Johnson, Eber, Hogan, Ashton, Cloninger, and Gough’s  (2006) 50-item International 

Personality Item Pool (IPIP) FFM measure (Ehrhart et al., 2009; Gosling et al., 2003). Moreover, 

the reliability and validity of TIPI have been supported across different samples of respondents, 

including respondents from the U.S., Germany, Holland, Iran, Japan and Spain (Atari, Barbaro, 

Sela, Shackelford & Chegeni, 2017; Ehrhart et al., 2009; Hofmans, Kuppens & Allik, 2008; 

Oshio, Shingo & Cutrone, 2012; Herzberg & Brähler, 2006; Romero, Villar, Gómez-Fraguela & 

López-Romero, 2012).  Sample items include: “Reserved, quiet” (reverse-scored; Extraversion); 

“Anxious, easily upset” (reverse-scored; Emotional Stability); “Sympathetic, warm” 

(Agreeableness); “Open to new experiences, complex” (Openness to Experience), and 

“Dependable, self-disciplined” (Conscientiousness). In the subordinate sample, Cronbach’s 

alphas for the TIPI scales were: Extraversion = 0.76, Agreeableness = 0.48, Conscientiousness = 

0.45, Openness = 0.32, and Emotional Stability = 0.65.  In the supervisor sample, Cronbach’s 

alphas for the TIPI scales were: Extraversion = 0.73, Agreeableness = 0.34, Conscientiousness = 

0.68, Openness = 0.53, and Emotional stability = 0.62. Alphas were relatively low due to the 

concise nature of this measure (Gosling et al., 2003); however, these alpha coefficients were 

consistent with those reported in previous studies using the TIPI scale (e.g., Atari et al., 2017; 

Jonason, Teicher, & Schmitt, 2011).  

Dominance and prestige orientations of supervisor.  Subordinates’ perceptions of their 
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supervisor’s use of dominance and prestige strategies were assessed using the eight-item version 

of Cheng, Tracy, and Henrich’s (2010) Dominance-Prestige scales. This measure was developed 

by selecting the highest loading items in Cheng et al.’s (2010) 17-item other-report Dominance-

Prestige Scales and has been used in several recent studies (e.g., Redhead, Cheng, Driver, 

Foulsham & O’Gorman, 2019; Witkower, Tracy, Cheng & Henrich, 2019). The measurement of 

these two strategies as trait-like dispositions has been supported in prior studies (Cheng et al., 

2013). Cheng et al.’s (2010) Dominance-Prestige Scales have demonstrated discriminant 

validity, and validity in predicting various outcomes, including social influence and social rank 

(Cheng et al., 2010; Cheng et al., 2013). Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which 

each statement describes their direct supervisor by using a seven-point Likert scale (1 = not at 

all; 7= very much). Sample statements for the Dominance scale include: “My supervisor enjoys 

having control over other members of the group” and “My supervisor often tries to get his/her 

way regardless of what others in the group may want”.  Sample items for the Prestige scale 

include: “Members of my group respect and admire my supervisor” and “Members of my group 

do not value my supervisor’s opinion” (reverse-scored).  Cronbach’s alphas for these scales 

were: dominance of supervisor: 0.91; prestige of supervisor: 0.87. 

Trait anger and hostility. The three-item trait anger and three-item hostility scales from 

the Brief Aggression Questionnaire (Webster et al., 2014) were used to measure subordinates’ 

trait anger and hostility at Time 1. Webster and colleagues (2014, 2015) have provided evidence 

supporting the test-retest reliabilities of these scales as well as their validity in predicting 

behavioral aggression over time. They also supported the convergent validity of the 3-item trait 

anger scale in relation to the 15-item trait anger scale from the State-Trait Anger Scale 

(Spielberger et al., 1983), Revenge Planning and Displaced Aggression scales in the Displaced 
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Aggression Questionnaire (Denson, Pedersen, & Miller, 2006) and Irritability subscale in the 

Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI; Buss & Durkee, 1957). The three-item hostility scale 

has been shown to display convergent validity with hostility subscales in the Displaced 

Aggression Questionnaire (Denson et al., 2006) and Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI; 

Buss & Durkee, 1957). In both the trait anger and the hostility scales, respondents were asked to 

record their level of agreement with each item using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = 

“strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”. Sample items for the trait anger scale include: “I am 

an even-tempered person” (reverse-scored) and “Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good 

reason”. Sample items for hostility are: “I sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind 

my back” and “When people are especially nice, I wonder what they want”. Cronbach’s alphas 

for the trait anger scale and hostility scales were 0.80 and 0.66, respectively. 

Need fulfillment at work.  A six-item version of the Basic Psychological Needs at Work 

Scale (La Guardia et al., 2000; Van der Cammen, Hofmans, & Theuns, 2014) was used to 

measure the satisfaction of the basic psychological needs at work (Time 2). Participants were 

asked to indicate the extent to which they agree with each of the statements related to their 

experiences on the job. Sample items include: “People at work tell me I am good at what I do”, 

“I feel like I can provide a lot of input into deciding how my job gets done”, and “I get along 

with people at work”. All items were answered on a seven-point Likert scale (1= strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). According to SDT, the fulfillment of one need is closely associated 

with the fulfillment of the two other needs (Gagné, 2003; Van den Broeck et al., 2008), while the 

frustration of any need leads to similar negative outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Lian, Ferris & 

Brown, 2012). Indeed, empirical studies have indicated that the three needs overlap considerably 

and load on a single factor in various settings (e.g., Baard et al., 2004; Sheldon & Niemiec, 2006; 
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Uysal, Lin, & Knee, 2010; Van den Broeck et al., 2008). Thus, based on theoretical assumptions 

of SDT and in line with earlier research (e.g., Baard et al., 2004; Deci et al., 2001; De Cooman et 

al., 2013; Gillet et al., 2012; Hetland et al., 2015; Lian et al., 2012; Rosen, Ferris, Brown, Chen 

& Yan, 2013; Van den Broeck et al., 2008; Vansteenkiste et al., 2007), the composite scores for 

the three facets of need satisfaction were aggregated and applied as an overall index of the 

satisfaction of basic psychological needs. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.64. 

Collectivism.  Erez and Earley’s (1987) four-item scale was administered at Time 2 to 

measure individual differences in collectivism. This scale has been widely used to assess 

collectivism in different cultural settings and has garnered support for its construct validity (e.g., 

Earley, 1989; Earley, 1993; Rong, Secchi & Shou, 2018; Song & Kim, 2009; Wagner, 1995).  

Sample items include: “Only those who depend on themselves get ahead in life (reverse-

scored)”, and “Working with a group is better than working alone”. Participants record responses 

on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 5= strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.63 

for this scale. 

Positive meaning in work. Steger and colleagues’ (2012) four-item scale was used to 

measure subordinate’ perceived positive meaning in work at Time 2. Sample items include: “I 

have found a meaningful career” and “I have a good sense of what makes my job meaningful”. 

Participants recorded responses on a five-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 5= strongly 

agree). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.92. 

Work engagement. The three-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 

(UWES-3; Schaufeli, Shimazu, Hakanen, Salanova & De Witte, 2017) was used to measure 

subordinates’ work engagement at Time 2. Since its development, this scale has been used in 

many empirical studies (e.g., Fiorilli, Schneider, Buonomo & Romano; 2019; Gillet, Caesens, 
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Morin & Stinglhamber, 2019; Nikolova, Schaufeli & Notelaers, 2019) and has been shown to 

perform in a similar manner to the longer nine-item Utrecht Work Engagement scale (i.e., 

UWES-9) with respect its internal consistency, construct validity, and correlations with job 

demands and job resources (Schaufeli et al., 2017). Sample items include: “At my work, I feel 

bursting with energy” and “I am enthusiastic about my job”. Responses are recorded using a 

seven-point Likert-type scale (1= never to 7=always). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84 for this scale. 

Emotional exhaustion. The three-item version of the emotional exhaustion scale from 

the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) was used to assess subordinates’ emotional exhaustion 

(Time 2; Leiter & Shaughnessy, 2006). The MBI-General Survey (Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach & 

Jackson, 1996) is the most widely used instrument for assessing burnout (Schaufeli, Bakker, 

Hoogduin, Schaap & Kladler, 2001). The three-item version of the scale was developed by 

assessing item loadings and error correlations of the original items (Leiter & Shaughnessy, 

2006). Sample items include: “I feel burned out from my work” and “I feel tired when I get up in 

the morning and have to face another day on the job”. Responses are recorded on a seven-point 

frequency scale ranging from 1 “never” to 7 “always”. The alpha coefficient for this scale was 

0.84. 

Demographic variables. Both supervisors and subordinates were asked to respond to a 

number of questions assessing various demographic factors, including their gender (1=male; 

2=female), age (i.e., year of birth), education level, job tenure (i.e., number of years and months), 

and the length of time the subordinates have worked with their supervisor (i.e., “dyad tenure”).  

5.4. Method of Data Analysis  

As outlined in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, this study examines two models. The first model 

(Figure 1) is designed to test various demographic and dispositional antecedents of LMX 
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ambivalence. The second model (Figure 2) tests a more complex set of relationships in which 

LMX ambivalence is hypothesized to influence two components of work-related well-being (i.e., 

work engagement, and emotional exhaustion) via moderated mediating mechanisms. 

In the first stage of data analysis, four sets of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were 

conducted to verify the distinctiveness of the scales used in the study. Also, for both models, 

basic descriptive statistics (i.e., means, standard deviations) and zero-order correlation 

coefficients were calculated to provide a basic understanding of the variables in each model and 

the correlations between variables.  

In the second stage of data analysis, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted 

using SPSS to test the hypotheses delineated in model 1. Two separate hierarchical regression 

analyses were conducted – one focusing on dispositional antecedents of the subordinate, and the 

other dispositional antecedents of the supervisor2. To test the more complex moderated 

mediation model illustrated in model 2, conditional process analysis was conducted using the 

latest PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2018). PROCESS was designed to enable simultaneous testing 

of models that include both mediation and moderation (Hayes, 2018). A bootstrapping approach 

with 10,000 repetitions was employed to obtain accurate parameter estimates for the 

hypothesized direct and indirect effects (Hayes, 2018). Because the proposed model (Figure 2) 

specifies a mediator qualified by two moderating effects at Stage 1, model specification 9 was 

employed (Hayes 2018). The specific data analysis process and corresponding results are 

described in more detail in the next chapter. 

 
2  Before conducting these analyses, data were inspected for normality. Most variables displayed distributions that 
were close to normal, however, there were a couple of exceptions with respect to some of the control/predictor 
variables (e.g., dyad tenure; supervisor and subordinate gender).  Because these distributions reflect true variance 
(not error variance) related to the nature of the sample, these data were retained and not adjusted/transformed  
(Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Joo, 2013).  
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS 

This chapter reports results from data analyses testing the proposed models. The chapter 

begins with results from the confirmatory factory analyses testing the factor structure and 

distinctiveness of the measures used in the study. This is followed by results from the analyses 

used to test the proposed antecedents of LMX ambivalence, and the estimation of the 

hypothesized moderated mediation model. 

6.1. Confirmatory Factory Analyses  

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted using AMOS software to assess the 

distinctiveness of each of the perceptual variables assessed in the study. CFAs were conducted 

on four sets of constructs: 1. follower personality attributes (i.e., the Big Five personality traits, 

subordinate trait anger, subordinate hostility), 2. supervisor personality attributes (i.e., the Big 

Five personality traits, supervisor dominance, supervisor prestige-seeking), 3. LMX and LMX 

ambivalence, and 4. the remaining perceptual variables proposed in the moderated path model 

(i.e., collectivism, positive meaning in work, need fulfillment at work, emotional exhaustion, 

work engagement).  

6.1.1. Subordinate Personality 

To test the discriminant validity of the personality scales of the follower, CFAs were 

conducted comparing the hypothesized seven-factor model and four competing models: a six-

factor model, a three-factor model, a one-factor model, and the null (independence) model. The 

hypothesized seven-factor model specified the Big Five personality constructs, trait anger, and 

hostility as distinct but correlated factors. The six-factor model tested the same model but 

combined trait anger and hostility into one factor. The three-factor model tested trait anger and 

hostility as separate factors but combined the Big Five personality constructs into one factor. The 
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one-factor model specified that all personality items load onto one overall latent factor. The null 

(independence) model assumed that each of the seven sets of personality items was unrelated. 

Model fit indices for these CFAs are reported in Table 2. Results indicated that the hypothesized 

seven-factor model (2 = 189.24, df = 83, CFI = .89, TLI= .82, RMSEA = .07) provided a good 

fit to the data. The seven-factor model produced better comparative fit indices (AIC=327.24, 

RMSEA=.07) than the six-factor model (AIC=396.13, RMSEA=.09), the three-factor model 

(AIC=544.15, RMSEA=.11), the one-factor model (AIC=677.13, RMSEA=.13), and the 

independence model (AIC=1150.22, RMSEA=.16). 

6.1.2. Supervisor Personality 

To examine the distinctiveness of the seven personality measures relating to the 

supervisor, CFAs were conducted comparing the hypothesized seven-factor model and four 

competing models: a six-factor model, a three-factor model, a one-factor model, and the null 

(independence) model. The hypothesized seven-factor model specified supervisor Big Five 

personality constructs, dominance, and prestige as distinct but correlated factors. The six-factor 

model was similar but combined dominance and prestige into one factor. The three-factor model 

tested dominance and prestige as separate factors but merged the Big Five personality constructs 

into one factor. Finally, the one-factor model specified that all personality items load on one 

overall latent factor, and the null (independence) model assumed that each of the seven 

personality scales was unrelated. Results of model fit indices are reported in Table 3. Results 

indicated that the hypothesized seven-factor model (2 =213.67, df = 114, CFI= .95, TLI= .92, 

RMSEA = .06) provided an acceptable fit to the data. The seven-factor model produced better 

comparative fit indices (AIC=363.67, RMSEA=.06) than the six-factor model (AIC=634.46, 

RMSEA=.11), three-factor model (AIC=446.97, RMSEA=.07), one-factor model (AIC=853.36, 
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RMSEA=.13), and the independence model (AIC=2168.69, RMSEA=.20). 

6.1.3. LMX and LMX Ambivalence 

To determine the distinctiveness of LMX quality and LMX ambivalence measured at 

Time 1, CFAs were conducted comparing the hypothesized two-factor model and two competing 

models: a one-factor model and the null (independence) model. The hypothesized two-factor 

model specified LMX quality and LMX ambivalence as distinct but correlated factors. The one-

factor model specified that all LMX and LMX ambivalence items load on one overall latent 

factor while the null (independence) model assumed that the items for each scale are unrelated. 

Model fit indices from the CFAs are reported in Table 4. Results indicated that the hypothesized 

two-factor model (2 =132.72, df = 50, CFI= .96, TLI= .94, RMSEA = .08) provided a good fit 

to the data. The two-factor model produced better comparative fit indices (AIC=212.72, 

RMSEA=.08) than the alternative one-factor (AIC=981.82, RMSEA=.21) model or the 

independence model (AIC=2075.14, RMSEA=.33). 

6.1.4. Perceptual Variables in Moderated Mediation Model 

To examine the distinctiveness of each of the hypothesized perceptual variables proposed 

in the moderated mediation model, a CFA was conducted on five constructs: collectivism, 

positive meaning in work, need fulfillment at work, emotional exhaustion, and work 

engagement. As shown in Table 5, the proposed five-factor model generated the best fit statistics 

(2 =357.86, df = 158, CFI= .91, TLI= .89, RMSEA = .08). The baseline five-factor model 

provided a significantly better representation of the data than an alternative four-factor model 

which combined emotional exhaustion and work engagement into one factor (2 = 555.67, df = 

163, CFI= .82, TLI= .79, RMSEA = .10) and an alternative one-factor model, in which all items 

measuring the variables were loaded on one overall factor (2 = 1060.65, df = 170, CFI= .58, 



 

72 
 

TLI= .48, RMSEA = .15). Taken together, results from these CFAs supported the distinctiveness 

of the scales used to measure each construct included in this research. 

6.2. Antecedents of LMX Ambivalence    

As outlined in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4, there are two primary objectives of the present 

research: 1. to explore the antecedents of LMX ambivalence (see Figure 1); and 2. to elucidate 

the mechanisms through which LMX ambivalence influences employee work-related well-being 

(see Figure 2). In this section, I report results regarding the antecedents of LMX ambivalence. 

 In the next section, I will report results from tests of the proposed moderated mediation model. 

6.2.1. Descriptive Statistics and Zero-order Correlations 

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for all variables are reported in 

Table 6. As shown in Table 6, mean ratings on LMX ambivalence (T2) were in the moderate 

range (mean = 3.08 on 5-point scale) with significant variation (SD = 1.45) evidenced. LMX 

ambivalence was significantly positively correlated with the gender of one’s supervisor (r=.14, p 

<.05), indicating that respondents with a female supervisor are more likely to report LMX 

ambivalence. As hypothesized, subordinate emotional stability (r= −.16, p <.05) was found to be 

negatively associated with LMX ambivalence while supervisor openness to experience (r= .19, p 

<.05) was positively associated with LMX ambivalence. Correlations between supervisor 

dominance and LMX ambivalence (r= .35, p <.01), and between supervisor prestige-seeking and 

LMX ambivalence (r= −.34, p <.01) were also significant and in the expected direction. Finally, 

both subordinate trait anger (r= .17, p <.05) and hostility (r= .21, p <.01) were found to be 

positively associated with LMX ambivalence. Taken together, these results indicate that 

participants reported appreciable levels of LMX ambivalence and variation was observed on this 

variable. Moreover, LMX ambivalence appears to be associated with some of the hypothesized 
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antecedents; however, more detailed analyses are needed controlling for extraneous variables. 

6.2.2. Tests of Hypotheses 

In order to conduct a more comprehensive and robust test of each of the hypotheses 

relating to antecedents of LMX ambivalence (Hypotheses 1-10), two separate hierarchical 

regression analyses were conducted – one focusing on dispositional antecedents of the 

subordinate, and the other focusing on dispositional antecedents of the supervisor. In the 

regression analyses, missing values were dealt with using pairwise deletion. In the first 

regression examining subordinate antecedents of LMX ambivalence, subordinate demographic 

variables, including age, gender, and dyad tenure, were entered in the first block followed by the 

Big Five personality constructs in the second block, and trait anger and hostility in the final 

block. Likewise, in the second regression focusing on supervisor antecedents, demographic 

variables (e.g., age, gender, dyad tenure) were entered in the first block, followed by supervisor 

Big Five traits, and finally, supervisor dominance and prestige-seeking. For both regression 

analyses, LMX ambivalence (assessed at time 2) was the focal dependent variable. Before 

conducting the hypothesis tests, I checked for multicollinearity among the predictor variables, 

which, if present, may distort the magnitude of some relationships. The results of collinearity 

diagnostic analyses showed that all tolerance indices were larger than 0.5, and the Variance 

Inflation Factors (VIF) were smaller than 2, suggesting that multicollinearity is not present.  

Results for the two hierarchical regression analyses are reported in Table 7 and Table 8. 

As shown in Table 7, subordinate hostility (β= .16, p < .05) was found to be significantly 

positively related to LMX ambivalence, providing support for hypothesis 9(a). Furthermore, 

supervisor dominance (β= .19, p < .01) was also significantly positively related to LMX 

ambivalence, while prestige-seeking was negatively related to LMX ambivalence (β= −.17, p 
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< .05), providing support for Hypotheses 10a and 10b, respectively. Somewhat surprisingly, 

none of the demographic variables (i.e., subordinate and supervisor age, gender, dyad tenure) or 

other dispositional characteristics (i.e., supervisor or subordinate Big Five, subordinate trait 

anger) were found be significantly related to LMX ambivalence, failing to support Hypotheses 1-

8, and 9b. 

6.3. Outcomes of LMX Ambivalence 

The second model (Figure 2) examined in this research tests a more complex set of 

relationships in which LMX ambivalence (measured at time 1) is hypothesized to influence the 

two focal components of work-related well-being (work engagement and emotional exhaustion) 

through need fulfillment. Furthermore, two variables – collectivism and positive meaning in 

work – are tested as potential moderators of this indirect effect.  

6.3.1. Descriptive Statistics and Zero-order Correlations 

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations for all variables in this model 

(Figure 2) are reported in Table 9. Mean ratings were just above the midpoint on the LMX 

ambivalence (T1) measure (mean = 3.26 on 5-point scale) with significant variation (SD = 1.37) 

observed. LMX ambivalence was negatively associated with LMX (r = −.39, p <.01) and 

negatively related to psychological need fulfillment (r = −.36, p <.01). LMX ambivalence was 

also found to be negatively related to subordinate’s work engagement (r= −.22, p <.01) and 

positively related to subordinate’s emotional exhaustion (r =.17, p <.05), providing initial 

support for the relationship between LMX ambivalence and our two focal well-being outcomes 

(hypotheses 11a and 11b).  

6.3.2. Tests of Hypotheses 

Conditional process analyses were conducted using the PROCESS macro (version 3, Hayes, 
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2018) to test each of the hypotheses delineated in the proposed moderated mediation model 

(Figure 2). Conditional process analysis enables simultaneous testing of models that include both 

mediation and moderation, which can reduce estimation bias (Hayes, 2018). Missing values were 

dealt with using listwise deletion, resulting in a sample size of 205 for this analysis. Below, I 

report results for the conditional process analysis examining work engagement first, followed by 

results relating to emotional exhaustion. 

6.3.2.1. Moderated Mediation Analysis: Work Engagement    

A moderated mediation analysis (model = 9; Hayes, 2018) was conducted specifying 

need fulfillment as the focal mediator (M) of the relationship between LMX ambivalence (X) 

and work engagement (Y). In this model, both collectivism and positive meaning in work were 

positioned as moderating these relationships at stage 1 in the model. Several control variables 

were also included in this analysis (i.e., age, gender, education, job tenure, and LMX).  

As shown in Table 10, LMX ambivalence was significantly negatively related to need 

fulfillment at work (b= −.11, p <.01), providing support for hypothesis 12.  Need fulfillment at 

work was, in turn, positively related to work engagement (b=.55, p <.001). In order to test the 

significance of the mediation pathway, 95% confidence intervals were calculated by means of 

bootstrapping with 10,000 repetitions. Consistent with hypothesis 13a, a significant indirect 

effect was uncovered (indirect effect = −.06; lower limit (LL) = −.12, upper limit (UL) = −.02) 

indicating that need fulfillment mediates the relationship between LMX ambivalence and work 

engagement. 

With respect to the moderating role of collectivism, as can be seen in Table 11, the 

interaction between LMX ambivalence and collectivism on need fulfillment was statistically 

significant (b=.10, p <.05), providing preliminary support for the moderated mediation 
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hypothesis (hypothesis 14). In order to examine the precise nature of this interaction, conditional 

effects at three levels of collectivism were reviewed. As indicated in Table 12, need fulfillment 

mediated the effect of LMX ambivalence on work engagement only when collectivism was low 

(−1 SD) but not when collectivism was high (+ 1 SD) or at the mean. In particular, the 

coefficient of the conditional indirect effect of LMX ambivalence at −1 SD collectivism was 

−.10 (LL = −.18 and UL = −.04). The coefficient of the conditional indirect effect at the mean 

level of collectivism was smaller (b= −.05), and the confidence interval contained zero (LL = 

−.11 and UL = .00).  The coefficient of the conditional indirect effect at + 1 SD collectivism was 

close to zero (b = −.01), and the confidence interval contained zero (LL = −.10 and UL = .06). 

Taken together, these results support hypothesis 14 and signal that LMX ambivalence is only 

significantly related to work engagement via need fulfillment at lower levels of collectivism.    

Similarly, results indicate that positive meaning in work moderates the indirect effect of 

LMX ambivalence on work engagement via need fulfillment. A significant interaction between 

LMX ambivalence and positive meaning on need fulfillment was observed (b=.08, p <.05). As 

displayed in Table 12, this mediating effect was only significant when positive meaning was low 

(−1 SD), but not when positive meaning was high (+ 1 SD). The coefficient of the conditional 

indirect effect of LMX ambivalence at low positive meaning (−1 SD) was −.08 (LL = −.16 and 

UL = −.02), and at the mean it was −.05 (LL = −.11 and UL = .00). Conversely, the conditional 

indirect effect at + 1 SD was low (b= −.01) and the confidence interval contained zero (LL = 

−.09 and UL = .05).  Overall, these results are in line with hypothesis 16 and suggest that LMX 

ambivalence is more strongly associated with work engagement via its effects on need 

fulfillment at moderate or lower levels of positive meaning in work.   

6.3.2.2. Moderated Mediation Analysis: Emotional Exhaustion  
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The same analytic approach as that for work engagement was used for testing hypotheses 

relating to emotional exhaustion. Specifically, need fulfillment was tested as mediating the 

relationship between LMX and emotional exhaustion, with both collectivism and positive 

meaning positioned as moderating variables at stage 1.  

Results revealed that LMX ambivalence was negatively associated with need fulfillment 

at work (b= −.11, p <.01), providing support for hypothesis 12. Furthermore, need fulfillment at 

work was negatively related to emotional exhaustion (b= −.76, p <.001). A significant indirect 

effect was also found (indirect effect = .09; lower limit (LL) = .03, upper limit (UL) = .16), 

indicating that need fulfillment mediates the relationship between LMX ambivalence and 

emotional exhaustion (hypothesis 13b). 

In terms of the hypothesized moderating effects, evidence of a significant interaction 

between LMX ambivalence and collectivism on need fulfillment was found (b=.10, p <.05). As 

shown in Table 15, need fulfillment mediated the effect of LMX ambivalence on emotional 

exhaustion only when collectivism was low (−1 SD) but not when collectivism was at the mean 

or high (+ 1 SD). The coefficient of the conditional indirect effect of LMX ambivalence at −1 

SD was .13 (LL = .05 and UL = .22). Conversely, the conditional indirect effect at the mean was 

smaller (b= .06), and the confidence interval contained zero (LL = −.00 and UL = .13). Likewise, 

the conditional indirect effect at + 1 SD was close to zero (b = .01), and the confidence interval 

contained zero (LL = −.08 and UL = .11). This pattern of results supported hypothesis 15 and 

indicates that the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on emotional exhaustion via need 

fulfillment is only evident at lower levels of collectivism.  

Hypothesis 17 proposed that positive meaning moderates the indirect effect of LMX 

ambivalence via need fulfillment on emotional exhaustion. Consistent with this prediction, the 
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interaction of LMX ambivalence and positive meaning on need fulfillment was significant 

(b=.08, p <.05). As shown in Table 15, the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on emotional 

exhaustion via need fulfillment was only significant when positive meaning in work was low (−1 

SD), and not when positive meaning was at the mean or higher (+ 1 SD). The coefficient of the 

conditional indirect effect at low perceived positive meaning (−1 SD) was .10 (LL = .03 and UL 

= .19). The conditional indirect effect at the mean was .06 (LL = −.00 and UL = .13), and at + 1 

SD it was .01, with the confidence interval containing zero (LL = −.07 and UL = .11). Overall, 

these results furnish support for the moderated mediation effect presented in hypothesis 17. 

To provide a graphical illustration of the moderating effects of collectivism and positive 

meaning in work, simple slopes are plotted at +/− 1 SD respectively, in Figures 3 and 4. As can 

be seen in Figure 3, collectivism moderated the relationship between LMX ambivalence and 

need fulfillment at work, with higher levels of collectivism buffering the negative influence of 

LMX ambivalence on need fulfillment. Likewise, as illustrated in Figure 4, positive meaning in 

work moderated the relationship between LMX ambivalence and need fulfillment at work, with 

higher levels of positive meaning neutralizing this effect. 
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION 

This chapter provides a discussion of the main findings from this dissertation. Results 

relating to the antecedents of LMX ambivalence will be discussed, followed by findings 

regarding the proposed moderated mediation model. Next, practical implications and limitations 

will be outlined, and potential avenues for future research will be highlighted. 

7.1. Antecedents of LMX Ambivalence 

Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, the Big Five constructs were not found to significantly 

associated with LMX ambivalence; however, traits relating to power dynamics in the leader-

follower relationship did emerge as key predictors. Followers with more dominant leaders were 

more likely to report ambivalent feelings toward their exchange relationship while leaders who 

were more prestige-oriented were less likely be viewed in an ambivalent manner. Followers with 

a dominant leader may feel controlled and threatened in the relationship, while at the same time, 

they may feel they have benefitted as an in-group member if they have complied with their 

leader’s requests and have forged a strong exchange relationship with their leader (Cheng et al., 

2013; Van Vugt, 2006).  Furthermore, followers’ attitudes towards dominant leaders may change 

depending on the situation (Lausten & Petersen, 2017). For example, although dominant leaders 

are perceived as less competent in situations requiring cooperation, followers may prefer 

dominant leaders when intergroup conflict exists (Merolla & Zechmeister, 2009; Spisak, Homan, 

Aramovich & Morgan, 2012). In this respect, dominant leaders may elicit stronger perceptions of 

ambivalence due to these inconsistent beliefs and variation in the desirability of their behavior 

across situations. Conversely, subordinates reported lower levels of LMX ambivalence when 

their leader displayed more prestige-seeking behaviors. Prestige-oriented leaders seek to gain 

status by engaging in social modelling and maintaining positive relations with their staff (Case, 
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Bae & Maner, 2018; Maner & Case, 2016). Because prestige-oriented leaders are more 

concerned with how they are perceived by members of the group they tend to behave more 

consistently in interacting with others to manage their reputation and maintain positive 

relationships with group members (Maner, 2017; Maner & Case, 2016). To accumulate respect 

and admiration, these leaders are more likely to help group members by sharing their knowledge 

and skills, and may be more inclined to match subordinates’ skills to their roles than dominant 

leaders (Case & Maner, 2016; Maner & Case, 2016). Due to their more consistent and 

predictable behavior, and the improved role definition they provide to their followers, this may 

lower subordinates’ perceptions of LMX ambivalence.  

In addition to the use of dominance- and prestige-seeking strategies by leaders, 

subordinates’ hostility was also found to be associated with LMX ambivalence. People high in 

hostility tend to be more emotionally insecure, more skeptical of others’ intentions, and are more 

likely to report confrontational attitudes (Sanz et al., 2010). In this respect, higher levels of 

distrust and cynicism in hostile employees may generate ambivalence toward one’s LMX 

relationship. Interestingly, although a somewhat similar concept, trait anger was not significant 

in predicting LMX ambivalence. This may be due to the fact that although trait anger can be 

maladaptive, this trait is more affective rather than cognitive in nature (Sanz et al., 2010; Smith, 

et al., 2004). Hostility more specifically reflects a cognitive pattern of cynicism, mistrust, and 

suspicion, which may have a more direct relationship with relational ambivalence (i.e., the 

coexistence of a desire to have a close relationship but also to distrust of other people). 

 Unlike the antecedents associated with power dynamics in the leader-follower 

relationship, other personality characteristics (e.g., the Big Five) and demographic factors were 

not found to be significant unique predictors of LMX ambivalence. Some of the zero-order 
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correlations suggested that characteristics, such as supervisor gender and openness to experience, 

and subordinate emotional stability, may be associated with LMX ambivalence; however, these 

effects were not significant when controlling for other factors. There are a couple of possible 

explanations for these null effects. For example, it is notable that previous research 

demonstrating links between global personality traits (e.g., the Big Five) and ambivalence 

examined other specific types of ambivalence in different contexts. For instance, previous work 

has found that agreeableness is associated with lower levels of ambivalence relating to emotional 

expression (Laghai & Joseph, 2000). Likewise, studies suggest that personality traits may be 

linked to attitudinal ambivalence relating to social policy issues and food choice (Sparks et al., 

1995; Thompson & Zanna, 1995). However, these results relating to attitudinal ambivalence 

toward specific objects/issue may not generalize to relationships in the workplace. Indeed, there 

has been very limited study of whether the Big Five may influence relational ambivalence. 

Furthermore, there was significant variation in the length of leader-follower relationships (dyad 

tenure) in the study, which may have attenuated personality – LMX ambivalence relationships.  

Although the average dyad tenure was 16.78 months, more than 90% of employees reported a 

dyad-tenure of less than 30 months. Because it may take time for LMX and LMX ambivalence to 

develop (Ashforth et al., 2014; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Nahrgang et al., 2009), and likewise, 

personality characteristics tend to exert more pronounced effects on the quality of interpersonal 

relationships over longer periods of time (e.g., Asendorpf & Wilpers, 1998; O’Meara & South, 

2019), this may have constrained the effects of personality on LMX ambivalence.  

Taken together, these results highlight the role that specific personality traits, including 

leader dominance and prestige-seeking and subordinate hostility, may play in contributing to 

LMX ambivalence. Additional work is needed exploring the role of the Big Five constructs and 
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other dispositional characteristics in the development of LMX ambivalence. For example, 

although supervisor openness to experience was not found to be directly associated with LMX 

ambivalence when controlling for other factors, it was significantly associated with LMX 

ambivalence when examined separately. Previous studies have suggested that leaders high in 

openness to experience might have divergent, unconventional, and flexible patterns of thought 

(Digman, 1990; McCrae, 1987). Because their thoughts and actions may be less predictable 

(Cable & Judge, 2003), this may produce more uncertain and ambivalent attitudes toward 

leaders. Further research is needed examining the effects of these characteristics, including 

specific facets of the Big Five, on LMX ambivalence. For example, it may be that facets of 

openness to experience in leaders, such as active imagination (fantasy) and preference for 

variety, may be more strongly associated with LMX ambivalence compared to other facets of 

this construct (e.g., attentiveness to inner feelings, intellectual curiosity).  

7.2. LMX Ambivalence and Workplace Well-being  

In addition to exploring potential antecedents of LMX ambivalence, this research also 

examined whether and how LMX ambivalence may influence levels of employee work related-

well-being. Researchers have previously reported a negative relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and employee task performance (Lee et al., 2019). However, the influence of  LMX 

ambivalence on employee well-being has not been studied.  

In line with SDT and the role-making model of LMX, LMX ambivalence was found to 

influence both work engagement and emotional exhaustion through psychological need 

fulfillment. This finding complements previous work suggesting that the use of relational 

leadership styles, and the quality of the LMX relationship, enhance employee need fulfillment 

(Graves & Luciano, 2013; Kovjanic et al., 2013; Leroy et al., 2015) by indicating that LMX 
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ambivalence may also contribute to employee need fulfillment beyond the effects of LMX alone.  

For example, Graves and Luciano (2013) found that LMX cultivates stronger perceptions of need 

fulfillment and autonomous motivation, which in turn, engender positive attitudinal outcomes 

(e.g., job satisfaction, affective commitment, vitality). Results from this study extend this work 

by indicating LMX ambivalence may undermine work-related well-being (work engagement and 

emotional exhaustion) by decreasing one’s sense of need fulfillment. Followers with conflicting 

thoughts toward the quality of their relationship with their leader may not be able to form a 

consistent opinion toward that relationship and their role in that relationship. As a result, one’s 

sense of need fulfillment and autonomous motivation in the workplace may be undermined. 

Ambivalent feelings toward relationships may be damaging to one’s well-being because unclear 

and inconsistent role expectations associated with LMX ambivalence may thwart one’s 

fulfillment of their needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work. The frustration of 

basic psychological needs has an energy-depleting effect on individuals (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 

2000; Van den Broeck et al., 2008) and can, therefore, lower work engagement and heighten 

perceptions of burnout (Kovjanic et al., 2013; Trépanier et al., 2013). Taken together, these 

findings provide support for the idea that LMX ambivalence can impede work-related well-being 

(i.e., lower work engagement and higher emotional exhaustion) by reducing a follower’s 

satisfaction of their basic needs.  

I also found, however, that two moderating variables – collectivism and positive meaning 

in work – may buffer the negative influence of LMX ambivalence on work-related well-being. 

According to SDT, when individuals more strongly value and identify with their workgroup and 

also understand the purpose of their jobs, they are likely to become more autonomously 

motivated (Deci et al., 2017). In this respect, collectivism and perceptions of meaning in one’s 
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work may attenuate the relationship between LMX ambivalence and need fulfillment. Consistent 

with this premise, moderated mediation analyses revealed that subordinates high in collectivism 

may be less likely to experience negative effects of LMX ambivalence on their levels of need 

fulfillment and well-being. Collectivistic individuals place a higher emphasis on group-level 

identity. When they have contradictory opinions towards their role in the relationship with the 

leader, employees higher in collectivism may be more likely to shift their attention to factors 

such as group-level collective outcomes in defining their roles and their contributions to the 

organization. Moreover, collectivists rely more on their ingroups and their relationships at work 

as a coping resource (Warren et al., 2004; Yang et al., 2012). Thus, because they view 

themselves as interdependent with other individuals in their group (Oyserman et al., 2002; 

Triandis, 1995), collectivistic employees may be more inclined to seek and garner the support of 

others in the workplace. In this respect, collectivism may compensate for the effects of the 

inconsistent beliefs and unclear role definitions associated with LMX ambivalence. In their 

meta-analytic review of the LMX literature, Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, Ang and Shore (2012) 

reported that the effects of LMX on various work outcomes (e.g., organizational citizenship 

behavior, leader trust, job satisfaction, turnover intentions) may be more pronounced in cultures 

that are horizontal-individualistic (i.e., lower in power distance and collectivism) compared to 

those that are vertical-collectivistic (i.e., higher in power distance and collectivism). Due to the 

tendency to value collective interests over personal goals and respect for authority, employees in 

vertical-collectivistic cultures are less likely to base their attitudes and behaviors solely on leader 

treatment (Chen, Friedman, Yu, Fang, & Lu, 2009; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). Similarly, Dulebohn 

et al. (2012) found that both collectivism and power distance moderate the effects of LMX on 

various work outcomes. Findings from the present study suggest that these values may also play 
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a key role at the individual level in moderating the effects of LMX ambivalence. 

Finally, results also indicated that positive meaning in work moderates the influence of 

LMX ambivalence on need fulfillment and well-being. Employees with high positive meaning 

may be better equipped to cope with LMX ambivalence because they strongly identify with their 

work and may already experience high levels of autonomous motivation. If an employee is 

internally motivated and regulated, it is more likely they will perceive that their psychological 

needs at work are being met (Ryan & Deci, 2002). These findings are consistent with previous 

research indicating that work meaningfulness can buffer the deleterious effects of workplace 

stressors on employee well-being. For example, meaningful work has been found to moderate 

the relationship between work stress and the presence of meaning in life (Allan et al., 2016). 

Likewise, Harris, Kacmar, and Zivnuska (2007) found that abusive supervision is less likely to 

negatively impact performance for employees who derive greater value and meaning from their 

job. Taken together, the moderating effects observed in the present research highlight the role of 

employee personal values and perceptions of their work in contributing to employee well-being. 

Because perceptions of ambivalence are highly individualized and dynamic (Schneider et al., 

2015), future studies should continue to examine whether the effects of LMX ambivalence may 

vary for employees with different personal values and who are exposed to different working 

conditions.  

7.3. Practical Implications 

In this research, LMX ambivalence was found to significantly associated with work-

related well-being beyond the effects of LMX. This finding signals that organizations should 

provide guidance and training to leaders on the importance of demonstrating behaviors that 

minimize LMX ambivalence. Indeed, previous studies suggest that perceptions of ambivalence 
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are malleable and subject to changing over time (e.g., Harmon-Jones & Harmon-Jones, 2007; 

Jonas, Diehl, & Bromer, 1997). Furthermore, specific leader behaviors, including dominance- 

and prestige-seeking, were found to be associated with LMX ambivalence. These results suggest 

that leader training that educates leaders on the nature of LMX ambivalence, and encourages 

behavioral consistency and the display of stronger self-management and interpersonal skills (e.g., 

two-way communication, sharing one’s knowledge and skills, empathy) may reduce LMX 

ambivalence and the negative effects of LMX ambivalence in the organization.   

In addition to these efforts, organizations may also benefit from interventions that seek to 

optimize work design and enhance employee perceptions of work meaningfulness. Research 

relating to the job characteristics model has shown that jobs with higher levels of skill variety, 

task identity, and task significance are perceived as more meaningful to employees (Fried & 

Ferris, 1987; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Rosso et al., 2010). Furthermore, Grant (2008) 

highlighted that sharing specific stories and narratives about the benefits and the importance of 

one’s job to others can enhance employee perceptions of task significance and meaningfulness 

by reframing and reconstructing employees’ experiences.  Managers should also make an effort 

to learn about their employees’ specific aspirations and passions, and match or build these into 

their work roles (May, Gilson & Harter, 2004). Through these initiatives that aim to enhance 

leader training and perceived meaning in one’s work, perceptions of LMX ambivalence may be 

mitigated as well as its negative effects on work-related well-being.  

7.4. Limitations 

One of the primary strengths of this research was the use of a time-separated design and 

data collection from two rating sources (both leaders and followers), which minimized problems 

associated with common method variance. A further strength was that various controls (e.g., 
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demographic factors, LMX) were included in the research design, enabling an assessment of the 

unique effects of LMX ambivalence beyond these factors.  

Despite these strengths, certain limitations should be noted. The first limitation relates to 

the nature of the sample. The participants were mostly male (74.4%) police officers working in a 

large police organization in Canada. As previously discussed, it is possible that the nature of the 

sample may have attenuated the effects of personality on LMX ambivalence as dyad tenure 

varied significantly. Moreover, previous research has suggested that the effects of certain 

personality traits, such as openness to experience, on work outcomes may be less evident in 

specific types of organizations with more formalized and hierarchical structures, including law 

enforcement, government, and military organizations (Aamodt, 2010; Griffin & Hesketh, 2004; 

Judge et al., 2002). At the same time, however, it is also possible that LMX ambivalence may 

have exerted a stronger influence on well-being in this sample due to the resource dependency of 

subordinates and the key role that leaders may play in supporting employee’s work and career 

development in organizations that use a more hierarchical organizational structure (Detert & 

Treviño, 2010; Emerson, 1962; Gabris & Ihrke, 2007). Likewise, given the challenging nature of 

police work and its importance to society, it is possible that perceived meaning may exert a 

stronger moderating influence in this sample. Additional studies drawing on different 

occupations, organizations, and employing demographically diverse samples are needed to 

establish the generalizability of these findings.  

Secondly, it is important to note that the sample size, particularly with regard to the 

number of supervisor respondents, may have limited statistical power in some analyses. While 

the sample size for the moderated mediation analyses (Model 2) was sufficient (N=205), 

analyses examining the relations between supervisor personality traits and LMX ambivalence 
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(Model 1) were based on smaller sample sizes (N=128) and should be considered exploratory.  

Finally, due to constraints on survey length, relatively short measures were used to assess 

some constructs. The concise nature of these measures (e.g., the Big Five traits) resulted in lower 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients in some cases. For example, although the TIPI is a well-

established measure of the Big Five and has demonstrated convergent validity in relation to other 

Big Five instruments, future studies would benefit from using longer measures that also assess 

facets of each of the Big Five (e.g., the Big Five Inventory (BFI), John & Srivastava, 1999; 

International Personality Item Pool-Five Factor Model (IPIP-FFM), Goldberg et al., 2006; the 

NEO Five-Factor Inventory, McCrae & Costa, 2004). Likewise, although we used Lee et al’s 

(2019) measure of LMX ambivalence, a multidimensional measure would enable a more 

nuanced assessment of the construct.  

7.5. Future Research Directions 

The present research included only a limited number of demographic and dispositional 

predictors, focusing mostly on more global traits (e.g., the Big Five). Among the Big Five 

constructs, subordinate emotional stability and leader openness to experience demonstrated 

significant zero-order correlations with LMX ambivalence, but these effects dissipated when 

controlling for other factors. Future research should continue to examine facets of these 

constructs, as well as other traits that may be more proximal predictors of ambivalence. For 

example, more proximal predictors relating to one’s cognitive style, including need for 

cognition, need for closure, tolerance of ambiguity, and fear of invalidity, may shed additional 

light on the dispositional characteristics that contribute to the development of LMX ambivalence. 

These individual differences have been examined as important factors in the development and 

expression of ambivalent attitudes (Conner & Sparks, 2002; Sparks et al., 1995; Thompson & 
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Zanna, 1995). For instance, individuals with high fear of invalidity tend to be concerned with the 

error or the consequences of a decision, and therefore, they continually collect and evaluate 

relevant information (Thompson, Naccarato, Parker & Moskowitz, 2001). Thus, people high in 

fear of invalidity may see many aspects of their relationship with others, but due to putting equal 

weight on contradictory evidence, they would be less able to make sense of the relationship as a 

whole (Thompson et al., 2001; Thompson & Zanna, 1995). Future studies should examine the 

role of fear of invalidity and other cognitive traits in the development of ambivalence in work 

relationships.  

Previous research has suggested that ambivalence is a dynamic process that declines over 

time because of people’s tendency to seek to reduce cognitive dissonance (Connidis & 

McMullin, 2002; Festinger, 1957). Interestingly, the current study showed that LMX 

ambivalence was relatively stable over a three-month time period (i.e., the correlation between 

T1 and T2 LMX ambivalence was 0.60), which corresponds with Lee’s (2016) previous finding 

(i.e., the correlation between T1 and T2 LMX ambivalence was 0.44). Additional research is 

needed exploring the temporal nature of LMX ambivalence through the use of research designs 

that employ longer time intervals or other research methods (e.g., experience sampling that 

captures changes in LMX ambivalence within individuals). Efforts to better assess and capture 

the temporal nature of LMX ambivalence can help us to better understand the conditions that 

trigger its development and how it may shape employee work experiences and behaviors over 

time.   

Finally, results from this research indicate that both collectivism and perceived meaning 

may temper the negative effects of LMX ambivalence on work-related well-being. Additional 

research is needed exploring boundary conditions surrounding the effects of LMX ambivalence. 
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For example, other cultural values beyond collectivism (e.g., power distance, uncertainty 

avoidance) may moderate the influence of LMX ambivalence on work outcomes. Moreover, 

other components of one’s self concept (e.g., self-identity, relational identity) may assist in 

explaining differences in how employees respond to LMX ambivalence. Previous studies have 

suggested that a follower’s self-identity and relational identity may play a crucial role in how 

they view their leader and in shaping the tenor of their relationship (Flynn, 2005; Jackson & 

Johnson, 2012; Van Knippenberg, Van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2005). People with 

strong relational identities pay particular attention to fulfilling their relational partner’s role 

expectations and enhancing their welfare (Jackson & Johnson, 2012). Consistent with this focus 

on the well-being of others, relational identity has been found to be positively related to 

perceptions of LMX (Johnson & Saboe, 2011). Examining one’s self, relational, and collective 

identities in relation to LMX ambivalence may provide a more in-depth understanding of how 

one’s self-concept contributes to the development of ambivalence, and whether the effects of 

LMX may vary as function of on one’s self-concept.  

7.6. Conclusion 

Although a rich body of research on ambivalence has accumulated in the social and 

cognitive psychology literature, LMX ambivalence and other measures of ambivalence in work 

settings have only recently attracted attention in the research literature. The purpose of this 

research was to enhance our understanding of the LMX ambivalence construct by investigating 

factors that contribute to its development and to explore whether and how it may influence  

employee well-being.  

Results indicated that dispositional characteristics relating to power dynamics were 

particularly prominent predictors of LMX ambivalence. Employees with leaders who 
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demonstrated dominance-seeking strategies reported more ambivalent feelings toward their 

LMX relationship; whereas employees with prestige-seeking leaders reported lower levels of 

LMX ambivalence. Employees higher in hostility also reported increased levels of LMX 

ambivalence likely as a function of greater distrust, cynicism, and emotional insecurity 

associated with this trait. With respect to the influence of LMX ambivalence on work-related 

well-being, LMX ambivalence was found to be significantly associated with both emotional 

exhaustion and work engagement. Moreover, psychological need fulfillment played a central role 

in mediating these relationships, highlighting the role that LMX ambivalence may play in 

contributing to well-being by shaping one’s perceptions of their work experience and fostering a 

sense of need fulfillment from their work. Results also indicated, however, that collectivism and 

perceived meaning in one’s work may buffer the negative effects of LMX ambivalence on need 

fulfillment and work-related well-being.   

Overall, results from this research complement recent evidence suggesting that LMX 

ambivalence may contribute unique variance in predicting work outcomes beyond univalent 

measures of LMX. Further research is needed testing the nomological net surrounding LMX 

ambivalence, including its relationship to different work attitudes and employee work behaviors 

(e.g., citizenship behavior, voice, creativity). Although its conceptual origins lie in LMX theory, 

this research also underscores that investigating the effects of LMX ambivalence through a 

complementary lens of self-determination theory may assist in elucidating the process through 

which LMX ambivalence influences work outcomes. Additional research is needed integrating 

LMX ambivalence with other theoretical perspectives (e.g., social identity theory, organizational 

trust) to further illuminate the factors that elicit LMX ambivalence and when and how it affects 

different workplace perceptions and behaviors.    
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Figure 1: Antecedents of LMX Ambivalence  
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Figure 2: Moderated Mediation Model of the LMX Ambivalence – Work-related Well-being Relationship 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
LMX Ambivalence 

Work-related Well-being  
• Work Engagement 
• Emotional Exhaustion  
 

 
Need Fulfillment at Work 

Moderators: 
• Collectivism  
• Positive Meaning in Work 
 



 

139 
 

Figure 3:  Moderating Role of Collectivism on Relationship between LMX 
Ambivalence and Need Fulfillment at Work  
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Figure 4: Moderating Role of Positive Meaning on Relationship between LMX 
Ambivalence and Need Fulfillment at Work  
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Table 1: Summary of Hypotheses 

Model 1 Antecedents of LMX Ambivalence 
H1a Subordinates’ age is positively associated with their experience of LMX 

ambivalence. 
H1b Supervisors’ age is positively associated with subordinates’ experience 

of LMX ambivalence. 
H2a Subordinates’ gender is associated with the experience of LMX 

ambivalence, such that female subordinates will report more LMX 
ambivalence than men. 

H2b Supervisors’ gender is associated with the experience of LMX 

ambivalence, such that subordinates will report more LMX ambivalence 
when they have a female supervisor. 

H3 Leader-follower dyad tenure is positively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H4a Subordinates’ emotional stability is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H4b Supervisors’ emotional stability is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H5a Subordinates’ conscientiousness is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H5b Supervisors’ conscientiousness is negatively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H6a Subordinates’ agreeableness is negatively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H6b Supervisors’ agreeableness is negatively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H7a Subordinates’ openness to experience is positively associated with their 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H7b Supervisors’ openness to experience is positively associated with 

subordinates’ experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H8a Subordinates’ extraversion is positively associated with their experience 

of LMX ambivalence. 
H8b Supervisors’ extraversion is positively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence. 
H9a Supervisors’ dominance is positively associated with subordinate’s 

experience of LMX ambivalence.  
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H9b Supervisors’ prestige-seeking is negatively associated with subordinates’ 

experience of LMX ambivalence.  
H10a Subordinates’ trait anger is positively associated with their experience of 

LMX ambivalence. 
H10b Subordinates’ hostility is positively associated with their experience of 

LMX ambivalence. 
Model 2 LMX Ambivalence and Work-Related Well-being 
H11a LMX ambivalence is negatively related to subordinates’ work 

engagement. 
H11b LMX ambivalence is positively related to subordinates’ emotional 

exhaustion. 
H12 LMX ambivalence is negatively associated with basic psychological 

need fulfillment at work. 
H13a Need fulfillment at work mediates the relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and work engagement. 
H13b Need fulfillment at work mediates the relationship between LMX 

ambivalence and emotional exhaustion. 
H14 Collectivism moderates the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on work 

engagement through need fulfillment at work such that the mediated 
effect will be stronger for subordinates with low rather than high 
collectivism. 

H15 Collectivism moderates the indirect effect of LMX ambivalence on 
emotional exhaustion through need fulfillment at work such that the 
mediated effect will be stronger for subordinates with low rather than 
high collectivism. 

H16  Positive meaning in work moderates the indirect effect of LMX 
ambivalence on work engagement through need fulfillment at work such 
that the mediated effect will be stronger for subordinates with less 
positive meaning in their work.  

H17 Positive meaning in work moderates the indirect effect of LMX 
ambivalence on emotional exhaustion through need fulfillment at work 
such that the mediated effect will be stronger for subordinates with less 
positive meaning in their work. 
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Table 2: Confirmatory Factor Analysis on Subordinate Personality Variables 

Model df 2 CFI TLI RMSEA AIC 
One-factor model 104 581.13 .51 .37 .13 677.13 
Three-factor model 101 442.15 .65 .53 .11 544.15 
Six-factor model  89 270.13 .82 .72 .09 396.13 
Seven-factor model  83 189.24 .89 .82 .07 327.24 
Note: One-factor model combines subordinate Big Five personality traits, trait 
anger, and hostility. 
Three-factor model combines subordinate Big Five personality traits. 
Six-factor model combines subordinate trait anger and hostility. 

 

 

 

Table 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis on Supervisor Personality Variables 

Model df 2 CFI TLI RMSEA AIC 
One-factor model 135 745.36 .689 .61 .13 853.36 
Three-factor model 132 332.97 .898 .87 .07 446.97 
Six-factor model 120 496.46 .808 .73 .11 634.46 
Seven-factor model 114 213.67 .949 .92 .06 363.67 
Note: One-factor model combines supervisor Big Five personality traits, dominance, 
and prestige. 
Three-factor model combines supervisor Big Five personality traits. 
Six-factor model combines supervisor dominance and prestige. 
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Table 4: Confirmatory Factor Analysis on LMX Quality and LMX Ambivalence 

Model df 2 CFI TLI RMSEA AIC 
One-factor model 65 903.82 .63 .48 .21 981.82 
Two-factor model 50 132.73 .96 .94 .08 212.72 
Note: One-factor model combines subordinate perceived LMX quality and LMX 
ambivalence. 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Perceptual Variables in the Moderated    

               Mediation Model 

Model df 2 CFI TLI RMSEA AIC 
Five-factor model 158 357.86 .91 .89 .08   501.86 
Four-factor model 163 555.67 .82 .79 .10   689.67 
One-factor model 170 1060.65 .58 .8 .15 1180.65 
Note: One-factor model combines collectivism, positive meaning in work, need 
fulfillment at work, emotional exhaustion, and work engagement. 
Four-factor model combines emotional exhaustion, and work engagement. 
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Table 6: Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-order Correlations of the Variables in Model 1 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
1. Age (E) 43.78  8.51 -                   
2. Age (S) 47.42  6.03 .16 -                  
3. Gender (E)a   1.26    .44 .13* .10 -                 
4. Gender (S)a   1.08    .27 .03 .02   -.18 -                
5. Dyad Tenure 16.78 16.93 .20** .11 .05 -.10 -               
6. ES (E)     4.01     .88 .04 .26   -.07 -.09   -.12* -              
7. ES (S)   4.12    .79 .17 .24 .07 -.04 .03 .01 -             
8. Cons. (E)   4.43    .71 .00 .13 .00 -.16 .05 .36** .09 -            
9. Cons. (S)   4.34    .73 .02   -.11 .00 .10   -.11 .02 .39** .04 -           
10. Agr. (E)   3.58    .90 .20** .17   .21** .07 .06 .22** .11   .17**   -.04 -          
11. Agr. (S)   3.80    .77 .12   .37** .12 .02   -.01 .04   .41** .10  .22* .18* -         
12. Open. (E)   3.86    .75 .07 .05   -.01   -.07 .09 .12 .15   .21** .03   .20** .11 -        
13. Open. (S)   4.07    .72   -.01 .09   -.02 .21   -.00 .05 .11 .04  .30** .06    .27**  .09 -       
14. Ext. (E)   3.29  1.07 .10 .04 .14* .09   -.03 .05 .14 .10 .08 .08 .02    .32** .08 -      
15. Ext. (S)   3.52    .98 .07 .05 .01  .28*   -.07 .15 .02   -.02 .17 .07 .08   -.09   .29**   -.14 -     
16. Dominance (S)   3.73  1.71   -.02 .01   -.05 .12  .13* -.13*   -.11   -.08 .09   -.09    -.09 .03 .08   -.08 .04 -    
17. Prestige (S)   4.57  1.45   -.01   -.10   -.03   -.07   -.04 .13*   -.00    .09   -.07 .08 -.04 .02   -.04 .06   -.01  -.63** -   
18. Anger (E)   1.93    .85 .03   -.11   -.03 .15 .11 -.47** .13   -.11 .10  -.29** -.09   -.00   -.10 .07   -.03   .10  -.04 -  
19. Hostility (E)   2.46    .92 -.06   -.30*   -.03 .11 .03 -.29**   -.06   -.18** .07  -.23** -.08   -.04 .03   -.06 .13 .27** -.16**  .38** - 
20. LMX Amb(T2)   3.08  1.45 .07 .07 .14* .14 .07 -.16*   -.02   -.11 .04 .01 -.05 .00 .19* .03 .18 .35** -.34** .17* .21** 
Note: N= 44-281;  p < .05; **p < .01; (E)= Subordinate; (S)= Supervisor; a 1= male, 2=female; ES= emotional stability, Cons.= conscientiousness; Agr.= 
agreeableness; Open.=Openness to experience; Ext.= extraversion; Amb. = Ambivalence 
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Table 7:  Results of Multiple Regression Analysis of Subordinate Variables on LMX      
Ambivalence 

Variables LMX Ambivalence 
Model 1 

Model 2 

Model 2 Model 3 
    
Step 1     
   Subordinate Gender a .11 .10 .10 
   Subordinate Age .04 .04 .04 
   Dyad Tenure  .05 .04 .03 
       
 Step 2    
   Subordinate Extraversion  .02 .02 
   Subordinate Agreeableness  .01 .05 
   Subordinate Conscientiousness         −.06       −.05 
   Subordinate Openness  .02 .01 
   Subordinate Emotional stability         −.12       −.06 
    
Step 3     
Subordinate Trait Anger   .07 
Subordinate Hostility   .16* 
    
F       1.83         1.45        2.05* 
Adjusted R2 .01 .01 .04 
Δ R2 .01 .00 .03 

Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. a 1= male, 2=female 
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Table 8:  Results of Multiple Regression Analysis of Supervisor Variables on LMX 
Ambivalence 

Variables LMX Ambivalence 
Model 1 

Model 2 

Model 2 Model 3 
    
Step 1     
   Supervisor Gender a .05 .02 .01 
   Supervisor Age .02 .03 .01 
   Dyad Tenure  .06 .05 .06 
    
Step 2    
   Supervisor Extraversion  .09 .09 
   Supervisor Agreeableness         −.07      −.06 
   Supervisor Conscientiousness         −.01      −.04 
   Supervisor Openness  .11 .10 
   Supervisor Emotional stability  .01 .03 
    
Step 3     
  Supervisor Dominance   .19** 
  Supervisor Prestige-seeking       −.17* 
    
F .63         1.07       4.36 
Adjusted R2 .00 .00 .11 
Δ R2 .00 .00 .11 

Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; ***p < .001. a 1= male, 2=female 
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Table 9: Means, Standard Deviations and Zero-order Correlations of the Variables in Model 2  

     M    SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Age  43.78   8.51 -          
2. Gender a   1.26     .44    .13* -         
3. Education   4.20   1.16    .09    −.00 -        
4. Job Tenure 39.32 42.41    .18**    −.04 .02 -       
5. LMX    3.60     .79    .02        −.03    −.01    −.07 -      
6. LMX Amb.    3.26   1.37  −.02 .09 .05      .01   −.39** -     
7. Collectivism    3.47     .83    .15* .05 .05    −.03     .05     −.05 -    
8. Meaning   3.79     .89    .07 .01    −.00    −.10 .32**   −.10 .20** -   
9. Need Fulfillment   5.09     .88    .09 .09    −.07    −.06 .55**   −.36** .17** .46** -  
10. WE   4.44   1.12    .07 .04    −.03    −.11 .40**   −.22**     .16* .62** .51** - 
11. EE   3.95   1.27  −.03    −.02 .00 .05  −.29** .17*   −.06  −.34**  −.52** −.48** 
Note: N= 209-280; *p < .05; **p < .01; a 1= male, 2=female; Amb. = Ambivalence; WE= Work engagement; EE=Emotional 
exhaustion 
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Table 10: Results of LMX Ambivalence -Work Engagement Mediation Model 

Variables Mediation Model 

 Need Fulfillment (M) X→M Work Engagement (Y) M→Y 

 Coefficient b SE t Coefficient b SE t 
Intercept 3.06 .47 6.49*** .49 .67 .74 
Controls       
Age .01 .01    1.61 .00 .01      .40 
Gender a .17 .12    1.45 .01 .15      .07 
Education       −.05 .04  −1.08 .04 .06      .62 
Job Tenure       −.00 .00    −.79       −.00 .00   − .21 
LMX .53 .07    7.32*** .19 .10    1.78 
X       
LMX 
Ambivalence 

     −.10 .04 −2.46* .01 .05       .13 

M       
Need 
Fulfillment 

   .59 .09   6.42*** 

R2 .33***     .30***   
Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
a 1= male, 2=female; N=214 
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Table 11: Results of Moderated Mediation Model: LMX Ambivalence × Collectivism and 
Positive Meaning on Work Engagement  

Variables Moderated Mediation 

 Need satisfaction (M) X→M Work Engagement (Y) M→Y 

 Coefficient b SE t Coefficient b SE t 
Intercept         4.36 .76 5.71*** .49 .67 .74 
Controls       
Age .01 .01      .88 .00 .01 .40 
Gender a .15 .11    1.42 .01 .15 .06 
Education        −.07 .04  −1.75 .04 .06 .62 
Job Tenure        −.00 .00    −.25         −.00 .00   −.21 
LMX          .40 .07 5.80*** .19 .10   1.78 
X       
LMX 
Ambivalence 

       −.75 .19 −4.00*** .00 .05 .13 

W       
Collectivism         −.20 .15 −1.33    
Positive 
Meaning 

 .06 .12     .49    

X×W       
LMX 
Ambivalence × 
Collectivism 

.10 .05   2.03*    

LMX 
Ambivalence × 
Positive 
Meaning 

.08 .04   2.05*    

M       
Need satisfaction    .59 .09 6.42*** 
R2 .47   .30   
Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
a 1= male, 2=female 
N=205 
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Table 12: Results of Moderated Mediation Analyses for Work Engagement 

 Conditional Indirect Effect  

LMX ambivalence (X)→Need Fulfillment at work (M)→ Work 

Engagement (Y) 

 Coefficient SE LLCI UCLI 
Collectivism (PM at 
mean) 

    

-1 SD −.10 .04 −.18 −.04 
Mean −.05 .03 −.11   .00 
+1 SD −.01 .04 −.10   .06 
     
Positive Meaning 
(Collectivism at mean) 

    

-1 SD −.08 .04 −.16 −.02 
Mean −.05 .03 −.11   .00 
+1 SD −.01 .04 −.09   .05 
Note: bootstrapping=10,000 
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 Table 13: Results of LMX Ambivalence -Emotional Exhaustion Mediation Model 

Variables Mediation Model 

 Need Fulfillment (M) X→M Emotional Exhaustion (Y) M→Y 

 Coefficient b SE t Coefficient b SE t 
Intercept       3.06 .47     6.49***     7.94 .78 10.15*** 
Controls       
Age         .01 .01     1.61      .00 .01        .10 
Gender a         .17 .12     1.45     −.01 .18      −.06 
Education       −.05 .04   −1.08     −.04 .07      −.56 
Job Tenure       −.00 .00     −.79       .00 .00        .29 
LMX         .53 .07     7.32***     −.04 .12      −.32 
X       
LMX 
Ambivalence 

     −.10 .04   −2.46*      −.01 .06      −.16 

M       
Need 
Fulfillment 

        −.73 .11     −6.84*** 

R2         .33***              .27***   
Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
a 1= male, 2=female; N=214 
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Table 14: Results of Moderated Mediation Model: LMX Ambivalence × Collectivism and 
Positive Meaning on Emotional Exhaustion 

Variables Moderated Mediation 

 Need satisfaction (M) X→M Emotional Exhaustion (Y) M→Y 

 Coefficient b SE t Coefficient b SE      t 
Intercept       4.36   .76     5.71*** 7.94   .78    10.15*** 
Controls       
Age         .01   .01       .88           .00   .01        .10 
Gender a         .15   .11     1.42         −.01   .18      −.06 
Education       −.07   .04   −1.75         −.04   .07      −.56 
Job Tenure       −.00   .00     −.25           .00   .00        .29 
LMX         .40   .07     5.80***         −.03   .12      −.32 
X       
LMX 
Ambivalence 

      −.75   .19   −4.00***         −.01   .06      −.16 

W       
Collectivism       −.20   .15    −1.33    
Positive 
Meaning 

        .06   .12        .49    

X×W       
LMX 
Ambivalence 
× 
Collectivism 

        .10   .05       2.03*    

LMX 
Ambivalence 
× Positive 
Meaning 

        .08   .04       2.05*    

M       
Need 
satisfaction 

           −.73   .11   −6.84*** 

R2         .47             .27   
Note: *p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001. 
a 1= male, 2=female 
N=205 

 

 

 

 

 



 

154 
 

Table 15: Results of Moderated Mediation Analyses on Emotional Exhaustion 

 Conditional Indirect Effect  

LMX ambivalence (X)→Need fulfillment at work (M)→ 

Emotional exhaustion (Y) 

 Coefficient SE LLCI UCLI 
Collectivism (PM at 
mean) 

    

-1 SD .13 .04   .05 .22 
Mean .06 .03 −.00 .13 
+1 SD .01 .05 −.08 .11 
     
Positive Meaning 
(Collectivism at mean) 

    

-1 SD .10 .04   .03 .19 
Mean .06 .03 −.00 .13 
+1 SD .01 .04 −.07 .11 
Note: bootstrapping=10,000 

 

 

  



 

155 
 

APPENDIX: SCALE ITEMS 

LMX 

1. The way my supervisor sees it, the importance of my job to his/her performance is: 
(5-point scale: 1= slight-it has little effect on his/her performance; 5= very great-it critically 
affects his/her performance). 
2. The way my supervisor sees me, he/she would probably say that my ability to do my job well 
is: (5-point scale: 1 = poor; 5= exceptional).  
3. My supervisor would probably say that my work goals and his/her are: (5-point scale: 1 = 
opposite; 5 = the same). 
4. I feel that my work goals and those of my supervisor are: (5-point scale: 1 =opposite; 5 = the 
same). 
5. This is how I feel about the way my supervisor and I understand each other: (5-point scale: 1 = 
very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied). 
6. This is how I feel about the way my supervisor provides help on hard problems: (5-point scale: 
1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied). 
 

LMX ambivalence 

1. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think that my working relationship with my 
supervisor is very good, while at other times I don’t.  
2. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think my supervisor understands my problems and 
needs, while at other times I don’t.  
3. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think my supervisor would use his/her power to help 
to solve problems in my work, while at other times I don’t.  
4. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think I know where I stand with my supervisor, while 
at other times I don’t.  
5. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think that my supervisor would “bail me out” at 

his/her expense, while at other times I don’t.  
6. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think my supervisor recognizes my potential, while at 
other times I don’t.  
7. I have conflicting thoughts: sometimes I think that I would defend and justify my supervisor’s 

decisions if he/she were not present to do so, while at other times I don’t. 
 
(7-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7= Strongly Agree) 
 

“Big Five”  

I see myself as someone who is... 
 
1. Extraverted, enthusiastic 
2. Critical, quarrelsome (R) 
3. Dependable, self-disciplined 
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4. Anxious, easily upset (R) 
5. Open to new experiences, complex 
6. Reserved, quiet (R) 
7. Sympathetic, warm 
8. Disorganized, careless (R) 
9. Calm, emotionally stable 
10. Conventional, uncreative (R) 
 
(5-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree) 
 

Dominance of supervisor 

1. My supervisor enjoys having control over other members of the group. 
2. My supervisor often tries to get his/her own way regardless of what others in the group may 
want. 
3. My supervisor is willing to use aggressive tactics to get his/her way. 
4. My supervisor tries to control others rather than permit them to control him/her. 
 
(7-point scale:1 = Not at All; 7= Very Much) 
 

Prestige of supervisor  

1. Members of my group respect and admire my supervisor. 
2. Members of my group always expect my supervisor to be successful. 
3. Members of my group do not value my supervisor’s opinion. (R) 
4. My supervisor’s unique talents and abilities are recognized by others in the group. 
 
(7-point scale:1 = Not at All; 7= Very Much) 
 

Trait anger 

1. I am an even-tempered person. (R) 
2. Sometimes I fly off the handle for no good reason.  
3. I have trouble controlling my temper.  
 
(5-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree) 
 

Trait hostility  

1. Other people always seem to get the breaks. 
2. I sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind my back.  
3. When people are especially nice, I wonder what they want. 
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(5-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree) 
 

Need fulfillment at work 

1. I feel like I can provide a lot of input into deciding how my job gets done.  
2. I really like the people I work with.  
3. I do not feel very competent when I am at work. (R) 
4. People at work tell me I am good at what I do.  
5. I feel pressured at work. (R) 
6. I get along with people at work. 
 
(7-point scale ranging: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 7= Strongly Agree) 
 

Collectivism 

1. Only those who depend on themselves get ahead in life. (R) 
2. One should live one’s life independent of others as much as possible. (R) 
3. Working with a group is better than working alone. 
4. In society, people are born into extended families or clans who protect them in shared 
necessity for loyalty.  
 
(5-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree) 
 

Positive meaning in work 

1. I have found a meaningful career.  
2. I understand how my work contributes to my life’s meaning.  
3. I have a good sense of what makes my job meaningful.  
4. I have discovered work that has a satisfying purpose.  
 
(5-point scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 5= Strongly Agree) 
 

Work engagement 

1. At my work, I feel that I am bursting with energy. 
2. I am enthusiastic about my job. 
3. I am immersed in my work.  
 
(7-point scale: 1 = Never; 7 = Always) 
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Emotional exhaustion 

1. I feel burned out from my work. 
2. I feel tired when I get up in the morning and have to face another day on the job. 
3. Working all day is really a strain for me.  
 
(7-point scale: 1 = Never; 7 = Always) 
 
 
Note: “R” = reverse-scored items 


