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A B S T R A C T

We examine the direct relationships for both individual values and organizational-level culture
on the quality of leader-member exchange (LMX) in a multilevel, multi-society study. In addition,
we investigate the moderating roles of organizational- and societal-level cultures. Using 2343
respondents from 12 samples, we performed hierarchical linear modelling analysis and found
that individual-level collectivism and organizational-level clan and hierarchy cultures were po-
sitively related to LMX, while individual-level individualism and organizational-level market and
adhocracy cultures were negatively related to LMX. None of the organizational culture types or
societal cultures had any moderating effects. One implication of the lack of moderating findings
is that the main effect findings may be global, suggesting that they are not constrained by the
organizational culture or societal culture in which they are embedded. We discuss additional
implications for these findings.

1. Introduction

Leader-member exchange (LMX) is a relational approach to leadership (Anand et al., 2011; Bauer and Erdogan, 2015) that
examines the dyadic relationship between subordinates (members) and their immediate supervisors (leader). Previous LMX studies
that focused on a single country found that leaders form differentiated relationships with each subordinate and incorporate them into
either ingroups or outgroups (Scandura and Graen, 1984; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Ingroup members tend to develop high LMX
quality, characterized by high mutual trust, respect and reciprocity, while outgroup members do not. In addition, high LMX quality
has been found to be associated with higher member task performance (Dansereau et al., 1975; Gerstner and Day, 1997; Bauer et al.,
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2006), extra-role behaviors (Uhl-Bien and Maslyn, 2003; Ilies et al., 2007), job satisfaction (Erdogan and Enders, 2007; Harris et al.,
2009), commitment (Eisenberger et al., 2010; Liden et al., 2000), creativity (Atwater and Carmeli, 2009; Liao et al., 2010), and
lowered intention to leave (Bauer et al., 2006; Harris et al. 2009). Despite the positive LMX impact on work outcomes, the ante-
cedents of LMX in international research are still under-researched, with only a few studies having adopted a cross-cultural approach
(Nahrgang and Seo, 2015; Rockstuhl et al., 2012).

Surprisingly, the impact of values—the driver of individuals' behavior (Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Rokeach, 1973) and a core
distinguisher of interdependence (group-oriented) versus independence (self-oriented) cultures (Schwartz, 1992)—on LMX quality
has not been explored. This is unfortunate because, as the workplace continues to become more global (Tung, 2008), understanding
phenomenon, such as LMX, becomes increasingly important for businesses to function effectively. Hence, we concur with Pellegrini
(2015) that to advance LMX theory, studying LMX through the international lens should be a priority.

1.1. Predictors of LMX

Among the antecedents of LMX that have been studied, leader variables were found to be crucial in the LMX relationships
(Dulebohn et al., 2012). Because of the inherent power differential in the leader-member relationship, leaders generally have more
control in the relationship and hence shape members' perceptions and responses to them (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Nahrgang et al.,
2009). Specifically, through various leadership processes, leader contingent reward behaviors (Liden et al., 1997), leader expecta-
tions of follower success (Liden et al., 1993), transformational leadership (Anand et al., 2011), extraversion (Bauer et al., 2006) and
agreeableness (Erdogan and Liden, 2002) have a positive impact on LMX quality. Abusive leadership, on the other hand, has a
negative impact on LMX quality (Xu et al., 2012). Another group of antecedents of LMX quality is related to the interpersonal
relationship variables that are essential in fostering mutual bonding. Those variables serve as the stimuli that positively affect the
leader's or member's perception of each other and thereby enhance LMX quality. Because indivduals tend to develop attraction with
people who are similar to them and whom they like, variables such as members' perceptions of similarity or congruence (Liden et al.,
1993), leader trust (Liden and Maslyn, 1998), affect or liking (Wayne and Ferris, 1990) were found positively related to LMX quality.

As work relationships involve continuous interplay between partners, and reciprocity is a two-way process (Ferris et al., 2019), we
contend that members (subordinates) also have significant influence in the dyadic LMX relationship (Maslyn and Uhl-Bien, 2001). We
argue that developing a greater understanding of the impact of subordinate attributes on LMX quality, apart from the well-studied
follower variables (competence, effort, Big-five personality traits, positive and negative affectivity and locus of control) (Dulebohn
et al., 2012), will likely bring new insights to LMX development research. These insights could further our understanding of violation
of LMX relationship and relationship repair, two-related areas that await more research attention (Nahrgang and Seo, 2015).

One characteristic of members that could serve as a predictor of the LMX relationship is their fundamental values, in particular,
individual-level collectivism and individualism. Values are a core individual distinction that shapes individuals' cognition, emotion
and motivation (Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Schwartz, 1992). One's collectivistic vis-à-vis individualistic orientation affects how
one perceives and feels the need of attending to others, fitting in, and achieving harmonious interdependence with others (Kwan
et al., 1997). In short, values affect individuals' psychological need to be, or not to be, part of a group (ingroup).

As individuals' behavior is nested within three levels of values/cultures – micro (individual- level), meso (organizational-level)
and macro (societal-level) (Vora et al., 2018), the question that we investigate in this study is: to what degree, if any, do the values/
cultures of each of these three levels have on the leader-member relationship? Specifically, we have two overarching goals: (1) to
investigate main effects on LMX at the individual and organizational levels in the cross-cultural context; and (2) to investigate
possible organizational- and/or societal-level moderating effects on the LMX relationship in the cross-cultural context. Neither of
these goals has been investigated previously and certainly not simultaneously. To this end, we aim to investigate the way and the
extent to which individual values, embedded in organizational-level culture and societal-level culture, impact LMX quality. Thus, our
study will extend our understanding of member characteristics on LMX quality and add to the international LMX research, a field that
is still under-explored and in need of substantially more in-depth research (Pellegrini, 2015; Rockstuhl et al., 2012; Selvarajan et al.,
2018).

1.2. Study objectives

We have developed four specific objectives to attain the overarching goals we previously articulated. By applying a multilevel
modelling design, we first examine if there are main effects of individual-level values on LMX quality. Second, we examine if there are
main effects of organizational-level cultures on LMX quality. Third, we assess the extent to which meso-level organizational cultures
moderate the relationship between individual-level values and LMX. Finally, we test for a cross-level moderating effect of societal-
level culture on the relationship between individual-level values and LMX. Our findings will assist in clarifying how individuals'
values, nested within organizational culture and societal culture, impact a relationship-based leadership phenomenon, LMX. To do so,
we will use collectivism and individualism as measures of culture at the individual and the societal levels. These two dimensions are
the most commonly used values dimensions in cross-cultural studies, and they, as we postulate in Section 2.2, are relevant to explain
how members view and approach their relationship with their supervisors.

In the following sections of the paper, we begin by presenting the theoretical foundation of this study. We then present the
hypothesized main effects between the micro-level individual values, the meso-level organizational culture and LMX, separately. We
follow this with a discussion of how organizational- and societal-level cultures might moderate the individual values-LMX re-
lationship. We then describe our methods and report our results. In turn, we discuss our findings including their practical
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implications. We conclude by identifying the study limitations and possible directions for future research.

2. Theoretical background and hypothesis development

2.1. Theoretical foundation

As we have noted, limited research has been devoted to examining LMX in the international or cross-cultural context.
Accordingly, there is a substantial and growing need for the development of theoretical reasoning surrounding this context. Because
our investigation of LMX integrates the impact of micro-level values, meso-level culture and macro-level culture, it is necessary to
develop a multi-level theoretical foundation, which incorporates the impact of relevant variables at each of the three levels.

To this end, we begin to develop our theoretical foundation with the theory of ingroup-outgroup relationships (Brewer and Chen,
2007; Triandis, 1995), which was synonymous with early LMX research (Dansereau et al., 1975; Scandura and Graen, 1984;
Scandura, 1999). Ingroup member relationships may be described as those where members tend to feel obligated to devote their
loyalty to other group members. Ingroup members tend to develop obligatory interdependence with, exercise depersonalized trust
with and hold positive regard towards other ingroup members. Typical ingroup relationships are also characterized by ingroup pride
and identification and indiscriminate cooperation. In decision making, ingroups give preference to their members and to some extent
it could be viewed as ingroup favoritism (Balliet et al., 2014). All these ingroup behaviors are primarily based upon ingroup
membership. Conversely, outgroup member relationships may be described as calculative and exploitative, and often imply a social
distance. Outgroup members, as opposed to ingroup members, are more often associated with negativity, hostility, threat and fear
(Brewer, 1999; Triandis, 1995).

Aligned with the ingroup-outgroup theory, LMX theory holds that leaders form differentiated relationships with each subordinate
and incorporate them into ingroups or outgroups (Scandura and Graen, 1984; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). LMX with ingroup
members follows social exchange principles that involves unspecified obligations and continuous reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Liden
et al., 1997). On the contrary, LMX with outgroup members tends to be economic-based and transactional involving limited nego-
tiating latitude and balanced reciprocity (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Thus, LMX relationships may be viewed as a continuum, with
one end referring to ingroup relationship (high quality LMX) and the other end referring to outgroup relationship (low quality LMX).
The question then becomes what drives the level of ingroup-outgroup relationship, which in turn determines the quality of LMX? The
answer is the impact of the micro, meso and macro environment upon the ingroup-outgroup relationship. Thus, we integrate three
unique, but related sets of theories to incorporate the impact of the various levels of the environment into our model.

We represent the micro-level by theories of cross-cultural values (Brewer and Chen, 2007; Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Triandis,
1995). And, to theorize the main effects of the micro-level relationship of values and LMX, we utilize the collectivism and in-
dividualism values constructs, since ingroup-outgroup relationship theory is situated at the core of the collectivism and individualism
constructs. Importantly, multiple frameworks of values, such as Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), Hofstede (1980), Triandis et al.
(1986), Schwartz (1992), Trompenaars (1994), Inglehart (1997), House et al. (2004), and Ralston et al. (2018), have repeatedly
found these two constructs to be central to understanding human values. Further, these constructs manifest at both the individual and
the societal levels, although at the individual level these constructs are also labelled as independent versus interdependent self-
construals (Markus and Kitayama, 1991) or idiocentrism versus allocentrism (Triandis, 1995). Crucial to our study, ingroup-outgroup
theory states that collectivism, rather than individualism, is associated with ingroup orientation (Brewer and Chen, 2007).

We represent the meso-level by theories of organizational culture, with foci on schemata and social control (Bartunek and Moch,
1987; O'Reilly and Chatman, 1996). Thus, to theorize the meso-level main effects, we use the Competing Values Framework (CVF)
(Cameron and Ettington, 1988; Cameron and Quinn, 1999) to understand organizational culture. This popular framework differ-
entiates organizational culture along two continua. The first continuum has flexibility and dynamism on the one end and stability and
control on the other. The second continuum consists of internal orientation and integration on one end and external orientation and
differentiation on the other. These two continua form a circumplex model with four distinct organizational cultural types – clan,
which emphasizes flexibility and integration; adhocracy, which emphasizes flexibility and differentiation; market, which emphasizes
control and differentiation; and hierarchy, which emphasizes control and integration.

We represent the macro-level by theories of person-environment (PE) fit/misfit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Kristof-Brown and
Guay, 2011), and in particular, one of its derivatives, trait-activation theory (Tett and Burnett, 2003). To theorize the moderating
roles of organizational culture and societal culture, PE fit theory proposes that compatibility between individual and environmental
attributes produces optimal employee outcomes, including work adjustment, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, stress and
strain, job performance and intention to quit (Dawis and Lofquist, 1984; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). On the contrary, PE misfit or
discrepancies between individual attributes and environment's attributes can reduce positive outcomes (van Vianen, 2018). We will
apply PE fit perspective in assessing the impact of the environment (i.e., organizational culture and societal culture) on the re-
lationship between individual-level values and LMX.

In sum, one way to envision the impact of all three levels on the ingroup-outgroup relationship, which determines LMX quality is
with a three-dimensional model (Fig. 1). In this model, each axis represents one level—micro, meso, macro—of the total relationship.
Using the dimensions specified in Fig. 1 for each level the overall micro, meso, macro impact can be identified by a point in space
within this 3D model. However, to fully understand the true impact that each level has on LMX, we unpack the model to test each
level separately, as subsequently discussed.
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2.2. The micro-level relationships of collectivism and individualism with LMX

Values are generally defined as criteria that people apply to select and justify actions, or to evaluate themselves, others and events
(Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961). They are individuals' stable preferences serving as a latent but conscious guide of human be-
haviors (Rokeach, 1973). Individuals' values are considered to be one of the most powerful regulators of human behavior as they not
only shape desirable or undesirable behaviors, they also help set goals (Schwartz, 1992, 1994). Among all values dimensions, the two
most common ones, are perhaps collectivism and individualism. The key difference between them rests on how one views his/her
relationship with others (Hofstede, 1980; Kagicibasi, 1995; Triandis, 1995). Considering this and the dependent variable of our study,
LMX, we postulate these two values dimensions should have influence on how members approach their dyadic relationship with their
leaders, especially in a cross-cultural context. However, the impact of these values dimensions has rarely been examined in the
international LMX literature. Of the 93 international LMX studies selected in Pellegrini's (2015) qualitative review, we can only
identify three studies that incorporate values or values dimensions as a study variable. The one by Ashkanasy and O'Connor (1997)
examined the relationship between person-to-person values congruence and LMX. They found that supervisor-subordinate similarity
in achievement and obedience values were positively associated with the quality of LMX. The second study by Erdogan and Liden
(2006) examined the moderating effect of individuals' collectivism in the relationship between member-perceived justice and LMX.
They found that individual-level collectivism weakened the relationship between interactional justice and LMX, as collectivism
encouraged maintaining harmonious relationships at the expense of individual identities. The third study, by Schaubroeck and Lam
(2002), found different group (meso) level values have differentiated roles in personality congruence. Specifically, supervisor-sub-
ordinate similarity of personality was positively related to advancement when collectivism within the work unit was high; but, peer
similarity of personality was positively associated with promotion when work unit-level individualism was high. The limited number
of values-based studies suggests the relationship of values and LMX in the international context is far from being fully explored.

Collectivism and individualism are values constructs that operate at the individual level, apart from the societal level (Schwartz,
1992; Ralston et al., 2014; Triandis, 1995). Individuals who have internalized collectivistic values have an innate need to form
relationships with others, as how they relate to others forms a core part of their self-identity (Triandis, 1995). They also have a
tendency to form ingroups and differentiate their relationships with members in the ingroup and outgroup. Within an ingroup, they
feel obligated to devote their loyalty to other group members without much questioning. They also render trust on ingroup members
because of their membership. Collectivists, hence, see self as interdependent with those of the ingroup. They pay a premium to
maintain relationships, even to the extent that established relationships are not of their best interest to do so. They see behaviors

STUDY DIMENSIONS

Micro: Personal Collectivism (high to low) 

Personal Individualism (high to low)

Meso: Clan and Hierarchy (high to low)

Adhocracy and Market (high to low)

Macro: Societal Collectivism (high to low)

Societal Individualism (high to low)

Fig. 1. A three-dimensional model of the impact of the micro- (individual values), meso- (organizational culture) and macro-level (societal culture)
influences.
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more as a result of external factors, such as norms and roles. They also view interpersonal relationship as stable, with the self being
changeable and adaptable to the social environment (Erdogen and Liden, 2006, Triandis, 2001). That is in contrast with individuals
who are high on individualism values. Individualistic people tend to be independent in thinking and behavior (Hofstede, 2001;
Triandis, 1995; Schwartz, 1992). Individualists have an independent, autonomous, and relatively stable sense of self. They tend to be
high on expressiveness, dominance, self-initiation, and aggressiveness. They prefer logic and tend to hold independent opinions. They
tend to attribute behaviors to the internal factors of attitudes and personality, and adhere less to societal or ingroup norms. They view
achievement as a way to develop their self-esteem which forms the basis of their happiness (Kwan et al., 1997; Uchida et al., 2004). In
the event of conflict, they tend to prioritize personal above group goals. Individualists do not have a strong psychological need for
maintaining relationships that they do not like or from which they see no benefit (Triandis, 1995).

As we indicate in Section 1, the essence of this dyadic relationship approach to leadership is that leaders tend to develop dif-
ferentiated relationships with their members and form ingroups and outgroups within an organization (Erdogan and Bauer, 2014;
Erdogan and Liden, 2002). Individuals, who have a collectivistic orientation see the importance of relationships, value emotional
interdependence (Kagitçibaşi, 1995) and hence have a psychological need to become an ingroup member. This translates into mo-
tivation to attend to others' needs, and to fit in and maintain harmonious interdependence (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Collectivists
are motivated to form quality relationship with their leaders. These natural tendencies are aligned with the characteristics of high
LMX relationships that involve loyalty, commitment, flexibility and continuous reciprocity (Pellegrini, 2015). We propose that the
higher members' collectivistic orientations are, the more they will be willing to expend effort in building positive (ingroup) re-
lationships with their leaders, which in turn results in higher quality LMX (Maslyn and Uhl-Bien, 2001). Conversely, the individualist
orientation is not aligned with ingroup orientation. Individualists see themselves as independent selves. They tend to be expressive
and forthright with their own views. Being an outgroup member with the leader does not make them feel insecure in the workplace.
Thus, individualists do not view being in an ingroup with the leader as naturally necessary. They do not feel the need to expend effort
to form high LMX relationship, unless they see forming such relationships as strategically beneficial to their professional advance-
ment or they truly like their leader. Moreover, it is evident that individualists could trade-off ingroup relationship for maintaining
self-esteem (Kwan et al. (1997)). Accordingly, we expect that individual-level individualism is negatively associated with LMX quality
(cf. Markus and Kitayama, 1991). Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1a. Individual-level collectivism is positively related to LMX quality.

Hypothesis 1b. Individual-level individualism is negatively related to LMX quality.

2.3. The meso-level relationship of organizational culture with LMX

Organizational culture has been defined as “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems
of external adaptation and internal integration” (Schein, 2010, p.12). It represents the core set of managerial values and assumptions
that define how an organization conducts its business. As presented in Fig. 2, the top left quadrant is the clan culture, next clockwise
is the adhocracy culture, bottom right is the market culture and at the bottom left lies the hierarchy culture. As discussed by Cameron
and Quinn (1999), a clan culture resembles an extended family in which sharing, teamwork, consensus, loyalty, organizational
commitment, trust and concern for people are highly endorsed. While an adhocracy culture endorses flexibility, the essence of the
culture is related to entrepreneurship, with freedom, risk taking, uniqueness and innovation being its core values. A market culture
emphasizes results and competition, and achievement, goal attainment, aggressiveness and hard-driving for winning are its important
values. Lastly, a hierarchy culture centers on structure and control. Excellence is defined by efficiency and smooth operations, which
can be achieved by having formal rules and policies in place. Its core values are conformity, stability and security.

An organization's values manifest in the behaviors of its members. This forms the basis of the two mechanisms through which
organizational culture can impact LMX quality. First, organizational culture provides schemas for its members (Bartunek and Moch,
1987) to make sense of what is happening in their workplace. Organizational schemas, when internalized, become the mental
shortcuts used by members to encode and interpret incoming information. Through this cognitive process, organizational culture
impacts members' behavioral choices (Harris, 1994). Second, organizational culture serves as an organization's social control system
(O'Reilly and Chatman, 1996). Members are expected to follow what is practiced or avoided. Any deviation of the organizational
norms, if noticed, will be corrected (Sørensen, 2002). In terms of PE perspective, organizational culture is part of the proximal
environment in which employees operate and with which they interact. If an organization upholds LMX relationship development,
members will be motivated to expend effort to develop high quality relationship with their leaders (Erdogan et al., 2006).

From the description in the previous section, we can see that the core values of clan and hierarchy cultures (the left-side quadrants
of Fig. 2) are family and loyalty, and conformity, stability and security, respectively. They parallel collectivistic values (Ralston,
2017). On the other hand, the core values of adhocracy and market cultures (the right-side quadrants) are flexibility and freedom,
and achievement and goal attainment, respectively which are aligned with individualistic values (Treviño et al., 2020). We can
postulate that clan and hierarchy cultures encourage harmonious relationships with supervisors and being an ingroup member is
important to employees. On the other hand, adhocracy and market cultures encourage individuality and self-determination, as what
defines effectiveness and excellence is based on individualistic behaviors such as being creative, risk taking and goal orientation,
values that form the core of individualism. Accordingly, we make a comparable argument for meso-level cultures as we did for micro-
level values. Organizations that carry high clan and hierarchy cultural values will likely result in a strong relationship-schema among
their members, which in turn will reinforce members' effort in building positive relationship with their leaders. As more members
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commit in relationship building activities, a stronger social force would emerge to encourage others to follow suit. On the other hand,
organizations that are high on adhocracy or market cultures will likely carry a high independence-schema that encourages members
to seek independence behaviors. We, therefore, hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2a. Clan organizational culture is positively related to LMX quality.

Hypothesis 2b. Hierarchy organizational culture is positively related to LMX quality.

Hypothesis 2c. Adhocracy organizational culture is negatively related to LMX quality.

Hypothesis 2d. Market organizational culture is negatively related to LMX quality.

2.4. Moderating role of meso-level organizational culture

Drawing on the maxim that behavior is a function of person and environment (Lewin, 1936/2013), the PE perspective states that
the interaction of person and environment matters to various employee outcomes (see Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). In Tett and
associates' personality trait-based interactionist model, a PE derivative, (Tett and Burnett, 2003; Tett and Guterman, 2000), orga-
nization, in addition to social and task, is one of the three major sources that provides trait-relevant cues to moderate the relationship
between personality trait and work behavior. If we treat individual-level collectivism and individualism as personality traits (cf.
Triandis, 1995), we would postulate that organizational culture, the meso-level cultural environment for employees, in which in-
dividual values are nested, would have a moderating effect on the values-behavior relationship. Furthermore, if individuals in the
organization are surrounded by similar others, as opposed to dissimilar others, the impact of their values on behavior would be
exacerbated through receiving peer support and thereby reinforcement provided by the similar others (O'Reilly and Chatman, 1996).

Viewing values congruence as PE fit (e.g. Cable and Judge, 1996; O'Reilly et al., 1991), we posit that individuals who find values
congruence or fit in the organization, will experience higher validation of their perspectives and beliefs and hence higher values
fulfilment (Van Vianen, 2000). We expect that individuals' values-driven behavior will be amplified in an environment that en-
courages similar values. Conversely, in the misfit situation that does not encourage similar values, or where there are no compatible
organizational norms that further approve the values-driven behavior, individuals' values-driven behavior will be suppressed.

As discussed in Section 2.3, we posit that clan and hierarchy cultures are congruent with collectivistic values, and adhocracy and
market cultures are congruent with individualistic values (Ralston, 2017). Individuals high on collectivistic values would find support

Cultural type: Clan

Dominant attributes: cohesiveness, participation, 

teamwork, sense of family

Leadership: mentor, facilitator

Bonding: loyalty, tradition, cohesion

Strategy: developing HR, commitment, morale

Cultural type: Adhocracy

Dominant attributes: entrepreneurship, creativity

Leadership: entrepreneur, innovator, risk-take

Bonding: entrepreneurship, flexibility risk

Strategy: innovation fosters new sources, growth

Cultural type: Hierarchy

Dominant attributes: order, regulations, 

uniformity

Leadership: coordinator, Administrator

Bonding: rules, procedures

Strategy: stability, predictability, smooth 

operation, control fosters efficiency

Cultural type: Market

Dominant attributes: Competitiveness, goal 

achievement

Leadership: decisive, achievement-oriented

Bonding: goal orientation, competition

Strategy: competitive advantage and market 

superiority

INTERNAL MAINTENANCE AND 

INTERGRATION

EXTERNAL POSITIONING AND 

DIFFERENTIATION

FLEXIBILITY/DISCRETION

CONTROL/STABILITY

Fig. 2. Core values and emphases of the four organizational culture types under competing values framework.
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of their values priority or situational cues in a clan or hierarchy organizational environment. Specifically, in regard to LMX, these
individuals would find normative endorsement of joining the ingroup of the leaders and exerting more efforts towards relationship
building behavior. Conversely, individuals who are high on collectivistic values would experience less values fulfilment and less peer
support in an adhocracy or market environment, as these environments reject their values priorities. Similarly, we propose that the
negative impact of individualism on LMX would be strengthened in an adhocracy or market culture, as these organizational cultures
are aligned with individualistic values and behaviors. Concurrently, the negative impact of individualism on LMX in a clan or
hierarchy culture would serve to weaken the relationships in these organizational environments.

Thus, we, hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3a. Clan and/or hierarchy culture moderates the relationship between individual-level collectivism and LMX, such that
when clan and/or hierarchy culture is stronger, the positive relationship between individual-level collectivism and LMX will be
greater.

Hypothesis 3b. Clan and/or hierarchy culture moderates the relationship between individual-level individualism and LMX, such that
when clan and/or hierarchy culture is stronger, the negative relationship between individual-level individualism and LMX will be
weaker.

Hypothesis 3c. Adhocracy and/or market culture moderates the relationship between individual-level individualism and LMX, such
that when adhocracy and/or market culture is stronger, the negative relationship between individual-level individualism and LMX
will be greater.

Hypothesis 3d. Adhocracy and/or market culture moderates the relationship between individual-level collectivism and LMX, such
that when adhocracy and/or market culture is stronger, the positive relationship between individual-level collectivism and LMX will
be weaker.

2.5. The moderating role of societal-level collectivism and individualism

We are also interested in identifying the influence of societal environment on the relationship between individual-level values and
LMX. Similar to Hypothesis 3, we posit that if the values of the society and the individual align, the impact of an individual's values on
LMX will be greater, whereas if the values in the society contradict those of the individual, the impact of individual's values on LMX
will be weaker. We postulate, as such, because individuals' individualistic tendencies are endorsed and promoted in an individualistic
society but discouraged and disapproved in a collectivist society. Similarly, individuals' collectivistic tendencies are in harmony with
the societal values in a collectivist society but in conflict with the societal values in an individualist society. Drawing on PE fit theory
(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Yu, 2013), individuals have an innate need to adapt to their environment so as to belong, take control of
their life, and reduce inconsistency and stress to secure life satisfaction and happiness. In PE fit situations where the society's values
and individual's values are congruent, the individual receives natural endorsement of his/her intended behavior and therefore higher
motivation to pursue the intended action. In essence, the individual displays conformity. In misfit situations where the individual's
values and the society's values are not congruent, the individual would need to make adjustments and adapt his/her personal values
and workplace behavior to conform to the larger society's expectations, if the individual wishes to fit the norms of the society.
Therefore, we postulate that individual-level collectivism would be reinforced in a collectivist culture but suppressed in an in-
dividualist culture, while individual-level individualism would be reinforced in an individualist culture but suppressed in a col-
lectivist culture. Taken together, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4a. Societal-level collectivism will moderate the positive relationship of individual-level collectivism and LMX such that
when societal-level collectivism is higher, the positive relationship will be greater.

Hypothesis 4b. Societal-level collectivism will moderate the negative relationship of individual-level individualism and LMX such
that when societal-level collectivism is higher, the negative relationship will be weaker.

Hypothesis 4c. Societal-level individualism will moderate the positive relationship of individual-level collectivism and LMX such
that when societal-level individualism is higher, the positive relationship will be weaker.

Hypothesis 4d. Societal-level individualism will moderate the negative relationship of individual-level individualism and LMX such
that when societal-level individualism is higher, the negative relationship will be greater.

3. Methods

3.1. Sample and procedures

Our sample comprised 2343 participants from two occupations (business professionals and k-12 schoolteachers) within six
countries. We collected these data in each country over a period of not more than three months. As shown in Table 1, the six countries
in our sample are: China, Mexico, the Netherlands, Russia, Spain and the U.S. Based on Ronen and Shenkar's (2013) 11-regional
clusters of the world culture map, these countries represent six of these clusters: (1) Confucian (China), (2) Latin America (Mexico),
(3) Nordic (Netherlands), (4) Eastern Europe (Russia), (5) Latin Europe (Spain) and (6) Anglo (U.S.). The six countries also broadly
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comprised three individualist countries (Netherlands, Russia and U.S.) and three collectivist countries (China, Mexico and Spain).
Using two occupations in six countries, we formed a twelve-society sample. The twelve-society sample is justified because tea-

chers and business professionals share different sub-cultures. Teachers tend to be relatively high on collectivism with the goal of
helping others, while business professionals tend to be relatively high on individualism with the goal of doing well for themselves
(Triandis and Singelis, 1998). We believe grouping respondents by country and profession is meaningful to address within-nation
differences in cultural orientations because profession is a valid cultural delineator (Taras et al., 2016) in addition to political
boundaries that mark the borders of different countries (Peterson et al., 2012).

Following the data collection and data management advice for cross-cultural studies from Karam and Ralston (2016), we only
kept those participants who grew up (spent five years or more before the age of 15) in their respective countries. Table 2 provides
information of sample sizes and other demographic characteristics (age, gender, education level, position and company size) for the
occupation/country samples.

The data collection process was consistent across all six countries. Local collaborators either hand-delivered or sent a paper
questionnaire to participants' workplace by mail. A pre-addressed and stamped envelope was included in the survey package for
participants to return the completed questionnaire. All participation was voluntary. Moreover, participants were instructed not to put
their names on the questionnaire to maintain their anonymity. Also, they were assured that there were no right or wrong answers,
and we were only interested in their opinions. The response rate ranged from 14 to 17% across all samples.

3.2. Measures

We first prepared the questionnaire for this study in English. The local collaborators followed the standard translation and back-
translation procedures to convert the survey questionnaire from English into Chinese, Spanish, Russian or Dutch (Brislin, 1986).

Table 1
Data collection locations.

Country China
(n=406)

Mexico
(n=359)

Netherlands
(n=394)

Russia
(n=307)

Spain
(n=449)

U.S.
(n=428)

City/Region Beijing
Changsha
Qingdao
Shanghai

Guanajuato y
Querétaro
(Central Mexico)

Nijmegen
(Eastern Netherlands)

Moscow
St. Petersburg
Tatarstan
Leningrad
Omsk
Oblast
Novosibirsk

Valencia region
(Eastern Spain)

Atlanta
Chicago
Miami
New Orleans
San Francisco

Table 2
Sample characteristics.a

Country Group N Age Gender (% Female) Education Level (Mean) Position (% professional) Company sizea (%)

Mean (S.D.) < 100 100–1000 >1000

China Total 406 31.9 (5.9) 72 2.9 71 45 39 16
Manager 228 31.3 (5.2) 68 3.1 55 34 40 26
Teacher 178 32.7 (6.6) 75 2.7 92 59 38 3

Mexico Total 359 35.8 (10.6) 50 3.0 72 62 26 12
Manager 182 35.0 (10.9) 51 2.8 62 53 31 16
Teacher 177 36.6 (10.2) 49 3.1 82 72 21 8

Netherlands Total 394 35.6 (11.5) 47 3.0 58 28 19 53
Manager 220 34.8 (9.3) 46 3.1 58 28 19 53
Teacher 174 36.7 (13.8) 48 3.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Russia Total 307 41.3 (10.8) 63 3.8 26 55 33 12
Manager 216 40.2 (9.8) 50 4.0 17 41 41 18
Teacher 91 44.0 (12.5) 93 3.3 52 87 13 0

Spain Total 449 37.7 (9.7) 61 3.0 80 50 29 22
Manager 270 36.5 (9.2) 61 2.9 74 42 33 26
Teacher 179 39.5 (10.0) 63 3.2 88 62 23 15

USA Total 428 38.6 (11.8) 55 3.4 49 33 40 27
Manager 186 36.1 (11.6) 49 3.2 37 37 28 34
Teacher 246 40.5 (11.6) 60 3.6 58 29 49 21

TOTAL TOTAL 2343 36.7 (10.6) 58 3.2 61 46 32 22
Manager 1302 35.6 (9.8) 55 3.2 51 39 32 29
Teacher 1041 38.0 (11.4) 62 3.2 75 57 32 11

Notes: Education attainment was coded as 1=8 or fewer years completed; 2=9–12 years completed; 3=Bachelor degree; 4=Masters degree;
5=Doctoral degree; n.a. = not available. The choices for the question of position comprised professional, first-level manager, second-level
manager, and upper-level manager.

a Refer to the number of employees in the organization.
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Regarding response format, we used nine-point Likert type (1= strongly disagree; 9= strongly agree) for both LMX and organi-
zational culture measures, and followed the specific response format (−1 to 7) for individualism and collectivism, with more details
are provided in subsequent sections.

3.2.1. Leader-member exchange
We used the adapted version of LMX-7 scale, originally developed by Scandura and Graen (1984), with strongly disagree and

strongly agree response anchors to measure how a subordinate perceives the relationship quality with his or her immediate super-
visor (Bauer and Green, 1996; Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden et al., 1993). Despite criticism of the scale's discriminant validity and
its psychometric properties in U.S. samples (Schriesheim and Cogliser, 2009; Schriesheim et al., 2011), LMX-7 had been the most
adopted LMX scale in comparative studies (e.g. Chong et al., 2015; Selvarajan et al., 2018), and has been found to have high
correlations with the other widely used scale, the 12-item LMX-MDM (Liden and Maslyn, 1998) in global LMX assessment (Joseph
et al., 2011; Liden et al., 2015). Dulebohn et al.'s (2012) meta-analysis also identified that LMX-7 and LMX-MDM correlated highly
and presented a consistent pattern of relationships with the same antecedents and outcomes. A sample item of this scale is “My
immediate supervisor understands my problems and needs.”

3.2.2. Individualism and collectivism
We used the 45 Schwartz Values Survey (SVS) items deemed appropriate for cross-cultural analysis (Schwartz, 1992, 1994) to

measure respondents' individualism and collectivism. The SVS has been validated across 70 countries (Schwartz, 2006). These 45
items are considered as universal values and form ten universal values types in a circumplex model (Schwartz, 1992, 2006). Re-
spondents were asked to rate the importance of each basic values item as their guiding principle in life on a nine-point scale (−1
[opposed to my values] to 7 [of supreme importance in my guiding principles]). For individualism, we used the 18 values items that
form the values types of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, and power (Schwartz, 1994). Sample items include
independent, a varied life, pleasure, ambitious and authority. For collectivism, we used the 14 items that form the values types of
conformity, tradition and benevolence (Schwartz, 1994). Sample items are obedience, respect for tradition and loyalty.

3.2.3. Organizational culture
We used the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI; Cameron and Quinn, 1999) to assess respondents' perceptions

of their organization's culture. The OCAI questionnaire comprised 24 short scenarios related to six aspects of organizational effec-
tiveness - dominant organizational characteristics, organizational leadership style, management of employees, organizational glue,
strategic emphasis and criteria for success. The scores of each cultural sub-dimension are the means of the relevant six items for clan,
adhocracy, market and hierarchy cultures, respectively. A sample scenario for clan culture is, “The organization is a very personal
place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share a lot of themselves.” For adhocracy culture, “The leadership in the orga-
nization is generally considered to exemplify entrepreneurship, innovating or risk taking.” For market culture, “The management
style is characterized as hard-driving competitiveness, high demands and achievement.” For hierarchy culture, “The glue that holds
the organization together is formal rules and policies. Maintaining a smooth-running organization is important.”

3.2.4. Control variables
We incorporated the demographics (age, gender, education level, company size and position) commonly used in international

values research in our questionnaire (World Values Survey, 2019; Ralston et al., 2011, 2014). Unfortunately, the data for company
size and position was not available for all sub-samples. Thus, we only used age, gender and education as covariates in our analysis.
Using these covariates is reasonable as age, gender and education were found to significantly influence the effect sizes of cultural
values main effects according to the meta-analysis of Taras et al. (2010). We reported all demographics in the descriptive statistics in
Table 2.

3.3. Analytical strategy

We performed our analyses using STATA 15. First, we established measurement invariance of our model using multigroup CFA.
Next, we applied hierarchical linear modelling (HLM) intercepts-as-outcomes procedures (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002) to test our
study's hypotheses. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) estimate, after running the null model, indicated that 11.1% of the
variation of LMX was attributed to differences between groups. According to Hox (2010), ICC of 10% indicates a medium-sized
nesting effect for organizational research. Moreover, HLM is superior to single-level regression models and able to provide more
accurate estimates, as the latter ignores the nested structure of the data and wrongly assumes independence of the observations and
randomness of errors. For these reasons, we proceeded with HLM. In our two-level HLM models, the level-1 (individual-level,
hereafter) variables comprised demographic covariates (age, gender and education) and predictors (individual-level collectivism and
individualism, and perceptions of organizational culture types [clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy]), and the dependent variable,
LMX. Level-2 (societal-level, hereafter) variables consisted of societal-level collectivism and individualism. To ensure the scales of
collectivism and individualism could be aggregated to form societal-level predictors, we computed the interrater agreement (IRA)
index scores, αwg(J). The IRA statistics ranged from 0.80 to 0.97 for collectivism and 0.82 to.97 for individualism across all sub-
samples, meeting threshold of 0.70 (LeBreton and Senter, 2008). Lastly, we group-mean centered all individual-level predictors and
grand-mean centered the societal-level predictors before entering them in the HLM analysis.
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3.4. Managing common method variance

Participants reported their self-evaluation of collectivism, individualism and their perceptions of organizational culture and re-
lationship quality with their immediate supervisors. A research design to avoid common method variance would have been to assess
the independent variable, i.e. values, and the moderator by perceptions of participants, and the dependent variable, LMX, by par-
ticipants' immediate supervisors. That said, for large-scale research of this kind (e.g. Chong et al., 2015; Ralston et al., 2006, 2011,
2014; World Values Survey Association, 2019), it is common and practical to have only one source of data. In fact, in most of the LMX
studies, LMX was measured by the perceptions of subordinates instead of leaders (Dulebohn et al., 2012). We, nevertheless, ac-
knowledged the possibility of common method variance. To minimize it, we followed the ex-ante and ex post methods as re-
commended by Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Podsakoff et al. (2003).

4. Results

Table 3 provides the means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of the study and demographic variables. LMX had a
positive correlation with clan culture (r=0.22, p < .001), hierarchy culture (r=0.09, p < .001) and education (r=0.11,
p < .001), and a negative correlation with market culture (r=−0.21, p < .001) and adhocracy culture (r=−0.12, p < .001). As
shown in Table 4, all of the study variables in the pooled sample had good internal consistency, with Cronbach's alphas values
ranging from 0.79 to 0.92. The 84 alphas of the subsample variables met the threshold of 0.70, except three - individualism and
collectivism for Russian business professionals (0.61 and 0.58, respectively), and hierarchy culture for Russian teachers (0.62).
Following the multi-country studies of Fu et al. (2004) and Ralston et al. (2011, 2014), having a few sub-samples with an alpha in the
range of 0.5 to 0.6 for large-scale cross-cultural studies is considered acceptable.

Prior to conducting multigroup confirmatory factor analysis, we followed the procedures of Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) to
reduce the numbers of parameters estimated in the measurement models. This process is necessary for models involving large
numbers of indicators and factors and to address computation limitations. In our case, our measurement model had 63 indicators and
seven factors. We derived three indicators for each of the seven multi-item measures. We did so by averaging the items with highest
and lowest loadings to obtain the first indicator, and the next highest and lowest loadings for the second indicator and so forth. We
repeated this procedure until all items were assigned to one of the three indicators for each measure. This item reduction method was

Table 3
Means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of study variables.

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. LMX 6.08 1.26
2. Individualism 4.34 0.45 0.03
3. Collectivism 4.54 0.60 0.01 −0.70***
4. Clan 6.08 1.06 0.22*** −0.08*** 0.08***
5. Adhocracy 5.45 1.00 −0.12*** −0.03 0.00 −0.10***
6. Market 5.74 1.08 −0.21*** 0.13*** −0.09*** −0.73*** −0.07**
7. Hierarchy 6.02 0.69 0.09*** −0.03 0.01 −0.17*** −0.68*** −0.24***
8. Age 36.69 10.58 0.01 −0.23*** 0.11*** 0.05* −0.01 −0.08*** 0.03
9. Gender 1.58 0.49 0.05* −0.15*** 0.07*** 0.08*** −0.01 −0.08*** 0.01 −0.07***
10. Education 3.18 0.78 0.11*** 0.13*** −0.09*** 0.03 −0.08*** −0.00 0.04 0.12*** −0.05*

Notes: *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
Codes for Age: values as reported; Gender (1=male; 2= female); Education (1=8 or fewer years completed; 2= 9–12 years completed;
3=Bachelor degree; 4=Master degree; 5=Doctoral degree).

Table 4
Cronbach's alphas of study variables by sub-sample.

Country Sample LMX Individualism Collectivism Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy

China Manager 0.90 0.84 0.83 0.87 0.85 0.76 0.76
Teacher 0.84 0.85 0.86 0.89 0.84 0.80 0.76

Mexico Manager 0.87 0.85 0.80 0.85 0.87 0.88 0.78
Teacher 0.92 0.78 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.77 0.76

Netherlands Manager 0.89 0.84 0.83 0.82 0.84 0.89 0.77
Teacher 0.91 0.84 0.83 0.89 0.81 0.84 0.74

Russia Manager 0.95 0.61 0.58 0.90 0.92 0.93 0.90
Teacher 0.89 0.88 0.90 0.89 0.80 0.80 0.62

Spain Manager 0.94 0.88 0.84 0.87 0.83 0.83 0.74
Teacher 0.94 0.86 0.87 0.82 0.74 0.86 0.70

US Manager 0.93 0.90 0.89 0.87 0.88 0.87 0.80
Teacher 0.95 0.88 0.89 0.91 0.88 0.85 0.80

Total 0.92 0.85 0.84 0.87 0.86 0.86 0.79
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previously used in the LMX study by Eisenberger et al. (2010). The final measurement model had seven factors and 21 indicators. The
fit indices indicated the measurement model had acceptable configural invariance across the sub-samples (χ2= 6310.840,
df=3048, RMSEA=0.073; CFI= 0.916, TLI= 0.901; SRMR=0.061) but not full metric invariance because of a ΔCFI= -0.011
between models. We then set free the parameters between the first indicator of market culture for group 1, 3, and 5 which refer to the
American, Chinese and Russian manager samples, respectively. The model fit indices indicated sufficient partial metric invariance (χ
2= 6324.326, df=2956, RMSEA=0.076, CFI= 0.908, TLI= 0.897, SRMR=0.075) with a ΔCFI= -0.008 (Cheung and Rensvold,
2002). Further fit indices suggested that our measurement model did not support scalar invariance (χ2= 9926.895, df=3220,
RMSEA=0.103; CFI= 0.817; TLI= 0.811; SRMR=0.179). As our study focused on the associations of variables instead of com-
paring mean values, it was considered appropriate to proceed with analyses with only partial metric invariance of the measurement
models (Boer et al., 2018). We followed Hanges (2004) procedures to use within-subject standardized scores in our analyses. Lastly,
to examine if common method variance would be a concern, we put all 21 indicators into a one-factor model and a three-factor model
by grouping all collectivism and individualism indicators as one factor and all four organizational culture indicators as the second
factor in addition to the factor of leader-member exchange. The fit indices for the one factor model (χ2= 25,972.255, df=3300,
RMSEA=0.186, CFI= 0.418, TLI= 0.366, SRMR=0.194), and those of the three factor model (χ2= 13,194.496, df=3264,
RMSEA=0.124, CFI= 0.745, SRMR=0.109) indicated that both alternative models were inferior to the seven-factor model.
Therefore, we concluded that common method variance was not likely to be a severe concern.

Table 5 provides the results of HLM analyses. As shown in Model 2, individual-level collectivism was positively related to LMX
(b=0.101, p < .05). The findings in Model 3 indicated that individual-level individualism was negatively related to LMX
(b=−0.228, p < .001). Thus, H1a and H1b were supported. As shown in Model 4, clan culture was found positively associated with
LMX quality (b=0.218, p < .001) and so was hierarchy culture (b=0.205, p < .001). In Model 5, both adhocracy (b=−0.112,
p < .001) and market (b=−0.211, p < .001) cultures were found negatively related with LMX. Therefore, H2a, H2b, H2c and H2d
were all supported. However, none of the four organizational culture types had any interaction effect with individual values (Models
6–13). Thus, none of Hypotheses 3 was supported. Lastly, neither societal collectivism nor societal individualism had any interaction
effect on the individual values-LMX relationship. Therefore, none of Hypotheses 4 was supported (Models 14–17). Table 6 sum-
marizes these findings.

As our sample size of the group level (12) is small, we re-ran our models using Bayesian statistics with STATA 15. Instead of
getting one estimate of each parameter in each model with maximum likelihood estimating method, we obtained 10,000 Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) estimates for each parameter in each model with Bayesian analysis. As shown by the posterior medians of
estimates of the concerned parameters and the equal-tailed 95% credible intervals, the findings from the Bayesian models are the
same as in the models estimated with maximum likelihood method. That concludes that our results are robust.

5. Discussion

In this study, we answer the call for more cross-cultural leadership research (e.g. Dickson et al., 2003; Hanges et al., 2016; Watts
et al., 2020). We do so by providing a multicultural, multilevel investigation of the leader-member exchange fit, and to the best of our
knowledge, this is the first multi-level, multi-group investigation of LMX. As stated in Section 1.1, we had two primary goals: (1) to
investigate the main effects on LMX at the individual and organizational levels; and (2) to investigate possible organizational- and/or
societal-level moderating effects on an LMX relationship. To this end, we explored the means and the extent to which individual
values, embedded in organizational-level culture and societal-level culture, impacted LMX quality.

Table 6
Support for the LMX hypotheses.

Hypotheses Direction predicted Support for hypothesis

Individual-Level (main effect)
Hypothesis 1a Collectivism – positive Supported
Hypothesis 1b Individualism – negative Supported

Organizational-Level (main effect)
Hypothesis 2a Clan – positive Supported
Hypothesis 2b Hierarchy – positive Supported
Hypothesis 2c Market – negative Supported
Hypothesis 2d Adhocracy – negative Supported

Organizational-Level (moderating effect)
Hypothesis 3a Clan or Hierarchy – strengthen collectivism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 3b Clan or Hierarchy – weaken individualism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 3c Market or Adhocracy – strengthen individualism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 3d Market or Adhocracy – weaken collectivism-LMX Not supported

Societal-Level (moderating effect)
Hypothesis 4a Societal collectivism – strengthen collectivism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 4b Societal individualism – weaken collectivism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 4c Societal individualism – strengthen individualism-LMX Not supported
Hypothesis 4d Societal collectivism – weaken individualism-LMX Not Supported
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We found that individual-level values and organizational-level culture had significant main effects on LMX. However, neither
organizational-level culture nor societal-level culture exhibited a moderating effect on the individual-level values–LMX relationship.
In the context of our three-dimensional theoretical model of the impact of micro-, meso-, and macro-level influences on LMX (Fig. 1),
the empirical findings based on our available data suggest that a two-dimensional model might be more appropriate. As our findings
show, only the micro (individual-level) and meso (organizational-level) findings were significant.

Candidly, we should not be overly surprised by these findings, as a prior meta-analysis (Taras et al., 2010) found that the most
common moderators for values-attitudes or values-behaviors main effects are the demographic control variables (age, gender and
education), which we included in our study. While it was not our primarily goal to test the moderating effects of these three
demographic variables, we did a series of post hoc analyses to examine if age, gender and/or education “amplified” the values-LMX
relationships (Gelfand et al., 2008). We found that none of the demographic variables had a significant moderating effect in the
values-LMX relationships (with p-values ranging from 0.08 to 0.844). The absence of our hypothesized moderating effects could
reflect the complexity of the meso-level and macro-level culture constructs. Common cultural constructs, including the two measures
we used, do not provide information of culture strength. Organizational culture strength refers to the extent to which norms and
values are “widely shared and strongly held” throughout the organization (O'Reilly and Chatman, 1996, p.166). Similarly, the
strength of societal culture, operationalized as societal tightness-looseness, refers to the “strength of social norms and degree of
sanctioning with societies” (Gelfand et al., 2006, p.6). Cultural strength constructs complement the meso-level and macro-level
culture measures that focus on the cultural content or cultural types (Sørensen, 2002) by explicitly considering the strength of the
norms and constraints imposed by the respective environment. We recommend that future research incorporates culture strength in
their multi-level, multi-cultural research designs to assess the full perspective of the culture effects (Gelfand et al., 2006; Heskett and
Kotter, 1992). With that said, our finding that meso-level and societal-level values did not moderate the individual values-LMX main
effect does not preclude that there might not be other contextual variables that could be explored in the values-LMX relationship.

Nonetheless, the absence of any interaction between individual values and either organizational or societal culture does provide
preliminary evidence that our direct findings might be global and unencumbered by meso or macro factors. This result corresponds to
the Adler and Gundersen (2007) assertion that employees bring their values into the organization, and they could be so strong that
organization culture cannot diminish it. Similar to the discussion on cultural strength in the previous paragraph, as we did not
measure the strength of culture at the individual level, this poses an opportunity for future empirical research. With that said, when
comparing the pseudo R2 of Model 4 and 5 with those of Model 2 and 3, we found that organizational-level culture had a slightly
stronger direct effect on LMX quality than did individual-level culture. This finding, in our opinion, is of importance because it has a
variety of implications for practitioners.

5.1. Practical implications

LMX is part of the internal social capital within organizations (Uhl-Bien et al., 2000). That is, LMX enhances trust between
employees and their leaders, leading to increased knowledge and resource sharing and hence team and organizational performance. It
is encouraged within organizations, as it has been found to be associated with desirable follower outcomes and leader effects on
members, teams and organizations (e.g., Atwater and Carmeli, 2009; Purcell and Kinnie, 2007; Zhang et al., 2012). Our research
findings point to a variety of practical implications for those supervisors who seek to develop higher LMX relationships with their
followers. For example, supervisors need to be aware of the cultural heterogeneity within a society and thus the need for them to be
flexible with their leadership style. Specifically, followers vary in their level of collectivistic and/or individualistic orientations and
tendencies. While collectivist followers tend to form higher LMX quality relationships, leaders may need to invest more effort in
building relationships with followers who are high on individualism. Likewise, leaders should also not overlook the potential and
performance of their independent-thinking individualistic followers who have a relatively low LMX quality relationship with them.
That is, individualistic employees might be more creative, as they do not have a strong need to conform. Moving on, we should
remember that organizational-level antecedents are important to an LMX quality relationship. Supervisors working in an adhocracy
or market organizational culture would need to exert more effort in building relationships with their followers because the orga-
nization's individualistic orientation does not naturally encourage internal relationship building.

5.2. Limitations and future research directions

5.2.1. Limitations
While there are limitations to our study, as in all research, a positive aspect of these is that future studies can be developed to

address the issues that were outside the scope of our study. First, we acknowledge that apart from values, there may be other member
variables that impact LMX quality. One such variable may be members' instrumental motivation in building quality relationship with
leaders. In Kwan et al. (1997), independent self-construal, an indicator of individual-level individualism, was found positively
correlated with relationship harmony. As they explained, achieving interpersonal harmony required self-directed attention and
deliberate investment of personal resources, such as time and efforts. These actions are consistent with individualists' self-direct-
edness orientation (Schwartz, 1992). Future studies may also consider controlling for instrumental variables such as self-directedness
or upward influence tactics (Ralston and Pearson, 2010) to allow a more precise analysis.

Second, we had a cross-sectional research design and relied on single-source data reported by members. Even though member-
rated LMX has been the most popular data collection method among LMX studies (Dulebohn et al., 2012), a two-source or long-
itudinal data collection method would help reduce the possibility of common method variance and strengthen the claim for causality.
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Third, our sample was somewhat limited in size, thus potentially limiting the generalizability of our findings. Future international
research could collect data from a larger group of societies. That said, a research design of this kind would be substantially resource-
demanding and require significant international collaboration, planning and time involvement (Karam and Ralston, 2016).

Fourth, LMX is a distal outcome of values following the values-attitude-behavior hierarchy (Homer and Kahle, 1988). There could
be other attitudinal mediators, such as social (group) identification or need for affiliation, that researchers could explore in the cross-
cultural context.

Lastly, what comprises the work environment in a PE model could involve other work contexts in addition to meso-level orga-
nizational values and macro-level societal values. For example, the degree to which the work environment is ‘political’ could also
make a difference in members' perception towards building relationships with their supervisors (Ferris et al., 2019). In a highly
political work environment, where the relationship with one's supervisor is crucially important and instrumental in the employee's
promotion and rewards, one's values orientations could be severely suppressed and the impact of values might even be completely
negated (Gelfand et al., 2008).

5.2.2. Future research directions
Researchers could consider developing future LMX studies using values as predictors. First, the extant LMX literature could benefit

from identifying how individual values have impact on the LMX relationship repair process. As reported by Ren and Gray (2009), the
relationship repair process, in an intracultural dyad, has a bearing on individuals' values. They proposed that individualists as
opposed to collectivists, would likely acknowledge the relationship violation more directly, use explicit language and emotions in
their efforts to repair the resulting relationship conflict, and allow direct and overt acceptance of restorative actions. Our findings
provide initial evidence that members' individual-level of collectivism and individualism matters in LMX quality. Hence, it supports
Ren and Gray's cultural-values approach in understanding the relationship repair process in an intracultural work setting. Extra-
polating this approach to the increasingly common intercultural work and team settings, we believe that members' values, specifically
collectivism and individualism, could remain a promising predictor in understanding dyadic relationships.

Second, LMX is a dyadic process. As we found, members' values matter; thus, leaders' values likely matter, too. We are not aware
of any scholarly attention that has been given to how leaders' values impact the LMX processes, while it is well acknowledged that
leader-member values congruence is positively associated with LMX development and quality (Ashkanasy and O'Connor, 1997).
Leaders' values could be a strong predictor of LMX outcomes, as the leader, rather than the member, is the more powerful party on
whom the member has dependency. This suggests a research opportunity. Another possible, albeit more resource-demanding research
opportunity related to the LMX dyadic process, would be to collect data from a wider variety of countries and from both leaders and
members. As such, researchers could create a measure of congruence and assess the predictability of value congruence or other types
of congruence cross-culturally.

In addition to future research opportunities emerging from the study limitations, there are a plethora of other LMX-related
research opportunities because, as previously noted, the international LMX literature is still in its infancy. First, the extant LMX
research is centered on six follower outcomes – organizational commitment, performance, turnover intentions, job satisfaction,
citizenship behaviors, and justice perceptions (Nahrgang and Seo, 2015; Pellegrini, 2015). While these are important outcomes,
research on other follower outcomes, such as innovative behavior, risk taking behavior, and corporate entrepreneurship, as well as
group outcomes, such as team performance and cohesiveness, would help develop the foundation of the LMX literature, especially in
the international context. Second, the extant international LMX studies used samples primarily from a few countries (China, Japan,
India, Turkey, the Netherlands, Malaysia and Taiwan). As relationship is so fundamental to organizational effectiveness, there is a
need to extend LMX research to other countries and continents to obtain a deeper and broader understanding of LMX in other
business contexts (Pellegrini, 2015; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). Third, the current LMX research might have omitted some emic di-
mensions of LMX development and dynamics, as relationships are developed through different interactions and carry different ob-
ligations across cultures (Chong et al., 2015). A qualitative research design has been proposed to help address this gap (Pellegrini,
2015). Empirical exploration is needed. Lastly, recent developments in single-country LMX research have extended to examine other
related constructs, for example, coworker-exchange (CWX; Sherony and Green, 2002), leader–leader exchange relations (LLX;
Lorinkova and Perry, 2017), relative LMX (RLMX; Henderson et al., 2008), LMX social comparison (LMXSC; Vidyarthi et al., 2010)
and economic versus social leader-member exchange (ELMX vs SLMX; Kuvaas et al., 2012). With these, we provide a sampling of the
possible LMX topics that researchers could pursue in the international context.

6. Conclusion

To our knowledge, we present the first cross-cultural study to extend the current LMX literature by simultaneously examining the
influence of culture at the individual, organizational, and societal levels on LMX quality. We empirically show that LMX quality is
directly influenced by antecedents at both the individual-level and the organizational-level. Specifically, individual values and or-
ganizational culture have a significant, direct impact on LMX quality. Our findings—no interaction effects—also indicate that these
direct effects may possibly be global.

LMX is currently the foremost dyadic leadership theory providing practical implications for managers and leaders. However, in
the international context, the dearth of LMX research endeavors equates to LMX being an extremely under-researched area resulting
in a negligible literature-base. Given the importance of LMX to leadership research and given the growing importance of developing
global leadership theory in our heterogeneous, 21st century business world, there is an urgent need to substantially develop the LMX
literature, including its antecedents and consequences, in a global context. To that end, our study, as the first multi-group, multi-level
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investigation of LMX, provides a meaningful step towards deepening our cross-cultural understanding of LMX quality. Moreover, the
specifics of our key finding—LMX quality is impacted by both the individual-level and the organizational-level—provides salient direction
for those wishing to engage in future LMX research endeavors. To close, this study provides a justification and a foundation for doing
more extensive cross-cultural empirical research on LMX quality.
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