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ABSTRACT

This study examined a model of the relationshiga/éen leader-member exchange (LMX),
perceived organizational support (POS), socialiratactics, and work outcomes. First, it
was hypothesized that LMX would have a positiveaetmpn POS, and that this relationship
would be moderated by socialization tactics. Sdgcarwas predicted that POS would
mediate the effects of LMX on indicators of newcoradjustment (i.e., affective
commitment and intent to leave). Using a two-wiawvegitudinal survey of 159 newcomers,
LMX was positively related to POS, and socializatiactics were found to moderate this
relationship. In terms of consequences, POS wawdfto fully mediate the relationship
between LMX and affective commitment. However, Rfixbnot mediate the relationship

between LMX and intent to leave the organization.
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Leader-Member Exchange and Perceived Organizational Suppor
during Organizational Socialization

Researchers have increasingly adopted social egerama theoretical foundation for
understanding exchange relationships between ohais and their organizations (Coyle-
Shapiro & Conway, 2005). In fact, social exchatigeory is arguably one of the fundamental
conceptual paradigms in understanding behaviorgarmzations (Cropanzano & Mitchell,
2005). According to social exchange theory (BIE264), individuals who are the
beneficiaries of favorable actions by others fdgigated to reciprocate through positive
attitudes or behaviors toward the source of therile treatment.

Two streams of research applying social exchangaryhin organizations have
developed separately: leader-member exchange (l&4Zen & Cashman, 1975; Graen &
Scandura, 1987; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997)mrdeived organizational support
(POS: Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sov@86t Eisenberger, Jones, Aselage, &
Sucharski, 2004; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). libtxises on the quality of exchange
relationship that evolves between the employeehésdr her immediate manager within a
formal organization (Graen & Scandura, 1987). LK¥ory suggests that, rather than
treating all subordinates alike, leaders differaetibetween subordinates, forming
relationships that range from being based strmtlyontractual transactions to relationships
that involve the exchange of resources and suplpatrextend beyond the formal job
description (Liden & Graen, 1980). In contrast,3’f0cuses on the quality of exchange
relationship between the employee and the orgaaizatt has been conceptualized as
employees’ general perception of the degree tolthie organization values their
contribution and cares about their well-being; tinev words, the employer's commitment to

the employee (Eisenberger et al., 1986).



Because LMX and POS are both based on social egelthrory, the question has
been raised as to whether they are conceptualiynclis Recent studies integrating these
literatures have found that POS and LMX are distionistructs that are differentially related
to employee attitudes and behaviors (Mastersonjd,éoldman, & Taylor, 2000; Settoon,
Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, &rit&t 2002; Wayne, Shore, & Liden,
1997). Furthermore, studies integrating both P@&LMX has consistently demonstrated
that POS positively affects LMX (e.g., Mastersomlet2000; Wayne et al., 2002). However,
there has been mixed results regarding the imgddiX on POS. While Wayne et al.
(1997) found support for the reciprocal relatiopshetween POS and LMX, other studies
have failed to replicate the positive impact of LMK POS (Masterson et al., 2000; Wayne et
al., 2002). However, some scholars argue and @engrically demonstrated that the quality
of exchange relationship with the immediate leaday help employees in their evaluation of
support provided by the organization (Liden, Bal®dogan, & Wayne, 2004; Wayne et al.,
1997). One purpose of this study is to examingtitential impact of LMX on POS in the
context of socialization.

Previous empirical research failing to demonsttlagepositive impact of LMX on
POS suggest that the organizational context mayalale in determining whether LMX
influences POS. Because the quality of exchangdorships with both the organization and
the immediate supervisor develops during orgararatisocialization, this context might be
relevant when investigating the relationship betwek!X and POS. For newcomers in the
process of assimilating into the organization,rtlecialization experience may impact the
degree to which they perceive supervisory actienat@ibutable to the organization. In this
respect, organizations can purposefully managsdhialization of newcomers through its

socialization tactics defined as “ways in which é&xperiences of individuals in transition



from one role to another are structured for thenotiners in the organization” (Van Maanen
& Schein, 1979, p. 250). Van Maanen and ScheiidgLproposed six bipolar tactics that
organizations can use to structure the socialinaigeriences of newcomers (i.e., collective
vs. individual, formalvs. informal, sequentials. random, fixedss. variable, serials.
disjunctive, investitures. divestiture) that can be arranged on a singlémonm from
individualized to institutionalized socializatioe.g., Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 1998).
Institutionalized tactics reflect a structured paog of socialization, while individualized
socialization tactics reflect a unique, relativehplanned, and loosely structured approach. A
key difference between institutionalized and indixalized tactics is the potential role of the
supervisor in the socialization process. In theeaaf individualized tactics, the supervisor
may play a crucial role in providing informatiomgcflitating and supporting the employee
through this adjustment period. In contrast, newexs exposed to institutionalized tactics
will have greater exposure to other organizatiseptesentatives, departments, managers
during the socialization process. Therefore, @ase@urpose of this study is to examine the
potential moderating role of socialization tacticsthe relationship between and LMX and
POS.

In addition to role of the organizational contegteapotential determinant in
determining whether LMX influences POS, there sdestion of whether and how the
guality of exchange relationships with the orgatraand the supervisor may lead to
subsequent adjustment in the context of sociatinatA prominent strand of empirical
research has largely demonstrated that the efeentanagement of the socialization process
may ultimately lead to subsequent adjustment betwaedndividual and his or her
organization. When looking at the process of sizeiion, researchers argue that the

development of high quality relationships may hentcal effects on socialization outcomes



(e.g., Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan, 2004; Major, Koztiy Chao, & Gardner, 1995). On the
basis of the norm of reciprocity, employees whotegrated favorably by others feel a sense of
indebtedness to the exchange partner and are rremtit@repay the partner (Blau, 1964;
Gouldner, 1960; Greenberg, 1980). Thus, employweshave high-quality exchange
relationships with their organization or their siypsor feel a sense of indebtedness and
reciprocate in terms of attitudes and behavionssupport of this, research has demonstrated
that LMX and POS tend to be differentially relatedvork outcomes, such that individuals
tend to reciprocate the sources of favorable treatr{Masterson et al., 2000; Settoon et al.,
1996; Wayne et al., 2002; Wayne et al., 1997).aA&xtension of these research,
a final purpose is to examine the potential medgatole of POS on the relationships between
LMX and indictors of newcomer adjustment (i.e. eaffve commitment and intent to leave
the organization). The model tested in this sigdhown in Figure 1.
FIGURE 1
Hypothesized Model of the Relationships

between LMX, POS, Socialization Tactics, and Outcons

Intent to Leave

LMX i > POS
Affective
Commitment
Socialization
Tactics




HYPOTHESES
Relationship between LMX and POS

According to Organizational Support theory (OSTipervisory treatment will
enhance POS to the extent that this treatmennidiesaed and approved by the organization
as employees generalize from their immediate sugmmarto the broader organization
(Pygmalion effect: Eden, 1992). There are two piaereasons for why high-quality LMX
might lead to an increase of POS.

First, as suggested by Levinson (1965), actionsriddy agents of the organization,
such as the immediate leader, are often vieweddsations of the organization’s intent
rather than attributed solely to the agents’ peskorotives. Empirical research exploring
both POS and LMX suggests that the quality of reteship with the immediate leader helps
employees in their evaluation of support providgdHhz organization (Wayne et al., 1997).
In other words, the leader plays a critical rol@a&®y agent of the organization through
which members form their perceptions of the orgatnin (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan, 2004).

Next, while being a representative of the orgarormathe supervisor is also an
important purveyor of resources and support to eygas (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan, 2004).
In this respect, scholars argue that leaders tatldcate more rewards and resources to
employees with whom they have high-quality exchamegggionships (Liden, Bauer, &
Erdogan, 2004; Wayne et al., 2002). For examples been empirically shown that
employees who have a high-quality LMXs relationshape more likely to receive rewards,
such as delegation of important assignments (DaasefGraen, & Haga, 1975; Liden &
Graen, 1980), empowerment (Liden, Wayne, & Sparr@980; Scandura, Graen, & Novak,
1986), sharing of network ties (Sparrowe & Lide@02), and mentoring (Scandura &

Schriesheim, 1994).



Because leaders tend to allocate more rewardsesodnces to employees with whom
they have LMXs relationships, and because thaelsashay be viewed as a personification of
the organization, we propose that newcomers wih-quality LMXs relationships will be
more likely to perceive they are being valued amgpsrted by their organization. Thus, we
propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Leader-member exchange will be pagditirelated to perceived

organizational support.

Socialization Tactics as a Moderator of the LMX-POSRelationship

For newcomers in the process of assimilating iheodrganization, their socialization
experience may impact the degree to which theyepercsupervisory actions as attributable
to the organization. In this respect, organizaioan use a wide variety of tactics and
techniques to socialize newcomers during the erteowwn accommodation stage.
Specifically, organizations can purposefully mantgeadjustment of newcomers through its
socialization tactics defined as “ways in which éxg@eriences of individuals in transition
from one role to another are structured for thenottmers in the organization” (Van Maanen
& Schein, 1979, p. 250).

Van Maanen and Schein (1979) proposed six bipatidics that organizations can use
to structure the socialization experiences of nenas (i.e., collectives. individual, formal
vs. informal, sequentials. random, fixedss. variable, seriaVs. disjunctive, investitures.
divestiture)thereby influencing the role orientations that nemers ultimately adopt and
their subsequent adjustment to the organizatiamldi®g on Van Maanen and Schein (1979)
framework, Jones (1986) argued that the six taftica a gestalt that he termed
institutionalized socialization at one end of the continuum awtliividualized socialization at

the opposite end of the continuum. Institutioredizocialization tactics (i.e., collective,



formal, sequential, fixed, serial, and investittaetics) reflect a structured program of
socialization that provides information to reduceertainty and anxiety inherent in early
work experiences. Individualized socializationtizc(i.e., individual, informal, random,
variable, disjunctive, and divestiture tactics)eef a unique, relatively unplanned, and
loosely structured approach, creating ambiguityahg encouraging newcomers to develop
their own approaches to situations.

A key difference between institutionalized and undisalized tactics is the potential
role of the supervisor in the socialization procelssthe case of individualized tactics, the
supervisor may play a crucial role in providingarrhation, facilitating and supporting the
employee through this adjustment period. As aegusnce, the newcomer may be more
likely to equate the actions of the supervisor Wik actions of the organization. In contrast,
newcomers exposed to institutionalized tactics mae greater exposure to other
organizational representatives, departments, masageing the socialization process and
thus be better able to differentiate their relatap with their supervisor from their
relationship with broader organization (i.e., otbeganizational agents). Hence, they will be
less likely to equate supervisory actions to théewibrganization (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan,

2004). Therefore, we propose the following hypsite

Hypothesis 2: Institutionalized socialization tastwill moderate the relationship
between LMX and POS, such that a highly instituaicred socialization process will

weaken the positive relationship between LMX and&sPO



Relationship between LMX, POS, and Outcomes

According to OST, when employees perceive thabtiganization provides them with
broad and valued set of socioemotional and impatgesources, the norm of reciprocity, in
turn, produces a general felt obligation to hekp dihganization achieve its goals (Eisenberger
et al., 1986; Shore & Shore, 1995). Suggestingtheence of an underlying norm of
reciprocity, a positive relationship has been fobetiveen POS and both behaviors and
attitudes such as affective commitment (e.g., Eiseger, Fasolo, & Davis LaMastro, 1990;
Randall, Cropanzano, Borman, & Birjulin, 1999; Shé& Tetrick, 1991; Shore & Wayne,
1993) and intent to leave the organization (Guklamnan, & Elron, 1994; Wayne et al.,
1997).

In an attempt to replicate prior empirical resedrcthe context of socialization, we
propose that newcomers with high POS would placetdigation on them to reciprocate the
organization for favorable treatment. Specificailys expected that this reciprocation may
take the form of strengthening their emotionalattaent and their willingness to remain in

the organization. Therefore, we propose the fahgwypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: POS will be positively related toeative commitment to the

organization, and negatively related to intenetvke the organization.

We predicted that LMX would be positively relatedemployees’ perceptions of
organizational support (Hypothesis 1). Furthermae also hypothesized that employees’
perceptions of organizational support would be tpasdy related to their affective
commitment, and negatively related to their intenieave the organization (Hypothesis 3).
Therefore, combining these two hypotheses togeithisrplausible that POS may mediate the

relationships between LMX and work outcomes. Irdiinéls with high quality relations with
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their supervisor may take this as indicative ofamigational support which they reciprocate
by enhancing their commitment to the organizatiod @educing their intentions to leave the

organization. Thus, we examine this with the failog hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a: POS will mediate the effect of LMX affective commitment to the

organization.

Hypothesis 4b: POS will mediate the effect of LMiXiatent to leave the

organization.

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

Data for this study were collected in two wavethiree large Belgian organizations.
At Time 1 (i.e., six months after organizationalrg)) the survey was administered to 364
employees, of which 241 responded (66%). At Tinfee2, six months subsequent to Time
1), of the 241 respondents at Time 1, 159 respogokag an overall response rate of 44.2%.
At Time 2, respondents' ages ranged from 20 toga2sywith a mean of 28 years. 53% of
respondents were men. Work experience ranged@rtor82 years, with an average of 8
years and 8 months. The time intervals were basexbcialization literature research
suggesting that 6 months and 12 months are meahingérvals in the socialization process
(Bauer et al., 1998). Respondents were assigoediae ID so that we could match their
surveys at the three different time periods. Nmisicant differences were found for the
variables included in this study between employeles responded at Time 1 and 2 and those

who only responded at Time 1.
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Measures

All measures were submitted to exploratory factalgsis to assess dimensionality
and convergent and discriminant validity. ltemedim the final measures had factor
loadings greater than .50 on the intended consamdino cross loadings greater than .25.
Except where otherwise noted, all measures weredoas a 5-point Likert-type scales
ranging fromstrongly disagree (1) tostrongly agree (5).

Leader-member exchange. Leader-member exchange (LMX) was measured aé Tim
1 with the seven-item Leader-Member Exchange \dlesdeveloped by Scandura and Graen
(1984). This measure captured the relationshifitgusetween a leader and subordinate.
This scale has demonstrated adequate levels abilély in past research (Cronbach's alpha =
0.87 in Hofmann & Morgeson, 1999). A sample itercluded: “How would you characterize
your working relationship with your leader?” Resgents were asked to make a choice
among five item-specific response options for eqobstion. The seven items were averaged
to form a scale, with higher values representiggeater degree of leader-member exchange.
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.91.

Perceived organizational support. Perceived organizational support (POS) was
measured at Time 1 with an eight-item shortenediorrof Eisenberger and his colleagues’
(1986) scale. The shortened version of this dtatedemonstrated adequate levels of
reliability and construct validity in past reseaf€@ronbach's alpha = 0.90 in Eisenberger,
Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997). This measuretcagd the perceived degree to which
the organization values and supports individualleyges and was used to operationalize the
overall exchange quality between an individual Hredorganization. A sample item
included: “My organization really cares about mylivioeing”. The eight items were

averaged to form a scale, with higher values remtasg a greater degree of perceived
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organizational support. Cronbach’s alpha for tedeswas 0.90.

Socialization tactics. Socialization tactics were measured at the Timé&lewcomers
reported the socialization tactics they experienndtieir organizations by responding to
questions from the socialization scale developeddmes (1986). Jones (1986) developed six
five-item self-report scales to operationalize abzation tactics. Given the longitudinal
nature of this research and our concerns aboubnsgprate, we elected to keep the survey as
short as possible and did not employ all of Jo(iE886) thirty items. Instead, we selected
eighteen items: three items from each of the sixasi@ation tactics that loaded highest on
Jones’ proposed socialization factors (i.e., cantntent, and social aspects). This
approach has been used in other studies (e.g.e @Barsons, 2001).

We conducted a principal component factor analygtis varimax rotation on the
socialization items. Results revealed a 6-faadtution (with eigenvalues greater than 1) that
accounted for 79.43% of the variance and cleanbpstied Jones’ (1986) tactics. The factors
representing distinct dimensions of socializatiaravsufficiently internally consistent to
combine into single composite indices of dimensioinsocialization tactics.

Work outcomes. Work outcomes were measured at Time 2. Affeactommitment
was assessed using the revised version of théesixmeasure scale elaborated by Meyer,
Allen, and Smith (1993). A sample item for theeative commitment scale included: “I do
not feel emotionally attached to this organizatign@verse scored). The six items of each
commitment dimension were averaged to form a seath,higher values representing a
greater degree of affective commitment. Cronbaalpka for the scale was 0.88. The degree
of intent to leave the organization was assesst#tdanhree-item measure taken from
Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1979), ait€bok, Hepworth, Wall, and Warr

(1981). A sample item included: “I often think aib@uitting my job with my present
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organization”. The three items were averaged i fa scale, with higher values representing
a greater degree of intent to leave the organizat@ronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.91.
RESULTS

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviatindsngercorrelations among the study
variables. We tested the remaining hypothesegusararchical multiple regression
controlling for gender and age in step 1 of all ég@ations.

In Hypothesis 1, we predicted that leader-membehange (LMX) would be
positively related to perceived organizational supgPOS). As shown in Table 2, LMX was

positively related to PO E .35,p < .001), thereby providing support for Hypothekis

Hypothesis 2 suggested that institutionalized $iaaiton tactics would moderate the
relationships between LMX and POS. Hierarchicatierated regression equations were
used to test the hypotheses. Following Cohen aieb€(1983) we first entered the main
effects for hypothesized variables, followed byitiseoss-product interaction terms. As
reported in Table 3, the interaction term was sigaunt for collective § = -.16,p < .01),
sequential £ = -.16,p < .01), and fixed tacticg (= -.16,p < .01). By partialling out the cross-
product term, we were able to identify an increrabahange irR? of .04 ¢ < .01) for
collective tactics, .02p(< .05) for sequential tactics, and .@2<.05) for fixed tactics. The
nature of the interaction was determined by plgttime relationship between LMX and POS
at high and low levels of institutionalized socalion (defined as +1 and -1 standard
deviation from the mean: Aiken & West, 1991). Fma illustrates the nature of the

relationship between LMX and POS for high and loved socialization tactics. This figure
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demonstrates that for employees experiencing dyhigstitutionalized socialization process,

there was a weaker relationship between LMX and,POfporting Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that POS would be positivelgted to affective commitment
to the organization, and negatively related torinte leave the organization. As shown in
Table 4, POS was positively related to affectivennatment to the organizatioff € .33,p <
.001), and negatively related to intent to leawedlganizationf{ =-.19,p <.01). Thus,
Hypothesis 3 was supported.

In Hypothesis 4, we suggested that POS would mesthat relationships between
LMX and work outcomes (i.e., affective commitmentantent to leave the organization).
We followed Baron and Kenny’s (1986) proceduredssessing the mediating role of
perceived organizational support. The authors asigtpat three conditions must be met in
order to demonstrate mediation. First, the inddpatvariable (i.e., LMX) must be
significantly related to the proposed mediator. (ROS). Second, the independent variable
(i.e., LMX) and the proposed mediator (i.e., POSstreach be significantly related to the
dependent variable (i.e., affective commitmeninbent to leave the organization). Third, the
relationship between the independent variable badiépendent variable should be
significantly weaker (partial mediation) or non4sigcant (full mediation) when the proposed
mediator is included in the regression equation.

As previously reported for Hypothesis 1, the fashdition of Baron and Kenny
(1986) was met since LMX was positively relatedP®@S f = .35,p < .001). Next, the

dependent variables were regressed on the indepevalgables (Table 4). Satisfying the
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second requirement of mediation, LMX was positiveated to affective commitment €
.18,p < .05), and negatively related to intent to letheeorganizationq = -.32,p < .001). To
test the third step of mediation, the dependenaibes were regressed on the mediating
variable, with the independent variable includethimmequations. As shown in Table 4, POS
fully mediated the effects of LMX on affective contment (thes reduces from .1§ < .05

to .08,ns). Thus, hypothesis 4a was supported. For iritelgave (Hypothesis 4b), POS did

not mediate the effect of LMX, thus providing ngport for Hypothesis 4b.

Although these three conditions are essentialdbaenediation, Holmbeck (2002)
argued that they are insufficient. What is neadeximethod of ascertaining whether the
indirect path between the predictor (i.e., LMX bgans of POS) and the criterion (i.e.,
affective commitment) is significant. Consequenilplmbeck (2002) recommended a direct
test of the indirect path (i.e., the impact of LN® means of POS), removing the variance as
a result of the direct effect. To further tesstimediated path, a direct test of the full
mediational path (LMX> POS-> affective commitment) was also conducted. Theiokt
z score for affective commitment was significant(3.23,p < .001), thereby confirming the
role of POS as a mediator between LMX and affeatm@amitment.

DISCUSSION

This research advances knowledge in both the sex@lange and socialization

literature by investigating the quality of relatgdmips with the organization and the supervisor

in the context of socialization.

16



Recent studies have found that POS and LMX arendidtut related constructs that
differentially impact employee attitudes and bebes/(Masterson et al., 2000; Settoon et al.,
1996; Wayne et al., 2002; Wayne et al., 1997). [&\Miior empirical research has
consistently demonstrated that POS positively &fetdX (e.g., Masterson et al., 2000;
Wayne et al., 2002), there has been mixed resgisrding the impact of LMX on POS.
Indeed, Wayne et al. (1997) found support for th&itfve impact of LMX on POS, while
other studies have failed to replicate this findiNgasterson et al., 2000; Wayne et al., 2002).
In the context of socialization, our research ssggthat newcomers with high-quality LMXs
relationships are more likely to perceive theylzgmg valued and supported by their
organization. This finding broadly supports theadhat the quality of relationship with the
immediate leader influences employees’ evaluatidhesupport provided by the
organization (Liden, Bauer, Erdogan et al., 2004yWe et al., 1997)

Furthermore, drawing on the idea that the orgaitizat context may play a role in
determining whether LMX influences POS (Wayne et2002), our research suggests that
the socialization period may be a particular contexvhich LMX is more likely to have
positive impact on POS. Indeed, newcomers entenngrganization are likely to possess
unstructured cognitive maps and have to make sgrtbeir new work environment. It is
also during the socialization period that newconaengelop perceptions of the quality of
exchange relationships they have with differenthexge partners (e.g., organization,
supervisor, colleagues). As suggested by LideneBand Erdogan (2004), newcomers’
global view of the organization is primarily basmtthe nature of interactions with others in
the organization, including immediate leaders, aders, subordinates, and contacts outside
of focal individuals’ functional area. It is alforough their interactions with organizational

agents that they receive support from the orgaoizdhat creates an obligation to
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reciprocate. In this respect, because newcomeyguesess relatively unstructured cognitive
maps regarding the relationships they have witteidiht exchange partners, they may be
subsequently less able to differentiate the sourtésvorable treatment. As a consequence,
actions taken by agents of the organization — sisdfne immediate leader — may be viewed
as indications of the organization’s intent rattian attributed solely to the agents’ personal
motives. In other words, because the leader maydveed as a socializing agent and plays a
critical role as a key agent of the organizatiawtigh which members form their perceptions
of the organization (Liden, Bauer, & Erdogan, 2Q0®wcomers may be more likely to
equate the actions of the supervisor with the ast@f the organization.

Our research also suggests that the socializatmreps experienced by newcomers is
also likely affect the degree to which they pereeupervisory actions as attributable to the
organization. It was found that newcomers’ periogst of the degree of institutionalized
socialization that they experienced influencedpbsitive relationship between LMX and
POS. A key difference between institutionalized ardividualized tactics is the potential
role of the supervisor in the socialization procelssthis respect, newcomers who
experienced a unique, relatively unplanned, anddlyostructured socialization process (i.e.,
individualized socialization) were more likely teport of stronger relationship between LMX
and POS. Specifically, this relationship was ggearfor newcomers who experienced
individual, variable, and random socialization.

Individual-collective tactics refer to the contéxtwhich organizations provide
information to newcomers. When newcomers are éxpeng individual socialization
tactics, they have a unique set of learning expees and they do not benefit from off-the-job
training. Sequential-random and fixed-variableigagation tactics deal with the content of

the information given to newcomers. As mentiongddnes (1986), “variable socialization
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tactics provide no information about when newconmeay reach a certain stage in a learning
process and, when a process is random, they danoet the sequence of its stages” (p. 264).

When newcomers are experiencing an individualizeibéization, the organization is
not providing them with an adequate context forusriag information regarding their role,
job and organization (e.g., Mignerey, Rubin, & Gand1995). Therefore, newcomers are
encouraged to develop their own approach to stnat{Ashforth & Saks, 1996) by acquiring
such information on their own initiative. Becauke supervisor may be viewed as a
socializing agent and as key provider of task-e+ahd organization-related information
(Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992), newcomers experiencengindividualized socialization
process may rely more heavily on their supervisantnewcomers experiencing an
institutionalized socialization process. In othards, in the case of individualized tactics,
the supervisor may play a crucial role in providinfprmation, facilitating and supporting the
employee through this adjustment period. As aegusnce, the newcomer may be more
likely to equate the actions of the supervisor Wik actions of the organization.

In contrast, the relationship between LMX and PGfS weaker for newcomers who
experienced collective, fixed, and sequential dizaion. With collective socialization
tactics, newcomers are put together and experigmmoenmon set of learning experiences.
Tactics that are more collective also ensure thaicomers receive a common message about
the organization the organization, roles, and Hoey should interpret and respond to
situations. Sequential tactics give recruits expinformation about the sequence of
activities they will go through in their new enumment, and fixed tactics provide them with
precise knowledge of the timetables associated eathpleting each stage in the socialization

process.
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Therefore, when organizations are providing newasmaéth a highly
institutionalized context and content of sociali@at they offer them a standardized
framework of viewing and interpreting events withire organization. Furthermore,
newcomers may have greater exposure to other aag@mal representatives (e.g., HR
manager) during the socialization process. Becausghly institutionalized socialization
represent a favorable context to provide newcomvéhsclear and explicit information about
their role, job and organization, the supervisoy play a less significant role in providing
information, facilitating and supporting the empeythrough this adjustment period.
Because of this, newcomers may be less likely togdee supervisory actions as attributable
to the organization.

In terms of outcomes, POS was positively relateaffiective commitment and
negatively related to intent to leave the orgaimrat These findings are consistent with
previous empirical research investigating the retethips between POS and these outcomes
(e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1990; Guzzo et al., 1B2hdall et al., 1999; Shore & Tetrick, 1991;
Shore & Wayne, 1993; Wayne et al., 1997). In adidjtour findings suggest that these
relationships hold true in the context of the skadion period for newcomers. Furthermore,
it was found that POS fully mediated the relatiopdietween LMX and affective
commitment. While previous research has demomstiifian POS is a stronger predictor of
affective commitment than LMX (e.g., Wayne et a002; Wayne et al., 1997), there has
been mixed results regarding the relationship betwavX and affective commitment.

Some studies have reported non significant relaliggs between LMX and affective
commitment (e.g., Wayne et al., 1997), while otinere found support for it (e.g., Major et
al., 1995). In this respect, our research suggdleats£OS may be one of the key mechanisms

though which LMX leads to affective commitment. diiner words, the quality of exchange
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relationship with the supervisor may help employiedbeir evaluation of support provided
by the organization which in turn influence theimaional attachment to the organization.

Finally, POS did not mediate the relationship bemveMX and intent to leave.
Furthermore, when both POS and LMX were enterdgbdarsame regression equation, LMX
remained the only significant predictor of intemieave. This finding is not consistent with
previous empirical research reporting the negatationship between POS and intent to
leave the organization (Guzzo et al., 1994; Wayrad.£1997). Because one of the purposes
of this study was to examine the potential medgatoie of POS between LMX and
attitudinal indicators of adjustment, we did nobsigler the causal chain between the
indicators. Drawing on previous theoretical anggital work conducted in the field of
commitment (e.g., Jaros, 1997; Meyer & Allen, 1991Wwould have been more adequate to
consider intent to leave as a direct outcome @ciiffe commitment.

This study contributes to the literature in severays. First, LMX was positively
related to POS, thereby replicating the findingagied by Wayne et al. (1997). This finding
broadly supports the idea that the quality of refeghip with the immediate leader helps
employees in their evaluation of support providgdHhe organization (Liden, Bauer, Erdogan
et al., 2004; Wayne et al., 1997). Second, in ans\g the call for additional research on the
role of organizational context that may influenlse telationships between both LMX and
POS (Wayne et al., 2002), our research suggestth#naway organizations structure
newcomer socialization experience — through s@atbn tactics — impact the degree to
which they perceive supervisory actions as attablgt to the organization. Specifically, it
was found that institutionalized socialization te€f(i.e., collective, sequential, and fixed
socialization) moderated the relationship betwektiXland POS, such that this relationship

was weaker. In this respect, we encourage futuckes to examine what other situational
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factors may influence the relationship between L&Xl POS. Finally, it was found that
POS fully mediated the relationship between LMX afféctive commitment. This finding
suggests that POS may be one of the key mechatfimmgh which LMX impacts the
emotional attachment to the organization.

There are a number of limitations of this studyfirst concern in our research is that
it relied on self-reports. However, self-reportalet generally accepted in organizational
socialization research when the research is coadesith determining newcomer perceptions
and attitudes (e.g., perceived socialization tariiBauer & Green, 1994). A related issue
concerns the potential for common method variadéhough this study relied on a
longitudinal design, this would reduce but not é@hate all common method bias as all of the
variables were assessed using survey measured) mhig have inflated the relationships
observed. A final limitation relates to the modestraction effects (2-4%). However,
McClelland and Judd (1993) in a review of moderaftects observe that as moderator
effects are so difficult to detect, explaining 1%dtee variance should be considered important
with most field study interactions accounting fei3% of the variance.

In summary, this study provides further supporttfa positive impact of LMX on
POS. In the context of socialization, this stuthpdiighlights the role of the organizational
context in the study of the relationship betweenX{_&hd POS. Finally, this finding suggests

that POS may represent one mechanism through wMehimpacts work outcomes.
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TABLE 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Stdy Variables

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Leader-member exchange 361 .77 .91
2. Perceived organizational support3.26 .63 .37*** .90
3. Collective 321 .98 .09 .28*** 82
4. Formal 3.09 .82 1% .26%* 55%* 76
5. Sequential 3.18 1.01 .22** | 35%* 55*** LGo5¥* Q]
6. Fixed 270 1.03 .1& .24% 42%* 26*** 70** 87
7. Serial 3.54 .88  .35%F* 20%* 20** 36*** .43%* 26*** . 86
8. Investiture 3.79 .88 46%* 440 21%*  28%* 23 12 .50*** .80
9. Affective commitment 3.29 75 .22%% 37 19* 290 20 20%* .12 30*** .88
10. Intent to leave 209 115 -36***.26***-11 -17* -13 -10 -1b -22* -42%* 91

Note N=159.1 p<.10.*p<.05. *p<.01. ** p<.001. The main diagonal contains Cronbach’sraleconsistency reliability

estimates.
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TABLE 2
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for th&ffect of LMX on POS

Perceived Organizational

Support
Step 1 Step 2
Predictor Variables p p
Step 1
Gender -.09 -.08
Age A2 .10
Step 2
Leader-member exchange .35%**
F 2.17 8,62+
AF 20.93%*
R? .03 15
A R2 .12***

Note N =159. *p < .05. **p<.01. ** p < .001.
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TABLE 3
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for thdloderating Effects
of Institutionalized Socialization Tactics on the Rlationships between LMX and POS

Perceived Organizational Support

Predictor variable p R2 A R2

Step 1 .02
Gender -.08
Age A1

Step 2 .19 L7
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 33rr*
Collective 16**

Step 3 23 .04**
LMX x Collective -.16**

Step 2 19 I
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 35%**
Formal 12*

Step 3 .20 0n
LMX x Formal -1

Step 2 21 1 9xx*
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 33***
Sequential 21 %x*

Step 3 23 .02*
LMX x Sequential -.12*

Step 2 21 1 9*x*
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 35%**
Fixed 24 xx*

Step 3 23 .02*
LMX x Fixed -.14*

Step 2 19 I
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 32%**
Serial 20%*

Step 3 19 .00
LMX x Serial -.03

Step 2 23 21 %xx
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 26%**
Investiture 28***

Step 3 .23 .00
LMX x Investiture -.01

Note N=159.f p<.10. *p<.05. *p< .01. ** p < .001.
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TABLE 4

Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis
for the Mediating Effects of POS between LMX and Wdk-Related Outcomes

Affective
Commitment

Intent to Leave

Step 1 Step 2

Step 1 Step 2

Predictor Variables p p p p

Step 1

Gender .00 .03 .07 .05

Age 14 .06 =28%kx L 26k*
Step 2

Perceived organizational support 33Fxk - 19%*
F 1.73 7.33%* T.63FHx T 34k
AF 18.11%%% 6.23*
R? .02 13 .09 13
AR? TR 04
Step 2

Leader-member exchange J18* -.32%%*
F 1.73 2.96* 7.63FxK 11,98+
AF 5.31* 18.85%**
R? .02 .06 .09 .20
AR? 04* J T
Step 2

Perceived organizational support 0%k -.09

Leader-member exchange .08 - 29%k*
F 1.73 5.72%%% 7.63FH* 9 33%Hk
AF 9.57Hxx* 10.10%**
R? .02 14 .09 .20
AR? 2k ek

Note. N = 159. % p < .05.** p < .01

_wRE p < 001,
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FIGURE 2
Moderating Effects of Fixed Tactics on LMX-POS Reléonship

Fixed Tactics as aModerator of the LMX- POS Relationship
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