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Abstract

The objective of this longitudinal study was to examine télationship between Leader-
Member Exchange (LMX) theory, Organizational Citizenshgh®&viors (OCBSs), stressors,
stress, and burnout. How LMX levels and OCB engagemauit gredict stress levels and
burnout at a future time were examined. Specifically, shusly aimed to find a curvilinear

relationship between LMX and stress over time. Survegsewompleted by 40 college
workers who had just started a job within three monthsrgnvarious organizations. Follow
up surveys were distributed via e-mail one month latesuRs indicated that LMX was found
to be predictive of burnout, stress, and overload. The 19#¥ss relationship, however, was
not found to be curvilinear in nature. LMX and OCB engagemmée positively correlated.

Factors influencing LMX and its relationship with stress veell as future research are

discussed.
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A Longitudinal Study of LMX and Stress: Is the In-Group ng Out?

Researchers and employers have long been interedtesldynamics of different
types of relationships in the workplace. Of particutderest has been the examination of
factors which influence the nature of relationships betveegordinates and their supervisors,
as well as how these relationships affect a varietgdividual and organizational outcomes
(Brouer & Harris, 2007; Lapierre & Hackett, 2007; Offermanhé&lman, 1996; Deluga,
1994). Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) theory is one theagbaradigm that has been
developed and applied to help describe the complexitiedofdinate-leader interactions.
LMX theory draws on social exchange theory (Liden, Way& Stilwell, 1993). Generally,
Social Exchange theory proposes that a relationshiperisist when benefits outweigh the
costs of maintaining that relationship (Deluga 1994). Drawinthisncost/benefit perspective,
Graen and Cashman (1975) suggested, as part of LMX theosutertvisors do not interact
in the same manner with every subordinate. Rather, \wgpes build and maintain different
relationships with subordinates they supervise, and as apply different styles of
leadership to these subordinates as a function ofrédationship (Graen & Cashman, 1975;
Brouer & Harris, 2007).

In essence, a supervisor has a different one-oneadaionship with each subordinate.
Research by Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997) suggests thatssbordinates receive greater
support, trust, favors, and communication from their gangan others. These different
exchanges between a supervisor and employees craatgranap and arout-group. The in-
group consists of those individuals in a workgroup whoeshgositive and supportive

relationship with their supervisor whereas the out-gramsists of those individuals who
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experience a more distant and unsupportive relationshipthatilsame supervisor. Of note,
research by Liden et al. (1993) suggests that a supervispgstaxion, perceived similarity,
and/or liking of a subordinate may predict the valuestifgervisor places on their relationship
with a subordinate within only weeks of employment. altgh these results illustrate that the
leader has a definite impact on relational dynamicsdmt themselves and subordinates, it is
also important to recognize that, as individuals, subatds are going to demonstrate their
own preferences in terms of the nature of the relahip they have with their supervisor.

Past research suggests that individuals are differemhagidvork more effectively in
different environments (Roberts & Robins, 2004). Althoughesemployees function best in
situations where they have a close relationship witin sagervisor, others may prefer a more
distant relationship. Also, different individuals workteetunder different amounts of stress
(Searle & Bright, 2003). As a relevant outcome of LM&saarchers have recently begun to
examine the nature of the stress process in relatibMoitself (e.g., Harris & Kacmatrr,
2006).

Through understanding workplace relationships and sourcesrkfplace stressors,
employees and supervisors can work to improve emplogalth and well-being. It is
important to examine how inter-personal workplace relatips as well as workplace
stressors develop because most people spend the majahgrravaking life at work. LMX,
like any social relationship, is influenced by many factér® current manuscript will focus
on work stressors, stress and burnout, and reasons why bigdlgy LMX relationships may
not be beneficial to everyone.

Workplace Stress
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Edwards (1992) definesress as a difference between a worker’s perceived state and
desired state in which that individual's well-being andicgskills are being challenged or
threatened. As discussed by Folkman and Lazarus (19&Ss s&ra not a single event or
experience, but rather a changing and unfolding progreshishstress can be conceptualized
as well as operationalized in a variety of ways. Tlequisite to perceived psychological
stress are the actugitessors. Work role stressors (e.g., role conflict, role amhiguole
overload) are stimuli that fuel the stress process (B98; Podsakoft.ePine, & LePine,
2007). Past research has shown that the nature of &tiemship between an employee and
their supervisor can also serve as a work role stressor

For example, Frone (2000) found that employees with gredezpersonal conflict
with their supervisor reported decreased job satisfactiecreased organizational
commitment, and higher turnover intentions. Similarya longitudinal study by Peiro,
Gonzalez-Roma, Tordera, & Manas (2001), the authors fdwatastressors such as role
conflict, overload, and role ambiguity were positivehatet to burnout.

Employees do react differently to stressors, and tpingudegrees (Searle & Bright,
2003). It may appear less stressful having greater suppott fawss, and communication in
the in-group. Although there is evidence illustrating theitpe side of high quality LMX
relationships, noéll employees are satisfied with this type of interacfldarris and Kacmar,
2006). As discussed by Riolli and Savicki (2006), in a stresgfiation, leadership makes an
impact on an employee’s perceptions of burnout and sBeaiiore | discuss the disadvantages
of a high quality LMX relationship, | will introduce themcept of burnout and examine its

role in the stress process.
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Stressors and Burnout

Burnout has been described as a response to chronic inberglesgessors on the job
(Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001) is a psychological phenomenon that consists refeth
main components: emotional exhaustion, a low percepfiself-efficacy, and cynicism
(Hetland, Sandal, & Johnsen, 200Enotional exhaustion, the first component, is described
as being drained of emotional abilities. Emotional exhanshay be considered the most
important component of burnout because not only is lid®sd is most measures of burnout,
but more importantly it is most consistent in itsatiln to other variables (Halbesleben &
Bowler, 2007)Low self-€fficacy, the second component, is described as a decreased
competence in one’s professional work. Awdicism, the third component, refers to negative
and apathetic feelings towards one’s work. Burnout ig c@®mon in occupations where
individuals are working with others in need of help and al&iing assistance (Becker,
Halbesleben, & O’Hair, 2005). A variety of factors hdnez=n shown to affect an employee’s
perception of burnout. However, given the emphasiseottiirent manuscript on LMX, | will
focus my attention on factors that have been linkdabtb burnout and LMX.

One factor relevant to LMX and related to burnout masupport. Social support
from one’s supervisor has been shown to be inverseaeckivith a subordinate’s perception
of burnout, and also associated with lower stressdg@fermann & Hellmann, 2006). This
finding is consistent with the previously discussed moti@t those employees who
experience leader support tend to have higher quality LN&ioaships (Harris & Kacmar,
2006; Wayne et al., 1997). Not only is social support importetntden a subordinate and
their leader, but also communication. As such, Bed#alhesleben, & O’Hair (2005)

examined how different types of communication were edla LMX and burnout.
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The type of communication an individual has with thapesvisor has been shown to
affect LMX, which in turn can potentially affect stremsd/or burnout (Becker et al., 2005).
Specifically, Becker et al. examined the relationshigvben LMX and supportive
communication and defensive communication. In contrastipportive communication with
one’s manager, defensive communication includes onetceped flaws, sensitivity, and
defensiveness (Becker et. al.). Becker et al. found baetworkers with lower quality LMX
relationships had more defensive communication with thgiervisor. In turn, defensive
communication was positively related to burnout. In teridy, Becker et al. also discussed
how some of the strategies associated with improving LMiXh as goal setting, may lead to
less defensive communication in the subordinate-leaget. dNot only is the type or quality
of communication significant, but the regularity of natetion between employee and
employer. Specifically, Brouer and Harris (2007) examinedrguency of interaction with
one’s manager.

Rather important in the work environment is the amotititree a subordinate spends
communicating with their superior, or frequency of intéicen (Brouer and Harris, 2007).
Brouer and Harris found that those individuals who had alHig relationship, but lower
degree of interaction with their supervisor had the higleesls of work tension. In contrast,
those who had a higher frequency of interaction and grpateeived LMX reported less
work tension. Therefore, those individuals with highXMxperienced differing amounts of
work tension as a function of how often they intéed with their supervisor. This example
suggests that high quality LMX relationships may not neciigs@ beneficial in all

circumstances. Other than communication with one’s sigzet Santavirta, Soloviena, and
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Theorell, (2007) examined how work related demands (e.g., sebedule, deadlines) and
perceived autonomy can influence burnout, specificallgrims of emotional exhaustion.

Emotional exhaustion may arise with lower decisiomauity (e.g., autonomy) and
higher demands put on employees (Santavirta et al., 20@mMa@ta et al. (2007) found that
higher demands put on a subordinate had the greatestaifbarnout. With all of these
factors playing a part in employee burnout and LMX, inseé is possible for an employee
to affect his/her LMX quality through particular work belwasi

Interestingly, Lapierre and Hackett (2007) found that gassible for a subordinate to
influence their LMX relationship by performing more orgaianal citizenship behaviors
(OCB). OCBs can be explained in terms of going up andrizegormal job duties in order to
improve the workplace (i.e., sacrificing one’s own timethe organization, helping co-
workers, volunteering to take on extra responsibilitiegyierre & Hackett, 2007; Organ,
2007). The significance of OCBs and its relation to staessburnout will be discussed
shortly. First though, | would like to return to the issddiigh LMX not being universally
beneficial.

LMX and Non-Linear Relationships

Previously mentioned was the notion that higher quaM¥x relationships may not
be advantageous to all employees. Past researcisswaned that LMX is linearly related to
different outcomes; for example, as LMX quality ireses, stress incrementally decreases. As
noted by Harris and Kacmar (2006), this linear assumptionmiesccount for the fact that
more stress is experienced by employees with the HiggM$ quality when compared to
those of moderate LMX quality. After controlling for valles such as job satisfaction,

tenure, and gender, Harris and Kacmar found a curvilineay &i.U-shaped) relationship
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between LMX and stress. In essence, Harris and Kafouad that, across individuals, stress
decreased as LMX quality increased, but after this irdealease, stress began to increase for
those with the highest quality LMX. Similarly, Hochwar{2005) demonstrated that a
curvilinear relationship exists between LMX and job tensio

Hochwarter (2005) examined the relationship between LkiKjab tension, and how
it relates to positive and negative affectivity. Pasitaffectivity was described as being
positive and engaged in work; negative affectivity was desdras being sad, distressed, and
disengaged in work. Hochwarter found that positive affégtinegative affectivity, and
LMX quality had interactive effects on experiences oftgtsion. For those individuals
reporting lower job tension, they had low negative aiffégtand low LMX, or high negative
affectivity or positive affectivity with high LMX. Subdinates with the highest stress were
found as having high negative affectivity with moderate LD&lity. These results (i.e.,
Harris & Kacmar, 2006; Hochwarter, 2005) provide further evidénaehigh LMX
relationships may not be advantageous for everyone.

An explanation could be that those subordinates withehigMX may feel more
obligated to work harder and take on more organizatiotizatonship behaviors (OCBSs)
(Deluga, 1994; Harris & Kacmar, 2006). This extra load of OG&8d account for an
increase in stress levels experienced by employeesheithighest quality exchange with
their superior. As previously mentioned, this could potdwtrakult in burnout.

This curvilinear relationship raises the question: are supesvis/er-dependent on
those employees with high-quality LMX, which could potdhtiiead to more work stressors
and burnout leading to higher turnover rates? Turnowedased to both burnout

(Cropanzano, Rupp & Byrne, 2003) and strain (Riolli & SavigRD6) and potentially
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detrimental to businesses. Although this study will noti$oon turnover, it is a direct
outcome of burnout. To this end, a discussion on thewrustudy will connect these ideas of
stress and burnout, and how they relate to LMX quality.
The Present Study

In 2005, 49% of full-time college students were working, and 80%all-time college
students were working 20 or more hours a week. Thus, in@adddtithe approximately 85%
of part-time college students who were working in 2005, appteintwo thirds of all
college students ages 16-24 were working (U.S. DepartmemuafiEon, 2007). As noted by
Butler (2007), many working students report having difficulty agamg their work and
school responsibilities (e.g., work-school conflithe integration and management of work
and school demands puts a significant demand upon the resofimany working students.
Of note too, recent research suggests that younger indisidrgaht risk of faster burnout
rates in comparison to older workers (Randall, 2007). Givese issues, the present study
examines the relationship between LMX quality, stressomg,perceived burnout among
working college students within a longitudinal design.

As noted by Harris and Kacmar (2006), a limitation of pesearch on LMX has been
a reliance on cross-sectional data. Through a long#lidesign, | examine how LMX
changes (or remains constant) from the time an eraplsynew on the job till after being
employed for a few months. Because younger employeestuiaster than older employees
(Randall, 2007), the effect of increased stress and bunmayibe more visible between
relatively short lags. If this is the case, this mayehimportant practical implications for
organizations that employ a significant number of ymrrworkers and how to help younger

workers manage various work role stressors. Simil#r@study conducted by Peiro et al
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(2001), work role stressors will be assessed in term@®tonflict and work overload. The
formal hypotheses to be tested in the current study asemied below.
H1: LMX at Time 1 will predict a) work role stressdqr®., overload and role
conflict), b) burnout and c) general life stress at Tédne
H2: A curvilinear relationship will exist between LMX ainie 1 and a) work role
stressors (i.e., overload and role conflict), b) burmmat c) general life stress at
Time 2.
H3: The curvilinear relationship will be U-shaped such théividuals with moderate
levels of LMX at Time 1 will report lower burnout atriié 2 compared to
individuals with high or low LMX.
H4: Individuals who engage in OCBs at Time 1 will reportkigburnout at Time 2.
Method
Participants and Procedure
In collecting data, the current study targeted currentcantéy graduated college
students. As participation was voluntary, e-mail adéxesgere collected and the survey link
was sent to participants. Student workers who have bmegly employed at a job for a
maximum of three months were eligible. Numerous s@wm@ze used to recruit participants
(i.e. campus jobs, local restaurants, and businessesgySwrere distributed via e-mail link
to 112 student workers. Forty student workers completed lba/fap survey (35.7%
response rate). Participants were composed of 62.5%dge8%I male, with 1 anonymous.
Seventy percent of the participants reported being Cauncadile 12 participants declined to
respond. Average age of the respondents was 19.5 years, amabhifg was the average

tenure at Time 1. College students not working a regular 40xhork week provided various
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job types, shifts, and hours worked. Of the 40 respondentsy@BRed regular daytime

shifts, 30% had a flexible schedule (no set hours), andr&p®sted having a rotating shift
where their hours changed. A majority of the type®b$jwere in the service industry (40%),
another 12.5% worked in sales or related occupations, ab&hlorked in professional
settings. The average number of hours worked for resptsdas 23.43D = 19.13).

Due to the fact that LMX quality develops early on in esgpient (Liden, Wayne &
Stilwell, 1993), it is sufficient to use this three-moutiterion. Building on this idea,
employees with higher tenure would already be situatagatticular LMX level, whereas by
examining employees with less time on the job, a gredtange in LMX quality may be
observed. Also, by using individuals who have only been wgrfar a few months, | effect
controlled for other potential variables that may afieen longer work exposure (cynicism,
stress, burnout) and thus create a more homogeneougsénggicond follow-up survey was
distributed one month later to measure changes inigedcburnout, stressors, and LMX
quality.

Measures

Leader-member exchange (LMX). LMX was assessed with the seven-item LMX scale
(Scandura & Graen, 1984). An example of one item is: “Mawld you characterize your
working relationship with your immediate supervisor?” Rg#nts were asked to respond on
a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = less than average, 2outadverage, 3 = better than average,
4 = extremely effective).

Burnout. Burnout was assessed with the English translation of the®kivelamed
Burnout Measure (Shirom, Nirel, & Vinokur, 2005). This measanasists of three

dimensions; emotional exhaustion, physical fatigue, agdittee weariness. An example
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item for the emotional exhaustion component is, “I fesh not capable of investing
emotionally in coworkers and customers.” An exampla ifer the physical fatigue
component is, “l feel burned outFinally, an example item of the cognitive weariness comgonen
is, “ have difficulty concentrating.Participants were asked to respond on a 7-point Likert-
type scale (1 = never to 7 = always) for all itemsadidition to computing a score for each of
the three components of burnout, an overall burnoueseas also calculated.

General Life Sress. Stress was assessed with the seven-item Perceived Strdss Sca
(PSS, Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983). An exampla i, “In the last month, how
often have you felt difficulties were piling up so highttiz@au could not overcome them?
Participants will be asked to respond on a 5-point ltikgre scale (1=never, 5=very often)”

Work Role Stressors. Three work role stressors were assessed; job ¢ormtle
conflict, and work overloadlob control was assessed with the 6-item measure from Haynes
et al. (1999). An example item for job control is “hoftea do you carry out your work in the
way you think best? (1= not at all, 5= a great de&le conflict was assessed with the 4-
item measure from Ivancevich & Matteson (2005). An exanipm of role conflict is “At
work, | can't seem to do my job because | am asked toadmany conflicting thingsXMork
overload was assessed with the 5-item measure taken from Thjagaat. al. (2006). An
example item for work overload is “There are timdgw| cannot meet everyone’s
expectations.” For both the role conflict and role axadl measure participants were asked to
respond on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = stronglygisa, to 5 = strongly agree).

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. OCBs were measured with 9-item scale from

Kelloway, Loughlin, Barling & Nault, 2002). Participants resged to how each statement
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characterizes them (1= not at all characteristicyéry characteristic). An example item is
“Volunteering to do things not formally required by thb.jo

Demographics. Participants were also asked to provide basic demographic
information, such as their student status (e.g., houds aeddemic standing), income, reason
for employment, and turnover intentions. This informatiall help to analyze particular
groups and trends within our data.

Results

Table 1 reports means, standard deviations, and bivariatéatione of major study
variables. It is interesting to note that the averagertdor OCBs was 3.8 (out of SD =
.65). Most of the participants felt that they took ativacrole in volunteering and sacrificing
their time for co-workers and the organization as alevh&iso referencing Table 1, LMX at
Time 1 was strongly correlated with OCB at Time % (51,p <.01). As an individual
engaged in more OCBSs, their LMX relationship was likelymiprove. As might be expected,
work overload was positively correlated with Burnaut(46,p < .01) and role conflictr(=
49,p <.01). It is also interesting to note that role canflvas not significantly correlated
with Burnout or any of the three components of Burnoiirat 2.

Hypothesis 1 stated that LMX at Time 1 would predict aj)kwole stressors (i.e.,
overload and role conflict), b) burnout and c) genefalsiress at Time 2. LMX at Time 1
was predictive of Burnout at Time 2% -.45,p < .01), all three components of Burnout
(Physical, Cognitive, and Emotional), and general lifesst at Time 2r(= -.33,p < .05).
Individuals with better LMX relationships with their supisors at Time 1 could expect to
have lower Burnout rates and lower stress at Time &eder when looking at work role

stressors, LMX was predictive at trend levels for &t § = -.28,p < .10), but not
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significant for role conflict( = -.24,p > .10). There is partial support for Hypothesis las
LMX predicted all variables except for role conflict.

Hypothesis 2 sought to examine if a curvilinear relationskigted between LMX at
Time 1 and a) work role stressors (i.e., overload andcanidlict), b) burnout and c) general
life stress at Time 2. Hypothesis 2 was tested usingrcigcal linear regression. In Step 1
the two control variables, Hours worked and tenure, medsatrTime 1, were entered into
the equation. Hours worked and tenure were controlled fotadiine large variability of these
variables within the sample. LMX, assessed at Tinweak, entered at Step 2, and the squared
product of LMX was entered at Step 3. This same methedtoy was used to predict role
overload, role conflict, burnout, and the three comptmehburnout, all assessed at Time 2.
The results of these analyses are reported in Tabled 2.a

For role overload, the final regression equation wasigaificant F(4, 35) = 1.47p
> .05]. For role Conflict, the final regression equatios wat significantff(4, 35) = 1.60p >
.05]. Although the final regression equation was not sigmficahen the squared product
term of LMX was entered into the equation, the betghtevas significant at trend level® (
=.32,p <.10). These variables did not account for enough statiglifference in relation to
LMX

For Burnout, the final regression equation was signifieatrend levels(ff, 35) =
2.47,p < .10]. As reported in Table 3, the linear effect for LM&s a significant predictor of
burnout § =-.42,p <.01). As LMX increased at Time 1, Burnout would be etgutto
decrease at Time 2. In essence, the better the LIiAXaeship one has with their supervisor,

the less likely to report experiencing burnout at Time 2.
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For the three components of burnout, significanceeatittevels were found only for
the emotional part of burnouk [(4, 35) = 2.17p < .10]. For the physical componefi(4, 35)
= 2.06,p =.11] and the cognitive component [F (4, 35) = 1p48,.10], no significance was
found. For general life stress, the regression equditbnot show significance~[4, 35) =
1.57,p >.05]. Based on the regression analysis results, Hgp® 2 is not supported as no
curvilinear relationship exists between LMX and the testedbles.

Hypothesis 3 stated that individuals with moderate leveldVIX at Time 1 will
report lower burnout at Time 2 compared to individuals Wwigfin or low LMX. Given that
there was no curvilinear relationship found in Hypothesib&e is no support for Hypothesis
3. Individuals with moderate LMX were not statisticalifferent from individuals with
higher or lower LMX. Hypothesis 4 stated that individual® engage in OCBs at Time 1
will report higher burnout at Time 2. OCBs at Time 1 waggatively correlated with the
Emotional component of Burnout at Timer2=(-.37,p < .05) and overall Burnout at Time 2
(r =-.3,p <.10). Those workers with higher OCBs may actually hawer Burnout at Time
2. These results do not support Hypothesis 4.

Discussion

The objective of this longitudinal study was to examireergationship between
LMX, OCBs, stress, and burnout. Specifically, how curtMX levels and OCB
engagement could predict stress levels and burnout orth faber. This study took into
account the recommendations of Harris and Kacmar (20@Xatimine the longitudinal
effects of LMX on stress and the interplay of OCBdlmse variables. College age students
were examined because younger workers may burnout quickeslt®rworkers (Randall,

2007). The majority of past research examined only lindatiorships between LMX and
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stress. This study aimed to replicate the curvilinearioglship examined by Harris and
Kacmar (2006) between LMX and stress using a longitudinade$his study sought to
expand on their research and discover a curvilineaiaesdtip between LMX and burnout,
and LMX and work role stressors.

Although no significantongitudinal curvilinear relationships were found, LMX was a
significant predictor of burnout, stress, and overloadugh bivariate correlations overtime.
Referencing Halbesleben & Bowler (2007), burnout’s emotionapoment may be
considered to be the most reliable component. The signife found at trend levels between
LMX and the emotional component of burnout suggests thips a curvilinear relationship
may exist. With more participants, perhaps those empwith the highest LMX may
actually experience more emotional burnout than thogdoyees with moderate LMX.
Individuals with better LMX relationships at Time 1 coukldxpected to have lower burnout,
stress, and overload in the future. In only one moniims,tburnout and stress could be
predicted. Concerning implications, one can see how irapbtiie supervisor-subordinate
relationship is. This is a significant finding as managédrs are more aware of their specific
management style can affect employee’s burnout aedssthrough leadership (Riolli &
Savicki, 2006). For example, a supervisor may promote afogegis potential by
understanding the employee’s preferred amount of supportoamehenication.

Furthermore, Harris and Kacmar (2006) stated that datavianimus organizations
would provide a different viewpoint and add a new perspedatitieis relationship. Harris and
Kacmar found two different curves (in relation to LMX asttess) exclusively within two
different organizations in a cross sectional design. Batese organizations may have its

own idiosyncrasies that create distinct stressesggh&hyg each curve was distinct from the
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other. The diverse sample tested in the present stascamposed of employees from
various organizations and thus, different organizationasses and relationships were
included in the analysis. It may be argued that certgarozational cultures may promote
certain LMX relationships and stress trends (Harknemsg, Bermbach, Patterson, Jordan &
Kahn, 2005). Additional research may explain why curvilime&tionships between LMX
and stress may be more determined by organizational elimat

Future research should explore how the type of occupatanaffect LMX- stress
relationships. For example, in this study, the onlysswethat was not found to be predicted
by LMX was role conflict. Role conflict may be betf@edicted by the type of job or tasks
that an individual performs, rather than LMX. For mxde, an employee in the service
industry may have more opportunities for role confliConflicts between the supervisor,
customers, and other employees could be more frequeranhamployee sitting in an office
who only interacts with a supervisor.

As stated above, LMX and OCBs were positively coregleguch that individuals who
engaged in more OCBs did exhibit higher quality LMX relagioips. Surprisingly, only the
emotional component of burnout was correlated with O€Bsvever, in contradiction to
Hypothesis 4, engagement in OCBs appealsvwier burnout over time. This finding may be
explained by low tenure and/or cynicism. Cynicism is tiggand apathetic feelings towards
work (Hetland et. al., 2007). Cynicism, which is relatedumout, is a response ¢hronic
stressors on the job (Maslach, Schaufeli & Le2€)1). Given that length of time on the job
is a factor, it is possible that these younger workeins, are relatively new on the job, may
not yet have developed cynicism. As cynicism increasdsjiduals may be less likely to

volunteer and contribute their additional time andiskidordan, Schraeder, Field &
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Armenakis, 2007). This can be supported with the high rep@CBs in this sampleM =
3.8). In essence, these employees have not been b tlh@g enough to reduce their OCB
engagement. A study using a longer lag time may detedethedopment of cynicism and its
affects. Additionally, a longer lag time may examiosvifOCB engagement changes over
longer periods.

The one month lag used in this study may be too short tmactr increased
cynicism and reductions in OCB engagement. For exani@dquildup of cynicism over time
can lower OCB contributions (Jordan et al., 2007). Inranath, individual workers may not
have built up enough cynicism. If a longer lag were used @difjagement may decrease
over time by way of an increase in employee cyniciBhe one month lag may limit the
ability to find changes in variables that take more timdevelop (i.e., cynicism). The results
do however show that one month is sufficient enoughfdX to predict burnout and stress.
Limitations.

Despite predictions made by LMX in the present studgyalimitations should be
noted. First and most important, the lack of statispoaver may be responsible for low
significance in parts of the current set of analy8ssoted in Tables 1, 2, and 3 many
calculations were just beyond statistical significaM@gh the many variations in job type,
organizational culture, more participants are neededfentsfic significance. Perhaps with
more respondents, we can better explain the trendsvédratfound. Second, the many
different types of jobs may have a bigger effect oesstthan was anticipated. Certain jobs
may supply different stresses. For example, individwaldking in the service industry may
encounter different stress situations than an offioceker. Added to the fact that individuals

do react differently to stressors, and to varying degieearle & Bright, 2003), there may be
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opportunity for the type of job to have an affect tless. As discussed above, different
organizational cultures may bring about different (oredéht types) of stress. This study
looked at how LMX was a predictor of stress and did ratrene how types of job
environments affected stress. Additionally, the numbéoots worked per week(= 23.4,
D = 19.13) were wide-ranging. The average number of hoursegdwhich could certainly
affect stress levels, and frequency of interactio wite’s supervisor) deviated significantly.
These limitations certainly may have had effects omeahelts of this study.
Conclusion

In conclusion, the present study failed to find a curedir relationship between LMX
and stress and/or burnout. However, it should be notethibatudy does support the notion
that the quality of relationship that an employee hals kis/her supervisor can predict
burnout and stress at a future time. Engagement in OrganabCitizenship Behaviors
(OCBs) may affect the quality of LMX. Also, participaiin OCBs may, in fact, lower
burnout in the future. Studies concerning relationships iwtr&place and how they affect
stress levels and burnout should continue to be examingdudinally. Future research
should focus on this process of the causes of stredsuandut as to better prevent this
emotional breakdown of employees. After all, it is tuildup over time of stress and burnout
that is detrimental to business and organizational @ffawess. Future research should also
examine how different organizational cultures produce vastess levels along with
affecting LMX and burnout. These relationships in the waglare vital to individual and

organizational outcomes.
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Appendix

Leader-Member Exchange (Scandura and Graen, 1984)

Instructions: Read the following items and pick the response itemniost describes how the

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

statement is characteristic of you.

Do you usually feel that you know where you stand, do you lyskr@adw how
satisfied your immediate supervisor is with what you Ale®ys know where | stand
(4), Usually know where | stand (3), Seldom know where | stand (2), Never know
where| stand (1).

How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor undeds your problems and
needsZTompletely (4), Well enough (3), Some but not enough (2), Not at all (1).

How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor recamyour potentiall?
Fully (4), As much asthe next person (3), Some but not enough (2), Not at all (1).
Regardless of how much formal authority your immedsaggervisor has built into his
or her position, what are the chances that he@mwsiuld be personally inclined to use
power to help you solve problems in your wo@e&tainly would (4), Probably would
(3), Might or might not (2), No chance (l).

Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority youmediate supervisor has, to
what extent can you count on him or her to "bail yotl atihis or her expense when
you really need it €ertainly would (4), Probably would (3), Might or might not (2),

No chance (1).

| have enough confidence in my immediate supervisor twauld defend and justify
his or her decisions if he or she were not present so@artainly would (4),

Probably would (3), Maybe (2), Probably not (1).

How would you characterize your working relationship witkhirymmediate
supervisorExtremely effective (4), Better than average (3), About average (2); Less
than average (1).

Work Role Stressor: Job Control, (Haynes et. al. 1999)
Instructions: Read the following items and pick the response itemniost describes how the

statement is characteristic of you.

Response scaleot at all (1), just a little (2), a moderate amount (3), quitea lot (4), and a

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

great deal (5)

Determine the methods and procedures you use in your work?
Choose what work you will carry out?

Decide when to take a break?

Vary how you do your work?

Plan your own work?
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6) Carry out your work in the way you think best?

Work Role Stressor: Role conflict, (Ivancevich & Matteson 2005)
Instructions: Read the following items and pick the response itemniost describes how the

statement is characteristic of you.

Response scal&rongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neutral (3), Agree (4), andStrongly

Agree (5)

At work, | am asked to do a lot of unnecessary projects

At work, | seem to receive conflicting requests from dédfe people (e.g., co-workers,
bosses)

At work, | do things that are accepted by one person aectee| by another

At work, | can't seem to do my job because | am asked toamany conflicting
things

Work Role Stressor: Overload, (Thiagarajan et. al. 2006)
Instructions: Read the following items and pick the response itemniost describes how the

statement is characteristic of you.

Response scal&rongly disagree (1), Disagree (2), Neutral (3), Agree (4), andStrongly

agrwbdE

Agree (5)

| have to do things that | do not really have the tineemergy for

| need more hours in the day to do all the things tteaegpected of me
| cannot ever seem to catch up

| do not ever seem to have any time for myself

There are times when | cannot meet everyone’s expatsati

Life Stress (Cohen, Kamarck & Mermelstein, 1983)

Instructions: The questions in this scale ask you about your feelingsheoughts during the

last month. In each case, please indicate witreakchow often you felt or thought a
certain way.

Response Scald = Never, 2 = Almost Never, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Fairly Often, 5= Very

Often

In the last month, how often have you ...
1. been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly?
2 felt that you were unable to control the important thinggur life?
3. felt nervous and "stressed"?
4 felt confident about your ability to handle your persgrablems?
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felt that things were going your way?

found that you could not cope with all the things that gad to do?
been able to control irritations in your life?

felt that you were on top of things?

been angered because of things that were outside of gouiol®

0. felt difficulties were piling up so high that you couldt mvercome them?

HROXONO O

OCB (Kelloway et al., 2002)

Instructions: Read the following items and pick the response item tbat describes how the
statement is characteristic of you.

Response Scalél= not at all characteristic, 5= very characteristic)

1. Helping other employees with their work when they haenlabsent

2. Volunteering to do things not formally required by the job.

Taking the initiative to orient new employees to thpadtment even though it is
not part of my job description.

Helping others when their work load increases (assistingrs until they get over
the hurdles).

Assisting supervisor with his/her duties.

Making innovative suggestions to improve the overall quahtye department.
Punctuality in arriving at work on time in the morning, afigr lunch and breaks.
Exhibiting attendance at work beyond the norm, for exainalke less days off
than most individuals or less than allowed.

9. Giving advance notice if unable to come to work.

»

©No O

Shirom-M elamed Burnout Measure (SMBM)  (Shirom et.al. 2006)

Instructions. Below are a number of statements that describeréiffdfeelings that you may
feel at work. Please indicate how often, in the [@&stvorkdays, you have felt each of the
following feelings:

Response Scalgl= never or almost never, 2=very infrequently, 3=quite infrequently,
4=sometimes, 5= quite frequently, 6=very frequently, 7= always or almost always)

| feel tired (P)

| have no energy for going to work in the morning (P)
| feel physically drained (P)

| feel fed up (P)

| feel like my “batteries” are “dead” (P)

| feel burned out (P)

My thinking process is slow (C)

I have difficulty concentrating (C)

NG~ WNE
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9. | feel I'm not thinking clearly (C)

10. | feel I'm not focused in my thinking (C)

11. | have difficulty thinking about complex things (C)

12. | feel I am unable to be sensitive to the needs obdars and customers (E)
13. | feel | am not capable of investing emotionally in odwers and customers (E)
14. | feel I am not capable of being sympathetic to co-weraed customers (E)

Note. The letters after each item represent the Subkscales of the Shirom-Melamed
Burnout Measure (SMBM). The three subscales are: P =qgathyatigue; E= emotional
exhaustion; and C= cognitive weariness.
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Table 1: Bivariate Correlations of Major Variables
Variable Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Time 1l
1. LMX 2.92 .65
2.0CB 3.81 .65 S1**
3. Hours work/week 23.4 19.13 0.29 0.3
4. Shift® .65 48 -0.13 0.12 -0.09
Time 2
5. Overload 2.17 91 -0.28t -0.09 -0.02 0.04
6. Role Conflict 2.31 .88 -0.24 0.09 -0.07 -0.07 .49**
7. Burnout 3.22 1.03 -.45** -0.3t -0.22 0.15 .46** 0.28
8. Burnout- Physical 3.53 1.14 -.43** -0.21 -0.14 0.14 .41** 0.23 .94**
9. Burnout- Cognitive 3.19 1.25 -33* -0.23 -0.19 0.21 .52** 0.25 .90** ,79**
10. Burnout- Emotional 2.66 1.25 -39* -37* -0.25 -0.03 0.13 0.23 .63** ,45** 35*
11. General Stress 2.53 73 -.33*  -0.21 -0.27 0.07 0.20 0.12 .67** .71** .63** 0.25
**p<.01,*p<.05 tp<.10
° Coded as 0= day shift, 1= other shift




Table 2: Work Role Stressors - Regression

Role Overload Role Conflict

Step 1 B R® AR B S

Hours .03 .00 .00 -.05 .01 .01

Shift® -.08 -.20
Step 2

LMX -.25 .08 .08' -.19 .07 .06
Step 3

LMX? .27 .14 .06 .32t .16 .09t

**p<.01,*p<.05 1p<.10
° coded as 0= day shift, 1= other shift
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Table 3: Burnout and Burnout Components - Regression

Step 1
Hours
Shift

Step 2
LMX

Step 3
LMX?

Burnout - Burnout -
Burnout Overall Burnout - Physical Cognitive Emotional
B R’ AR? B R® AR’ B R® AR’ B R® AR
-.08 .06 .06 -.01 .04 .04 -.09 .07 .07 -.14 .07 .07
11 .09 .18 -.05
- 42%* .22 J16** - 42%* .19 .16 -.29 .14 .07 -.38 .18 12
-.05 .22 .00 -.01 .19 .00 -.04 .15 .00 -.13 .2 .02

**p<.01,*p<.051 p<.10

° coded as 0= day shift, 1= other shift
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Table 4: General Life Stress - Regression

Step 1
Hours
Shift®

Step 2
LMX

Step 3
LMX?

2

B R AR
-17 .07 .07
.05
-3t 14 .07
-11 15 .01

**p<.01,*p<.05 tp<.10

° coded as 0= day shift, 1= other shift
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