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Abstract

This article investigates the quality of leader–member exchange (LMX) in relation to specific resources 
that are exchanged between leaders and their subordinates. Drawing on the findings from a number 
of empirical studies that focus on LMX, we consider how various resources affect and result from 
LMX relationships within organizations. We also examine the view that LMX itself is a resource for 
some leader and member dyads, along with the implications of this approach for individual employees 
including both leaders and members. The article outlines six types of resources (money, goods, services, 
status, information and affiliation) and assigns the studies under review to each of the six categories. 
Finally, we discuss avenues for future research, with an emphasis on more complete or two-way 
exchange relationships (that is, resources are provided by, or exchanged between, the leader and the 
member).
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From early on, leader–member exchange (LMX) 
research has discussed the resources that lead-
ers and employees exchange within their working 
relationship (Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen & 
Scandura, 1987; Liden & Maslyn, 1998). As the 
LMX literature grew, social exchange theory began 
to provide the theoretical foundation for the inves-
tigation of the exchange process shared between 
individuals, in this case a leader and his or her 
subordinates or members (Blau, 1964; Liden & 
Maslyn, 1998). While recent research has incor-
porated other resource-related theories into the 
LMX literature including the job demands-resource 
model (JD-R) and conservation of resources theory 
or COR (Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2011; Loi, 
Ngo, Zhang, & Lau, 2011), these studies exam-
ine resources more broadly. The JD-R suggests 
that burnout occurs if high job demands lead to 
overtaxing or a lack of resources hinders meeting 
job demands (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & 

Schaufeli, 2001). Loi and colleagues (2011) state 
that employees “can obtain abundant resources and 
support from their supervisors”(p. 671), however, 
the type of resources obtained are not specified. 
Harris and colleagues (2011) examine the relation-
ships between LMX, job embeddedness and work 
attitude outcomes. Although this work describes 
embeddedness as involving resources (e.g., links, fit, 
and sacrifice), the focus is on the general relation-
ship between LMX and embeddedness, with the lat-
ter representing a broad group of valuable resources 
that, according to COR, employees strive to accu-
mulate within their job or organization (Harris 
et al., 2011). On the other hand, the purpose of the 
present review is to examine what we know about 
the relationships between LMX quality and specific 
resources that are exchanged between a leader and 
member. Therefore, the present chapter will focus 
on what can be learned from the LMX literature 
with regards to how various resources impact and 
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result from LMX relationships within organiza-
tions, as well as how LMX itself may be viewed as a 
resource for some leader and member dyads and the 
implications of this approach for individual employ-
ees including both leaders and their followers.

Before reviewing the findings in the literature, we 
will provide a review of some of the key theoretical 
pieces that are relevant for research regarding LMX 
and resources. Graen and Scandura (1987) outlined 
a number of positional and personal resources that 
leaders exchange with members including informa-
tion, influence, tasks, latitude, support and atten-
tion. Using information as an example, according to 
Graen and Scandura (1987) information includes 
planning for the future in terms of identifying 
problems and opportunities as well as visibility 
into the workings of top management teams or the 
organization’s leadership. Some research assumes 
that “because managerial positions are designed 
to have higher status and greater authority than 
do the positions of members, managerial positions 
are given greater organizational resources than are 
those of members” (Graen & Scandura, 1987, 
p. 182). Such research then tends to focus on the 
resources supervisors or leaders share, and not what 
resources members can provide to leaders. Going 
back to the information example, some might then 
believe that “though the member ‘grapevine’ is an 
alternative medium, it is generally a poor second 
to the superior’s information sources” (Graen & 
Scandura, 1987, p. 183). Unfortunately, deempha-
sizing resources that members can provide to leaders 
ignores the fundamental notion of social exchange 
involved in the LMX relationship.

Social exchange is defined by Blau (1964) as the 
voluntary actions individuals provide another indi-
vidual or group based on the returns they would 
expect to receive. In other words, social exchange 
entails a give and take between both or all individu-
als involved. A recent advancement in LMX has rec-
ognized the importance of taking a “bidirectional 
perspective” when examining resources (Wilson, 
Sin, & Conlon, 2010, p. 359) and examines the 
resources both leaders and members provide and 
receive. The most popular and potentially com-
prehensive classification of resources utilized in the 
social exchange and LMX literatures follows Foa and 
Foa’s resource theory (1974, 1980; Cropanzano & 
Mitchell, 2005; Wilson et al., 2010). Cropanzano 
and Mitchell (2005) note that within the organiza-
tional literature, Foa and Foa’s resource categories 
are usually collapsed into two dimensions, eco-
nomic and socioemotional resources, and as a result 

most of the resources “have not been fully appre-
ciated by organizational scientists” (p. 881). New 
research in LMX has begun to address this need for 
research (e.g., Wilson et al., 2010), but first we will 
summarize Foa and Foa’s ideas.

Foa and Foa (1974, 1980) define a resource as 
anything that can be transacted or exchanged 
between individuals and proposed six basic catego-
ries or types of resources. These types include money, 
goods, services, status, information and affiliation 
(originally labeled as love). Affiliation refers to 
expressions of affection, regard, support or comfort; 
information involves advice, opinions, instruction 
or enlightenment; status is a judgment that conveys 
high or low esteem or prestige; services involve labor 
activities or the labor one performs for another; 
goods are tangible objects, products or materials; 
and money consists of any coin or currency that has 
some standard value (Donnenworth & Foa, 1974; 
Foa & Foa, 1974). Foa and Foa also argue that 
these resource categories can be organized along 
two dimensions—whether the resource is concrete 
or abstract and whether it is particular or universal. 
Concrete resources involve a tangible product or 
activity such as goods and services, whereas abstract 
resources are more symbolic and may be conveyed 
by verbal or other communication-related behav-
iors. More abstract resources include status and 
information. Particularistic resources depend on 
the identity of the source or the importance of who 
provides the resource, whereas universal resources 
are those in which the source or exchange member’s 
identity is irrelevant. Thus, affiliation resources are 
highly particularistic and status and services also 
rank high on particularism, whereas, money is uni-
versal along with information and goods (Foa & 
Foa, 1974).

Wilson and colleagues’ (2010) theoretical work 
applies Foa and Foa’s (1974) resource theory and 
taxonomy to LMX and focuses primarily on the 
resource outcomes leaders receive from their resource 
exchanges with members. Following Foa and Foa’s 
(1974) tenet that individuals typically exchange 
the same resource type (e.g., leaders receive status 
in exchange for status, affiliation in exchanged for 
affiliation), Wilson et al. (2010) also recognize that 
constraints impact members’ access to certain types 
of resources and that members may be unable to fre-
quently or directly exchange goods and money types 
of resources with leaders. In addition, this research 
examines resource substitutes that members are 
likely to provide leaders when they cannot exchange 
the same type of resource as well as how the quality 
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of the LMX relationship impacts the value leaders 
place on the various resources received from mem-
bers. For example, Wilson et al. (2010) propose that 
leaders place more value on receiving affiliation and 
status types of resources from high-quality LMX 
members compared to low-quality LMX members.

Finally, scholars have addressed the multidimen-
sionality and measurement of LMX (including the 
multidimensional measure of LMX or the MDM; 
Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Support for the multidi-
mensionality of LMX includes findings from social 
exchange theorists who have “identified numer-
ous material and non-material goods that may be 
exchanged” between leaders and members, which 
suggests that “exchange relationships between indi-
viduals appear to be multidimensional” (Liden & 
Maslyn, 1998, p. 44). In other words, taking a spe-
cific resource exchange perspective allows research-
ers to examine multiple dimensions of LMX. Liden 
and Maslyn (1998) conclude that there are four 
key dimensions of LMX: affect, loyalty, contribu-
tion, and professional respect. As we will describe 
subsequently, these LMX dimensions overlap with 
Foa and Foa’s (1974) resource categories reviewed 
above. Therefore, research that takes a multidimen-
sional approach to investigating LMX (i.e., uses the 
MDM measure) allows one to view LMX itself as 
a resource. In the following sections, the findings 
we will review from the LMX literature regarding 
resources will be organized or categorized by the six 
types of resources (money, goods, services, status, 
information and affiliation) outlined in Foa and Foa 
(1974). Additionally, Table 4.1 summarizes which 
studies fall under each of the six categories. The 
table was compiled by comparing the independent 

and dependent variables in each published study 
with Foa and Foa’s definitions of the six resource cat-
egories (provided previously). First, we will discuss 
research that examines specific resources as predic-
tors of LMX. Second, we will summarize research 
that examines specific resources as outcomes of 
LMX. Finally, we will examine research that mea-
sures LMX using the MDM and what implications 
the dimensions or overarching resources involved 
in LMX hold for leaders, members and potentially 
organizations as a whole.

Resources as Antecedents of LMX
In a classic article, Gouldner (1960) offered a 

conceptual framework of reciprocity. He argued 
specifically that there are two underlying assump-
tions of reciprocity: “(1) people should help those 
who have helped them, and (2) people should not 
injure those who have helped them” (p. 171). In 
an organizational context, “help” could be thought 
of as anything outside of the scope of the normal 
job expectations. To more directly apply the con-
cept of reciprocity to LMX we could rewrite the 
first assumption as: people should give resources 
to those who have given them resources. These 
assumptions are critical for understanding resources 
as antecedents of LMX. As resources are exchanged 
between a leader and member that are outside of 
the normal work role, the recipient of the resource 
feels indebted to the other party (Blau, 1964). The 
receiving party is then obligated to reciprocate by 
providing a resource in kind. Gouldner’s “norm 
of reciprocity” provides a theoretical foundation 
for predicting LMX relationships as a result of 
resources exchanged. In this section we explore and 

Table 4.1. LMX Research Organized by Resource Categories.

Status Resources
Bauer & Green (1996)
Venkataramani, Green & 
Schleicher (2010)

Affiliation Resources
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & 
Taylor (2000)
Bauer & Green (1996)
Wayne, Shore & Linden (1997)
Dockery & Steiner (1990)
Wayne & Ferris (1990)
Van Vianen, Shen & Chuang 
(2011)

Service Resources
Liden, Wayne & Stilwell (1993)
Bauer & Green (1996)
Settoon, Bennett & Liden (1996)
Graen, Novak & Sommerkamp (1982)
Hofmann, Morgeson & Gerras (2003)
Wayne, Shore & Liden (1997)
Wayne & Ferris (1990)
Liden, Wayne & Sparrowe (2000)
Wang. Law. Hackett & Chen (2005)
Sparrowe, Soetjipto & Kraimer (2006)

Information Resources
Vidyarthi, Erdogan, 
Anand, Liden & 
Chaudhry (2014)

Money Resources
Wayne, Shore & Liden (1997)

Goods Resources
Note: Many companies have fromal gift policies that 
prevent goods related exchanges, which may explain why 
little research exists regarding goods (Donnelly, 2010)
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summarize the extant LMX literature that uses spe-
cific resources as predictors of LMX. We follow the 
framework from Foa and Foa (1974) and review the 
literature here along the same resource dimensions 
(status, affiliation, services, information, money, 
and goods; the first three are the most particularistic 
resources and the latter three are the most univer-
sal resources based on Foa and Foa’s dimensions). 
Because it is often difficult for a follower to repay a 
leader with the same type of resource (Wilson et al., 
2010), the existing research has evaluated predictors 
of LMX that are more easily reciprocated.

In a study testing the distinctiveness of perceived 
organizational support (POS) and LMX, Wayne, 
Shore, and Liden (1997) build on Gouldner’s work 
and argue in favor of three distinct antecedents of 
LMX; leader ratings of liking, salary expectations, 
and dyad tenure. Each of these predictors was sig-
nificant in explaining LMX. LMX then significantly 
predicted employee performance, organizational 
citizenship behaviors (OCBs), and favor doing. 
Liking was measured using items that highly relate 
to Foa and Foa’s (1974) definition of affiliation (e.g., 
“I think this employee would make a good friend” 
and “I like this employee very much”). Salary expec-
tation was operationalized by asking supervisors the 
pay grade they expected their employee to reach at 
the end of five years. Modeling Foa and Foa (1974) 
and Gouldner (1960), Wayne et al. (1997) dem-
onstrates that when affiliation (liking) and money 
(salary expectation) are given to an employee, LMX 
increases and the employee responds by providing 
services to the leader through favors and OCBs.

Foa and Foa’s concept of affiliation is one of 
the most common resource antecedents of LMX. 
Affiliation has been typically operationalized using 
the construct of “liking.” Dockery & Steiner (1990) 
found that liking between employee and leader 
was a significant predictor of LMX. Their study 
operationalized liking through a four-item mea-
sure that evaluated the affiliation of employees with 
their leaders. Wayne and Ferris (1990) used both a 
lab and field study to test the impact of liking on 
exchange quality and also concluded that liking sig-
nificantly predicts LMX.

In a study integrating justice and social exchange, 
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, and Taylor (2000) 
measure affiliation using interactional justice and 
show that interactional justice predicts LMX. In a 
similar study, Aryee, Budhwar, and Chen (2002) 
validated a mediation model where affiliation 
(measured as interactional justice) increased trust 
in the supervisor (a proxy for LMX) and resulted 

in increased OCBs. Bies and Moag (1986) sug-
gest that an individual’s judgment of fairness is 
highly related to interpersonal interactions during 
the justice process (calling it interactional justice). 
Because interactional justice is measured using 
items that evaluate interpersonal interactions it is 
consistent with Foa and Foa’s conceptualization 
of affiliation—increased ratings of interpersonal 
interactions should be related to increased regard 
or support. Both Masterson and colleagues (2000) 
and Aryee and colleagues (2002) hypothesized that 
interactional justice (i.e., affiliation) is an anteced-
ent of LMX. By distinguishing between procedural 
and interactional justice Masterson et al. (2000) and 
Aryee et al. (2002) demonstrate that LMX is a result 
of affiliation (among other resources) as opposed 
to perceived fairness of procedures. Regardless of 
operationalization, affiliation is a clear predictor 
of LMX.

In a different approach to studying LMX, Liden, 
Wayne, and Silwell (1993) use a longitudinal 
approach to look at the development of LMX over 
time. In their study they looked at performance as a 
predictor of LMX (among other things). They argue 
that when leader-member dyads operate recipro-
cally mutual trust and LMX develop. Specifically, 
employees perform certain aspects of their jobs 
with the belief that their leaders will reciprocate. 
When both members perform their expected roles, 
LMX will follow. In this sense, employee perfor-
mance is a service that employees provide to their 
leaders. Consistent with Foa and Foa, employee 
performance is a service-related resource. As per-
formance or service between leader and member is 
reciprocated, LMX is strengthened as a result of the 
exchange (of service resources). Liden et al. (1993) 
corroborate previous work by Wayne and Ferris 
(1990) and demonstrate that service (i.e., employee 
performance) positively predicts LMX.

Responding to a call to test the way in which 
LMX develops over time, Bauer and Green (1996) 
conducted a longitudinal study that looked at the 
salience of different factors on LMX over time. 
Based on earlier work (Dienesch & Liden, 1986), 
they hypothesized, first, that early in the LMX 
tenure demographic factors (affiliation) were more 
salient resources and second, as tenure of the dyad 
increases the combination of employee perfor-
mance (service) and supervisor delegation (status) 
becomes a more dominant predictor of LMX. They 
used supervisor reports to measure employee per-
formance. Delegation was measured using the items 
from the Management Practices Survey (Yukl, 

OUP UNCORRECTED PROOF – FIRSTPROOFS, Fri May 15 2015, NEWGEN

oxfordhb-9780199326174-part-1.indd   58 5/15/2015   2:54:14 PM



LAW -PENROSE  ET  AL . 59

1990). Demographic factors in this study were used 
as a proxy for affiliation. When similarity of demo-
graphic factors is high there is typically increased 
affiliation. Measuring delegation to employees 
coincides with Foa and Foa’s explanation of status 
as providing an individual with esteem. As more 
tasks are delegated to a subordinate the leader is 
making a judgment of the capability of the member 
and therefore providing or denying status. Bauer 
and Green (1996) found general support for their 
hypotheses that the relative importance of specific 
resources on LMX changes as the tenure of the dyad 
increases.

Venkataramani and colleagues (2010) exam-
ined whether leaders’ social networks within their 
organizations impact the quality of their LMX rela-
tionships, and in turn the influence on subsequent 
member outcomes including attitudes. This study 
specifically investigated the relationship between 
members’ perceptions of leaders’ status and LMX 
quality. The findings suggest that leaders’ status is 
positively related to LMX. Additionally, this rela-
tionship between leaders’ status and LMX was 
moderated by member centrality such that the rela-
tionship was stronger for employees who were less 
central in their own peer networks. Overall, this 
study suggests that leaders’ status-related resources 
may be an important antecedent of LMX, especially 
for members with low network centrality.

Throughout this section we have tried to identify 
key studies relating to specific resources as defined 
by Foa and Foa (1974) that positively predict LMX. 
A clearer understanding of the antecedents of LMX 
allows more effective placement of leaders in the 
appropriate level or team within an organization. 
The most common resource addressed in the studies 
we review here is affiliation. Affiliation is commonly 
measured as the degree to which a leader or member 
like the other person. This type of resource is likely 
the most commonly studied because, in addition 
to being relatively easy to measure, it is also easily 
given (i.e., affiliation is not a limited resource like 
money). Whereas if an individual exchanges a more 
universal resource such as money or goods (Foa & 
Foa, 1974) there is greater risk that those resources 
will not be reciprocated (given they are limited and 
not all leaders and most members do not have access 
to such resources; see Wilson et al., 2010).

In the studies summarized above information 
and goods were not studied as specific antecedents 
of LMX. It is likely that information and goods 
are still antecedents of LMX but are more diffi-
cult to operationalize and/or observe. Wilson et al. 

(2010) noted that certain resources are more easily 
exchanged between leaders and members because 
it is often difficult for a member to reciprocate the 
same resource. Future research should address this 
gap in the literature and evaluate the salience of 
information and goods (if applicable, which we will 
discuss in more detail later) as predictors of LMX.

Resources as Outcomes of LMX
An alternative way to apply resource theory to 

LMX is to address resources as outcomes of LMX. 
In this section we summarize key pieces from the 
existing literature that look at resources as outcomes 
of LMX. The majority of LMX outcomes in the 
articles reviewed in this section in some way opera-
tionalize Foa and Foa’s definition of services and/
or affiliation. First, in a randomized sample of 254 
nonsupervisory hospital workers nested in 28 work 
groups, Settoon, Bennett, and Liden (1996) clari-
fied the role of LMX in promoting both job per-
formance and citizenship behaviors. They found 
that LMX significantly predicts job performance 
(operationalized as in-role behavior) and citizenship 
behaviors. The particularistic nature of each of these 
variables corresponds with services as defined by 
Foa and Foa. Settoon and colleagues’ (1996) study 
contributes to our understanding of the role of 
exchange relationships between leaders and mem-
bers and the resources (i.e., services) that members 
produce for the organization as a result of LMX.

In a study cited earlier, Wayne, Shore, and Liden 
(1997) tested specific resources as both antecedents 
and outcomes of LMX. They hypothesized that 
affiliation and money (liking and salary expecta-
tions respectively) would result in LMX and that 
LMX would result in increased job performance, 
OCBs, and favor doing. Each of the outcomes they 
evaluated relate to Foa and Foa’s (1974) resource 
category of services. Moreover, these outcomes in 
Wayne and colleagues’ (1997) model are highly 
particularistic—they are specific and concrete as 
described by Foa and Foa (1974). This study is 
unique in that Wayne et al. (1997) demonstrate a 
complete resource exchange relationship through 
LMX. Wayne and colleagues (1997) show that 
LMX is a mediator of resource reciprocity between 
leader and follower.

In another study that tests antecedents and out-
comes of LMX, Aryee and colleagues (2002) dem-
onstrated another type of resource exchange from 
beginning to end. They tested a mediation model 
where affiliation from the supervisor (measured as 
interactional justice) increases trust in the leader (a 
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proxy for LMX) resulting in increased services (mea-
sured as OCBs) from the member. Such studies are 
important given that they demonstrate both ante-
cedents and outcomes of LMX in the same model. 
Masterson et al. (2000) and Aryee et al. (2002) 
demonstrate Gouldner’s principle of reciprocity 
(1960) in that when employees are given resources, 
LMX between the leader and member increases and 
employees seek to return resources. These two stud-
ies also demonstrate how the reciprocated resources 
may be of a different type—potentially as a result of 
constraints on the employee (Wilson et al., 2010).

In a field experiment, Graen, Novak, and 
Sommerkamp (1982) explored the value of LMX 
in garnering improved employee performance. 
In their experimental condition, they conducted 
training with the participants aimed at improv-
ing LMX. The training they facilitated resulted in 
increased LMX across the participating leader and 
member dyads. Graen et al. (1982) used an objec-
tive measure of productivity (i.e., number of cases 
completed per hour) in assessing employee perfor-
mance. Their study found that as LMX increased 
employee productivity also increased. Productivity 
increased 16.3 percent without a loss in quality for 
the experimental group that received LMX training. 
Because employees in their study had control over 
their rate of production, we can extrapolate that 
the employee was providing a particularistic in-role 
behavior—consistent with Foa and Foa’s definition 
of services. The participants in this study responded 
to an increase in LMX by offering service as a 
resource. As one of the first studies specifically look-
ing at outcomes of LMX, it provides a framework 
for understanding the value of LMX in harvesting 
resources from employees.

Taking a slightly different approach, Hofmann, 
Morgeson, and Gerras (2003) examined specific 
safety citizenship behaviors as outcomes of LMX. 
They hypothesized that increased LMX would posi-
tively predict safety-related behaviors. Safety citi-
zenship behaviors were measured using supervisor 
ratings of specific extra-role behaviors of employees. 
Because this measure is a highly particularistic eval-
uation of specific behaviors, it is consistent with Foa 
and Foa’s concept of service resources. Hofmann 
et al. (2003) found support for their hypothesis and 
concluded that LMX resulted in increased service 
resources in the form of safety citizenship behaviors.

Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, and Chen (2005) 
tested task performance and citizenship behaviors as 
outcomes of LMX. Like many of the other studies 
summarized here, Wang et al. (2005) hypothesized 

that LMX would result in increased task perfor-
mance and citizenship behaviors. They measured 
task performance using a scale from Tsui, Pearce, 
Porter, and Tripoli (1997) and citizenship behav-
ior with a translated version of a scale validated 
by Podsakoff and colleagues (1990). Their results 
indicated that LMX positively predicts citizenship 
behaviors and task performance. Both of these out-
come measures are consistent with service resources 
as conceptualized by Foa and Foa (1974).

Liden, Wayne, and Sparrowe (2000) tested 
the relationship between LMX, job performance, 
and organizational commitment. They hypoth-
esized that psychological empowerment mediates 
the relationship between LMX and employee job 
performance. To test their theory they sampled 
337 employees and their immediate supervisors. 
Contrary to their hypothesis, the relationship 
between LMX and employee job performance 
was not mediated by psychological empowerment. 
Unlike earlier experiments (Graen et al., 1982), this 
study operationalized job performance by supervi-
sor ratings of specific job characteristics defined by 
the human resource department. Although relying 
on organization-specific ratings alone may not be 
the best measure of job performance, it is consis-
tent with the category of services as a resource. In 
addition to this finding, Liden et al. (2000) found 
that employee organizational commitment, mea-
sured using the Meyer and Allen (1984) scale, also 
increased as a result of LMX. Referring back to Foa 
and Foa’s six resource types, organizational com-
mitment is consistent with affiliation. When LMX 
increased the employees in this study had greater 
support and affect for their organization. Overall, 
this study is important in that it demonstrates that 
LMX directly results in the exchange of services as 
well as affiliation toward the organization as a whole.

More recently, Van Vianen, Shen, and Chuang 
(2011) examined employee commitment as an out-
come of LMX in a Chinese context. They hypoth-
esized that the relationship between supervisor and 
employee perceptions of person-supervisor fit and 
commitment are mediated by LMX. In their model, 
supervisory commitment and organizational com-
mitment are hypothesized as outcomes of LMX. 
This study operationalized commitment using the 
scale from Cheng et al. (2003) which uses items that 
are theoretically similar to Foa & Foa’s concept of 
affiliation. Using a Taiwanese sample from a vari-
ety of industries, Van Vianen et al. (2011) found 
support for commitment as an outcome of LMX. 
The relationship between LMX and commitment 
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is constant across cultures. Rockstuhl, Dulebohn, 
Ang, and Shore (2012) meta-analyzed the results 
of 282 LMX studies and concluded that the rela-
tionship between LMX and commitment does not 
vary as a function of culture. This suggests that a 
resource view of LMX can be effectively applied 
cross-culturally.

Each of the studies summarized in this section 
evaluate service or affiliation resources as outcomes 
of LMX. Although each of the studies may opera-
tionalize these resources in a slightly different way 
(i.e., task performance, safety behaviors, citizenship 
behaviors), each outcome is consistent with Foa and 
Foa’s categories of service and affiliation resources. 
The outcomes from all of the studies summarized 
here measure highly concrete and particularistic 
behaviors. One reason for this may be the posi-
tional differences between leaders and members. 
As noted by Wilson and colleagues (2010), certain 
constraints may limit the resources that subordi-
nates can exchange with their leader. This requires 
us to think about Gouldner’s norm of reciprocity 
differently. These studies suggest that it may not 
be possible for employees to exchange the same 
type of resource and they may have to resort to 
reciprocating with one or more of their available 
resources—services or affiliation. It is clear that 
services are commonly exchanged as an outcome 
of LMX, however, less is known about other types 
of resources members exchange with leaders. More 
research should be done to determine the implica-
tions of LMX on other types of resource exchanges.

LMX as a Resource Itself
Much early research on LMX was dedicated to 

understanding the role-making process that forms 
the leader-follower (also described as member) 
relationship (e.g. Danserearu, Graen, & Haga, 
1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975). The underly-
ing assumption is that both leaders and members 
enter into relationships with one another for the 
purposes of exchanging valuable resources that 
each hold (Graen & Cashman, 1975) and each 
value. More recent research does not focus on the 
development process involving leader-member 
dyads, but such a focus would be a fruitful avenue 
for research striving to uncover the resources that 
exist in early leader-member dyads. For example, 
“leaders hold a variety of positional resources, such 
as the assignment of interesting tasks, the distribu-
tion of valuable information, and opportunities to 
speak favorably about subordinates to others in the 
organization” (Wilson et al., 2010). Subordinates 

also hold resources in the form of their work effort, 
commitment, initiative and proactive behaviors 
(Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997) that their lead-
ers value. Research also suggests that the quality of 
those relationships differ between leaders and sub-
ordinates, and that leaders often develop different 
“styles” (Liden & Masyln, 1998) based on the rela-
tionship or exchange between individual subordi-
nates (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & 
Cashman, 1975; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & 
Graen, 1980). Differing levels of relational quality 
influence what types and levels of resources are con-
tributed to the relationship and as such, influence 
the creation of certain outcomes.

Theory and research now assumes that the 
LMX process is a multi-dimensional construct 
that considers several components of the com-
plex relational exchange process (Dienesch & 
Liden, 1986). Outcomes such as turnover (Graen, 
Liden, & Hoel, 1982), organizational commitment 
(Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986), job satisfaction 
and satisfaction with supervision (Schriesheim & 
Gardiner, 1992), satisfaction with work (Vecchio & 
Gobdel, 1984), and advancement (Wakabayashi, 
Graen, Graen, & Graen, 1988) are linked to the 
LMX relationship that develops between lead-
ers and members. The expression of these differ-
ent dimensions serves as antecedents to particular 
outcomes. The theoretical foundations supporting 
the multi-dimensionality of LMX are based in role 
theory and social exchange theory (Graen, 1976). 
Role theory provides that the relational role form-
ing process between leaders and members devel-
ops over time through a series of interactions and 
tests. Further, role theory asserts that roles are 
multi-dimensional (Katz & Kahn, 1978) and may 
fulfill a range of relational needs faced by both par-
ties in the relationship. For example, some roles are 
based exclusively on tasks and work-related duties, 
whereas other roles may form based on social inter-
action alone (Liden & Maslyn, 1998). Thus, cer-
tain dimensions of the relationship may emerge as 
significant factors influencing the transaction of 
resources, benefits or outcomes given the intended 
or expected quality of the exchange. Leaders’ and 
members’ roles may also be negotiated based on 
the resources exchanged in the role making pro-
cess. Moreover, those individual roles that develop 
may go beyond work- or task-related behaviors to 
encompass a broader social interactivity (Diensch & 
Liden, 1986).

Specifically, LMX relationships may be based on 
three domains of exchange, or as Dienesch and Liden 
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(1986) suggest, as “three currencies of exchange” 
described as task-related behaviors (e.g., contribu-
tion), loyalty and liking (e.g., affect). Dienesch and 
Liden assert that an exchange relationship may be 
based on one, two or all three domains. A richer 
understanding of the LMX construct therefore, 
helps us to understand not only how relationships 
develop and are maintained, but also the scope of 
how those resources affect both leader and member 
outcomes.

Liden and Maslyn (1998) extended these 
assumptions to empirically support the 
multi-dimensionality of the LMX construct. Their 
research proposes that the LMX construct encom-
passes four dimensions. First, affect is defined as 
the mutual affection members share in the dyad 
(e.g., friendship). Second, loyalty is defined as the 
“expression of public support for the goals and per-
sonal character of the other member in the dyad” 
(Liden & Maslyn, 1998, p. 50). Third, contribution 
is defined as the level of work-related or task-related 
activity each member exerts towards the mutual 
goals of the relationship. And fourth, professional 
respect refers to the perceived reputation that one 
builds inside or outside the organization related to 
one’s line of work (Liden & Maslyn, 1998).

As previously mentioned, by integrating Foa 
and Foa’s (1974) resource theory, Wilson and col-
leagues (2010) suggest that leaders and members 
have access to six categories of resources that they 
can contribute to the exchange relationship with 
their member or leader respectively. Mapping the 
“currencies of exchange” as proposed by Dienesch 
and Liden (1986), we assert that task-related behav-
iors (contribution) may be considered “service,” and 
liking (affect) and loyalty may be considered “affilia-
tion.” Further, the MDM dimensions of affect (i.e., 
affiliation), loyalty (i.e., affiliation), contribution 

(i.e., service) and professional respect (i.e., status) 
map onto the more particular domains as described 
by Foa and Foa (1974; Table 4.2 provides a sum-
mary of these ideas). The more “universal” forms of 
resources, such as goods, money and information, 
represent possible extensions of additional bases 
of exchange that support the creation of distinct 
outcomes.

As described, most research describes the role 
making and exchange process of LMX based on 
what Foa and Foa (1974; 1980) would describe as 
more “particular” forms of resources (e.g. status, 
affiliation and service). Thus, in many ways, the 
MDM measure captures the essence of the rela-
tional or particular forms of resources shared within 
the dyad, yet fails to consider the broader scope of 
the tools or access to resources that a manager has at 
his or her disposal. Future research may seek to bet-
ter understand how these types of resources affect 
not only the role-making process but also serve as 
resources involved in specific leader and member 
outcomes.

Selected Empirical Research Using 
the MDM-LMX

The work by Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, and 
Chen (2005) integrates both the one-on-one rela-
tional and interpersonal aspects of LMX with the 
behavioral approach of transformational leadership 
theories with the outcomes of member’s task perfor-
mance and OCBs. According to theory, the “height-
ened outcomes associated with transformational 
leadership” (Wang et al., 2005, p. 422) are the 
consequence of the resource exchange, role making 
process of LMX (Deluga, 1992). Transformational 
leaders create an environment that enriches the 
LMX process and thus supports important out-
comes such as task performance and improved 

Table 4.2. LMX Dimensions and Resource Category Overlaps.

Liden and Maslyn’s (1998) LMX Dimensions Foa and Foa’s (1974) Resource Categories

Affect: mutual affection within the dyad based on 
interpersonal attraction (e.g., friendship)

Affiliation: expressions of affection/liking, 
warmth or comfort

Loyalty: expression of public support for the goals 
and character of the other dyad member

Affiliation: see above

Contribution: work-oriented activity each member 
of dyad puts forth toward mutual goals

Services: activities that constitute labor for 
another

Professional Respect: perceptions of each dyad 
member’s reputation for excelling at his/her work

Status: expressions of evaluation or judgments 
that include high/low prestige or esteem
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OCBs. In this way, transformational leadership is 
an antecedent to the creation of an enduring, strong 
LMX relationship. In their research, Wang et al. 
(2005) found this to be true by empirically dem-
onstrating that the MDM measure of LMX fully 
mediates the relationship between transformational 
leadership and task performance and organizational 
citizenship behaviors.

Similarly, Sparrowe, Soetjipto, and Kraimer 
(2006) found that when the member perceives 
LMX as low, leaders’ use of inspirational appeal/
exchange is negatively related to members’ helping 
behaviors. When members perceived their LMX as 
high, leader’s exchange tactics were positively related 
to member’s behaviors. We can draw the conclusion 
from this evidence that the MDM measure of LMX 
serves as an anchor from which to interpret member 
behavior.

Other work using the MDM measure of LMX 
also indicates the role of the exchange process 
and the resources themselves in creating beneficial 
member-related outcomes. In particular, Atwater 
and Carmeli (2009) showed that high quality rela-
tionships, as measured by the LMX-MDM, resulted 
in increased creative work involvement. Laschinger, 
Finegan, and Wilk (2009) found that the MDM 
measure of LMX positively influenced psycho-
logical empowerment and organizational commit-
ment at the individual level. Overall, the research 
reviewed suggests that leader-member dyads with 
high affect, loyalty, contribution and professional 
respect, or in other words, dyads that share the 
resources of affiliation, status and service, appear to 
report increased performance, OCBs, and commit-
ment among other outcomes. Most of the outcomes 
examined within these studies, therefore, focus on 
service-related resources (performance and OCBs).

A recent study in 2014 examined employees who 
work with two leaders and therefore have two LMX 
relationships. Specifically, the employees are con-
sultants and have an agency leader from their own 
company who is responsible for project assignments 
and performance management and a client leader 
who is responsible for various aspects of the project, 
schedules and duties (Vidyarthi, Erdogan, Anand, 
Liden, & Chaudhry, 2014). Communication fre-
quency was examined, which is related to infor-
mation resources, and the research found that 
“employees with low-quality LMX-client had more 
positive outcomes when their LMX-agency was 
high and there was a high degree of communica-
tion with the agency leader, indicating that high 
levels of communication with the leader who plays 

a long-term role over the career of the individuals 
can compensate for a low-quality exchange with 
the leader who shapes the daily tasks of the individ-
ual” (Vidyarthi et al., 2014, p. 12). Based on these 
findings, information may be a valuable resource 
in some leader-member dyads and future research 
should examine not only information frequency but 
also information content or quality and how such 
communication influences LMX development and 
quality.

Future Research
The research reviewed suggests a number of 

avenues for future research, some of which have 
already been mentioned previously. Furthermore, 
future research should explore more complete or 
two-way exchange relationships (i.e., exchanges in 
which both the leader and the member provide 
or exchange resources). Only two of the studies 
reviewed above demonstrate a full structural equa-
tion model that demonstrates the flow of resources 
from leader leading to increased LMX, which in 
turn results in the return of resources from the 
member (Aryee et al. 2002; Wayne et al. 1997). In 
addition, future research should specifically look 
at non-service types of resources. In testing a full 
exchange model (a resource predicting LMX which 
then predicts a resource), scholars should explore 
the magnitudes of the effects of different types of 
leader given resources in increasing specific member 
behaviors. Not to mention, LMX may not always 
be the intervening mechanism for increasing mem-
ber behaviors. In addition to LMX, measures of felt 
obligation should be included. It is possible that 
the recipient (typically the member) of the initial 
resource feels indebted to the giver (typically the 
leader). While certain resources may be antecedents 
and/or outcomes of LMX, more work needs to be 
done to incorporate the work of Gouldner (1960). 
It is possible that resources (i.e., services) are out-
comes of the exchange process because the recipient 
of the resource feels obligated to perform for the 
other party.

Another specific area that future research should 
explore is the differences in leader-member behav-
ior when the flow of resources begins with the sub-
ordinate. The studies reviewed in this chapter that 
evaluate the antecedents of LMX all seem to make 
an assumption that the resources first flow from a 
leader to a member. For example, a leader may ini-
tially provide their members with affiliation which 
results in LMX. The member then reciprocates by 
providing services (e.g., increased task performance, 
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OCBs, etc.) to the leader or organization. There is an 
implicit assumption that resources exchanges must 
begin with the leader, as they are the more “pow-
erful” partners in the relationship. The leader may 
have a wider selection of resource types that they 
can provide to their members (e.g., money, services, 
affiliation, information, status, etc.), whereas, the 
member is typically limited in the types of resources 
they can provide their leader (Wilson et al., 2010). 
It appears that in most situations, a member is only 
able to provide their leader with service resources 
(e.g., task performance, OCBs, etc.). Even though 
a member is more constrained in the types of 
resources they can provide they may still initiate the 
exchange process. In essence, current research has 
largely ignored member initiated exchanges with 
leaders. Future research could explore the nature of 
LMX relationships that are initiated by the mem-
ber. If the member initiates a resource exchange, 
does it impact the quality of LMX? As noted above, 
members are usually constrained to offering ser-
vice resources. Given this, the leader may view the 
resource provided as an in-role behavior and may 
view the service as reciprocity for pay. If a leader 
does not view the service as an actual resource, we 
would not expect the quality of LMX to increase. 
Answering such questions in future research could 
elucidate a critical aspect of LMX research and dem-
onstrate that LMX relationships are fundamentally 
initiated by the leader.

An additional question that should be explored 
in future research relates to the differentiation of 
resources from the organization and the leader. The 
research reviewed in this chapter explores LMX 
from a resource perspective and the extant research 
has evaluated resources from the leader. The orga-
nization is an alternative source of resources. Some 
resources may frequently come from an orga-
nization, while others may more frequently be 
provided by the leader. For example, an organiza-
tion is typically the source of monetary resources 
(i.e., salary, bonuses, etc.) whereas the leader is 
more typically the source of affiliation resources. 
Similarly, the leader and the organization may 
both offer the same resources such as status. Some 
existing research has looked at perceived organi-
zational support as an outcome of specific leader 
given resources. Extant research, however, has not 
explored the impact of different resource suppliers 
on LMX relationships and member behaviors. One 
question that remains includes whether the source 
of the resource matters for LMX, leader, and mem-
ber outcomes? Specifically, future research should 

determine if a resource provided by the organiza-
tion increases LMX between the member and the 
leader. It is possible that the member does not 
differentiate between the leader and the organi-
zation as resource exchange partners. As a result, 
the LMX relationship may improve regardless of 
the resource exchange partner. This research could 
be incredibly valuable for organizations in that 
it would provide a framework for understanding 
what types of resources should come from a leader 
and what types of resources should come from the 
organization.

Our review of existing LMX research highlights 
that leader-member dyads experiencing high lev-
els of affect, loyalty, contribution, and professional 
respect have relationships based on the exchange 
of resources that are more relational or particular 
in nature: affiliation, status and service. Outcomes 
from these exchanges appear to report increased per-
formance, OCBs, and commitment as the primary 
product of high-performing LMX relationships. 
While it is accepted that LMX is a relational model 
of leadership, managers do have access to more uni-
versal forms of resources that may be utilized when 
developing member and organizational level types 
of outcomes (e.g., work unit performance, innova-
tion, return-on-assets, etc.). Moreover, it is likely 
that managers have discretionary power over mem-
ber access and allocation to those more universal 
and organizational level resources. Future research 
should examine the processes through which the 
multiple dimensions of LMX impact universal types 
of resource outcomes.

We also propose that research should consider 
how members’ view the discretionary role man-
agers have in determining how resources are allo-
cated to members in their work group or team. It 
is likely that the perceived discretionary role leaders 
have can influence outcomes beyond those already 
empirically determined (e.g., OCBs, performance, 
commitment, etc.). This link between leaders total 
resource exchanges with all employees may describe 
more macro-level outcomes such as team perfor-
mance, for example. In addition, we may also con-
sider how leaders with perceived power, or access to 
more universal resources, are responsible for deter-
mining the quality of the LMX relationship. Would 
we see that leaders who are perceived to have greater 
organizational authority and discretionary power 
over a broader network of resources are viewed as 
more powerful and thus “beyond” the ability to 
form close dyadic relations with members (where 
LMX is not relevant)?
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Finally, as noted in Table 1, goods have not been 
the focus of empirical research regarding LMX as 
far as we are aware. This may be due to the fact that 
many organizations have gift policies that prohibit 
employees from accepting certain gifts or goods 
from others (Donnelly, 2010). Studies could take 
a qualitative approach to examining whether goods 
exchanges still take place between leaders and mem-
bers without the organization’s awareness and what 
implications such exchanges hold for LMX quality. 
As discussed throughout this review, Table 1 also 
highlights the need for much more research on a 
number of the resource categories (e.g., status and 
information) outlined by Foa and Foa (1974) and 
the leader-member exchange relationship.

Conclusion
Herein, we reviewed a number of key empirical 

studies that have investigated various antecedents 
and outcomes of LMX, with a focus on antecedents 
and outcomes that could be classified as resources. 
Overall, we concluded that a great deal of research has 
studied affiliation-related resources as the main ante-
cedents of LMX, whereas service-related resources 
appear to be the main outcome of LMX. We also 
reviewed research that investigated LMX using the 
MDM and framed this multidimensional approach 
to LMX as viewing LMX itself as a resource. Again, 
service-related resources appeared to be a key out-
come of LMX. Future research will hopefully con-
tinue to examine resources and LMX, especially 
different types of resources (e.g., status and infor-
mation) and how they affect the LMX relationship, 
as well as begin to address the question of whether 
high-quality LMX relationships throughout an orga-
nization can be utilized as a beneficial resource for 
organizations in terms of firm performance, innova-
tion, or other organization-level outcomes.
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