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Although Leader–Member Exchange (LMX) theory suggests that leaders and followers see their relationship
similarly as a function of repeated role exchanges, empirical research has found only modest levels of
agreement between leader and follower LMX ratings. This is not only problematic theoretically, it also brings
up the question as towhether leader–follower dyadmembers are even aware of the lack of convergence of their
relationship perceptions. To explore this issue, we draw from social psychology research on close relationships
to introduce the construct of LMX metaperceptions (i.e., a person’s inference of how the other person in the
dyad feels about their relationship) and then utilize the dyadic model of metaperceptions to investigate the
accuracy (i.e., the extent to which LMX metaperceptions are consistent with the other dyad member’s LMX
ratings) and bias (i.e., the extent to which LMXmetaperceptions are colored by the dyadmember’s own LMX
ratings) of LMXmetaperceptions. We find that LMXmetaperceptions are not only inaccurate but also biased.
To shed light on what can alleviate bias and promote accuracy, we examine power dependence—an inherent
feature of leader–follower relationships—and highlight its downside in engendering greater levels of bias for
more powerful leaders. Moreover, we revisit LMX agreement through dyadic analyses and find that at the
dyadic level it may be even weaker than what previous research has found. Overall, this research offers a more
complete picture of leader–follower relationship perceptions and provides an important dyadic perspective for
future research aimed at promoting mutual understanding between leaders and followers.
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Theleader–followerrelationship isoneof themost importantwork-
related relationshipsapersoncanhave.Therearemany reasons for the
importance of this relationship, including its role as a conduit of
resources and support for both parties (Liden et al., 2016). Consider-
able research has attested to the importance of the leader–follower
relationship, demonstrating that high-quality relationships motivate
employees’ work performance (Dulebohn et al., 2012), facilitate
professional development (Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994), and
promote well-being (Sparr & Sonnentag, 2008). Further, positive
exchange of resources is also beneficial for leaders’ career develop-
ment and success (Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; Wilson et al., 2010).
Because of its importance, a body of theoretical and empirical

research has been published over the last 45 years outlining the
development and maturation of leader–follower relationships. Ac-
cording to Leader–Member Exchange (LMX) theory (Dienesch &
Liden, 1986; Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987), leaders and

followers “test out” their relationship through a series of role-taking
and role-making episodes until the relationship “becomes institu-
tionalized, and the understandings are widely visible and under-
stood,” resulting in what has been termed “role routinization”
(Graen & Scandura, 1987, p. 185). Although a wealth of research
supports LMX theory’s suggestion that high-quality relationships
are associated with desirable outcomes (Dulebohn et al., 2012;
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Martin et al., 2016), there has been
less empirical support for other key aspects of LMX theory.

Importantly, LMX theory suggests that mutuality (i.e., that lea-
ders and followers see the relationship similarly as a function of
repeated role exchanges) is an outcome of leader–follower relation-
ship building (Graen & Scandura, 1987). Yet, two large-scale meta-
analytic reviews found that the relationship between leader- and
follower-reported LMX was moderate (ρ = .37; Gerstner & Day,
1997; Sin et al., 2009). Although this effect size might be viewed as
substantial when considering predictor–criterion relationships more
generally (Bosco et al., 2015), it is surprisingly small given that it
putatively reflects LMX agreement between the two dyadic partners.
A reasonable conclusion is that sharing less than 14% of the variance
in reports of their experienced relationship with each other falls short
of the mutuality posited in the original LMX theory.

This low level of convergence between leader- and follower-
reported LMX has been identified as an important theoretical
question in and of itself (Erdogan & Bauer, 2014). Because the
original theoretical mechanism of role routinization is insufficient to
explain the persistently low level of LMX agreement, research is
needed in order to extend our understanding of leader–follower
relationships. Toward that end, scholars have begun to question
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whether leaders and followers are even aware of the lack of LMX
convergence (Matta et al., 2015).
Better understanding the nature of leader–follower relationship

awareness can help identify potential relational blind spots that
might be negatively impacting leader–follower relationships. In so
doing, this would help fill important gaps in LMX theory and guide
future relationship-based leadership research. For example, if dyad
members are accurately aware of the lack of convergence, this
implies that LMX scholars should seek to further understand why
dyad members are not motivated to solve the divergence in their
relational experience. Alternatively, if dyad members lack aware-
ness of their discrepant relationship perceptions, the bottleneck of
leader–follower relationships could then be attributed to the possi-
bility that dyad members are limited by certain factors from having
accurate insights about each other. As these examples show, inves-
tigating the extent to which leaders and followers are accurately
aware of the lack of convergence in their relationship perceptions
can shed light on an important aspect of LMX theory that has long
puzzled leadership scholars.
Notably, focusing on leader- and follower-reported LMX without

explicitly modeling the inference each relationship partner makes
about the other partner creates difficulties when investigating whether
such relational insights are consistent with the other party’s relational
perception. In this regard, some leadership scholars have noted that
“integrating some of the theoretical concepts and methodologies
developed within the close relationship literature with relationship-
based approaches to leadership can give new insights into the leader-
follower relationship” (Thomas et al., 2013, p. S64). Accordingly, we
draw from social psychology research on interpersonal perceptions
(Kenny & DePaulo, 1993) and incorporate metaperceptions—defined
as a person’s inference of how the other person in the dyad feels about
their relationship (Laing et al., 1966)—into LMX inquiries.1

Aswith other types of relationships, leaders and followers are often
motivated to make inferences about each other due to the importance
of their ongoing work relationships. In other words, LMX metaper-
ceptions (i.e., dyad members’ inferences of how the other party feels
about their leader–follower relationship) should be an important
component of LMX accounts. In addition to enriching scholarly
conceptualization of leader–follower relationships, the introduction
of LMX metaperceptions allows for a much-needed empirical exam-
ination of the extent to which leaders and members are accurately
aware of the lack of LMX agreement as noted by Matta et al. (2015).
Specifically, the social psychology model of dyadic metaperceptions
provides a comprehensive framework that dissects the sources of
accuracy and bias in relationship perceptions (Kenny & DePaulo,
1993; West & Kenny, 2011), thus holding great promise in illumi-
nating the blind spots of leader–follower relational cognitions.
In addition, investigating LMXmetaperceptions along with LMX

provides an opportunity to clarify the theoretical meaning of each
construct. Although LMX theorizing centers around dyad members’
contribution of resources to their relationship (i.e., mutual exchange
of resources; see Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Scandura, 1987;
Sparrowe & Liden, 1997), existing LMX conceptualizations (and
associated operationalizations) do not always unambiguously cap-
ture dyad members’ resource contributions to the relationship (see
Liden et al., 2015 for a review). Further, some commonly used
LMX measures may inadvertently assess LMX and LMX metaper-
ceptions, as they contain items that reflect both aspects (e.g., “do
you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do”

from LMX-7, Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). As such, distinguishing
LMX from LMX metaperceptions can provide much-needed clarity
to the relationship-oriented leadership literature.

Furthermore, leadership scholars have made repeated calls to
identify relational factors that can alleviate misunderstanding in
leader–follower relationships (e.g., Erdogan & Bauer, 2014; Sin
et al., 2009), which echoes social psychologists’ emphasis on
identifying moderators that can influence the accuracy and bias
of metaperceptions (West & Kenny, 2011). This line of inquiry will
extend LMX theory by identifying what factors can potentially
promote mutual awareness between the leader and the follower.
Toward that end, the leader–follower relationship is characterized
by power dependence, with the leader usually controlling the
positional and personal resources that the follower values (Graen &
Scandura, 1987; Pfeffer, 1981). Problematically, research on power
dependence indicates that the experience of power can induce biased
information processing (Fiske, 1993; Galinsky et al., 2006). There-
fore, power dependence warrants attention from leadership scholars
as it can potentially influence accuracy and bias in leader–follower
relationship perceptions.

Finally, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) pointed out that LMX, which
captures the relationship domain of leadership, can be studied from
different (e.g., group, dyad, individual) levels of analysis. Although
other levels can certainly yield important insights regarding LMX,
dyadic inquiries—with the research design correctly aligned with
the dyadic theory—should be the pivotal approach to studying this
relationship-based approach to leadership. Yet surprisingly,
Krasikova and LeBreton (2012) found that “dyadic constructs
[including LMX] have rarely been examined from the perspectives
of both dyad members and with dyadic analyses” (p. 741; see also
Gooty et al., 2012; Schriesheim et al., 1999; Yammarino et al.,
2005). Accordingly, both leadership and research methodology
scholars (Joseph et al., 2011; Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012;
Thomas et al., 2013) have called for researchers to employ the
reciprocal one-with-many design (OWM; Kenny et al., 2006;
Marcus et al., 2009) to study LMX. Using the reciprocal OWM
design not only fits naturally with the dyadic questions raised earlier,
but also allows researchers to revisit the issue of LMX agreement
through a truly dyadic lens. This provides an opportunity to further
deepen scholarly understanding of the nature of the moderate level
of agreement between leaders and followers.

Given this context, the current research has three goals. First, we
incorporate LMX metaperceptions into the conceptualization of
leader–follower relationships and utilize the social psychology
model of metaperceptions as the guiding framework to investigate
the accuracy and bias of LMX metaperceptions. Second, we exam-
ine dyadic power dependence as a contingency factor that can
influence the accuracy and bias of LMX metaperceptions. Third,
we reanalyze the LMX agreement to gain a more comprehensive
understanding of the relational nuances. Overall, the current
research seeks to take stock of past LMX research by revisiting
LMX agreement and extend the theoretical horizon of LMX
research by investigating the accuracy and bias of LMX

1 The term “metaperception” is often written as “meta-perception.” Fol-
lowing the seminal work of Laing et al. (1966, p. 4), we are using the
unhyphenated “metaperception” as it is consistent with their use of the term
“metaperspectives” (i.e., “my view of the other’s (your, his, her, their)
view of me.”)
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metaperceptions and the moderating role of power dependence. To
do so, we employ the reciprocal OWM model to align the research
design with the dyadic nature of our research goals.

LMX Metaperceptions

Metaperceptions are prevalent in interpersonal relationships, as
individualsaremotivated to inferhowotherpeople feel aboutand tend
to behave toward them (Laing et al., 1966; Swann, 1984). In other
words, individuals make metaperceptions about the other party. For
example, strangers try to figure out the first impression that they have
made on others (Carlson et al., 2010). Romantic partners are moti-
vated todiscernwhether theyare livingup to the ideal standardheldby
the other party (Campbell et al., 2013). In the workplace, coworkers
want to find out whether their work partners are competing against
them (Eisenkraft et al., 2017). In sum, a large body of research
supports the importance ofmetaperceptions in interpersonal relation-
ships (Eisenkraft et al., 2017; Elfenbein et al., 2009; Fletcher&Kerr,
2010; Kenny & DePaulo, 1993). That is, in any interpersonal rela-
tionship, the dyad member has their own affective and behavioral
tendency toward the partner. Additionally, given the interdependent
nature of relationships (Rusbult&VanLange,2003), thedyadmember
also has good reason to care about how the partner feels about
their relationship. These two components—one being self-directed
(i.e., one’s own relationship perceptions) and the other being other-
focused (i.e., metaperceptions)—tap into theoretically distinct ele-
ments of interpersonal perceptions and complement each other in
offering a nuanced, dyadic account of relationships.
While social psychologists studying close relationships have long

recognized the importance of both components in relationship
research, applied psychologists studying workplace relationships
have only recently started to investigate the topic of metaperceptions
(Campagna et al., 2020; Eisenkraft et al., 2017; Elfenbein et al.,
2009; Hu et al., 2014). We introduce the construct of LMX meta-
perceptions into research on relationship-based approaches to lead-
ership and highlight how LMX metaperceptions and LMX
perceptions are both important components of a truly dyadic account
of leader–follower relationships.
Both role theory (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and social exchange

theory accounts of LMX (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Sparrowe &
Liden, 1997) postulate that leaders and followers contribute valued
resources (e.g., affect, loyalty) to foster their relationship with each
other. The relationship quality varies in accordance with the extent to
which the provision of resources is reciprocated (Sparrowe & Liden,
1997). In their review, Joseph et al. (2011) noted that it helps clarify
the nature of leader–follower relationships by specifying whether the
individual is providing the resources to the relationship or offering
insights regarding the provision of resources by the other party. For
example, a leader can report their provision of resources such as
loyalty (e.g., I would come to my follower’s defense) and their
inference of the follower’s provision of resources (e.g., I think my
follower would come to my defense). Importantly, although the two
components may be interrelated to varying degrees, they are theoreti-
cally distinct components in relationship perceptions (West & Kenny,
2011). Interestingly, although resource contribution is a fundamental
aspect of LMX theory (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997), it is not always acknowledged that
dyad members not only make their own contribution to the relation-
ship, but they also make inferences about their partner’s contribution.

Based on this critical notion, we suggest that a dyadic approach to
LMX involves two important components. First, a dyad member’s
LMX reflects their tendency to contribute important resources to the
relationship. This is what is most typically conceptualized and
studied under the auspices of LMX. Second, LMX metaperceptions
reflect a dyad member’s inference about the other member’s likeli-
hood of contributing important resources to the relationship. A focus
on LMXmetaperceptions enables us to explore an underappreciated
element of leader–member relationships. This approach is not
intended to minimize the value of other conceptualizations of
LMX (see Liden et al., 2015 for a comprehensive review), but
we believe that differentiating LMX from LMX metaperceptions is
an important perspective that provides unique insight into the
nuanced nature of leader–follower relationship perceptions. More
importantly, it allows for an empirical investigation of whether
leaders and followers are accurately aware of the lack of conver-
gence between their relationship perceptions.

Accuracy and Bias of LMX Metaperceptions

Regarding the extent to which the leader and the follower are
aware of their discrepant relationship perceptions, social psychology
research on relationship perceptions offers a critical framework to
understand the accuracy and bias of metaperceptions (Figure 1).
Specifically, according to the model of interpersonal perceptions
(Elfenbein et al., 2009; Kenny & DePaulo, 1993; West & Kenny,
2011), an individual’s judgment can be inaccurate and/or biased to
different degrees. In other words, the question of awareness regard-
ing LMXdisagreement is decomposed into accuracy and bias to take
into account the dyadic nature of relationship perceptions. Sup-
ported by a large body of research on interpersonal perceptions
(West & Kenny, 2011), this approach is superior to subjective
assessments of discrepancy (e.g., asking leaders and followers to
report if they perceive any LMX discrepancy), which may lack
validity (e.g., Edwards et al., 2006).

Dyadic metaperceptions can be biased, as the dyad member may
project how they feel about the relationship onto the inference about
the other party. In other words, self-projection bias occurs when a
dyad member’s LMX metaperceptions are strongly colored by their
own LMX. For example, when the follower is loyal toward the
leader and thereby infers that the leader is also loyal toward them,
the follower is committing self-projection bias. Further, metaper-
ceptions about the other dyad member can be accurate to the extent
that they closely match the other member’s actual feeling. This
relationship is referred to as direct meta-accuracy. In the example of
loyalty, there is evidence for direct meta-accuracy if the follower’s
inference about the leader’s loyalty toward them is consistent with
the leader’s loyalty toward the follower.

Together, self-projection bias and direct meta-accuracy highlight
how one dyad member’s metaperceptions about the other are jointly
influenced by both parties, thus capturing the dyadic nature of interper-
sonal relationships. Importantly, self-projection bias and direct meta-
accuracy are two distinct processes that do not necessarily trade-off
(West & Kenny, 2011). Rather, they should be investigated simulta-
neously, as the lackof self-projection bias does not necessarily indicate
metaperceptions are accurate. Further, as self-projectionbias anddirect
meta-accuracy both capture relationships between variables, they
provide more granular results (i.e., magnitude of a relationship) than
a dichotomous answer as towhether or not there is accurate awareness.
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Accordingly, we draw from the relationship literature that has investi-
gatedbias and accuracyof interpersonal perceptions tohypothesize the
magnitude of self-projection bias and direct meta-accuracy in LMX
metaperceptions.
Regarding self-projection bias, Kenny and DePaulo (1993) re-

viewed the literature on interpersonal perceptions and concluded
that the primary basis of metaperceptions is self-perceptions. In
other words, there is a strong, robust self-projection bias. More
recently, Carlson et al. (2011) showed, through a three-study inves-
tigation and a meta-analytic review, that there is a relatively reliable
yet small direct meta-accuracy effect. Notably, most of this literature
has been conducted in nonwork contexts (Carlson & Kenny, 2012;
Kenny & DePaulo, 1993). To date, only a handful of studies on
metaperceptions have been conducted in organizational settings.
Specifically, using a sample of first-year MBA students assigned
into groups, Elfenbein et al. (2009) found evidence for both self-
projection bias and direct meta-accuracy in metaperceptions of
respect. Notably, the magnitude of self-projection bias was greater
than that of direct meta-accuracy. In another study, Eisenkraft et al.
(2017) found significant self-projection bias in judgments of inter-
personal liking among group members and salespeople. However,
direct meta-accuracy was near zero and nonsignificant. Taken
together, extant research from both nonwork and work settings
suggests that self-projection bias is stronger than direct meta-
accuracy in dyadic metaperceptions.
In dyadic cognitions, the strong self-projection bias may reflect a

cognitive strategy whereby the dyad member relies on their own
relationship perceptions when making inferences about the other
member (Eisenkraft et al., 2017; Kenny & DePaulo, 1993). Moreover,
the weak direct meta-accuracy may be largely due to the difficulty in
gleaning relational cues from the dyad partner (Kenny & DePaulo,
1993). In other words, dyad members resort to their own relationship
perceptions but fail to keep track of their partner’s feelings when
making metaperceptions. Notably, support for this notion was found
among group members and colleagues (Eisenkraft et al., 2017;
Elfenbein et al., 2009), whose work relationships are usually on an
equal footing and thus free of obstacles such as status differential. In
contrast, leaders and followers have a host of marked differences in
terms of job responsibilities and organizational status, which can make
it even more difficult for them to gain accurate insights of each other
(Ferris et al., 2009; Graen&Scandura, 1987). Therefore, whenmaking
LMXmetaperceptions, leaders and followers may heavily rely on their

own LMX perceptions but fail to discern the other party’s LMX
perception. In other words, we expect self-projection bias to be
substantially stronger than direct meta-accuracy such that a dyad
member’s LMX metaperceptions are more likely to be biased by their
own LMX than to be accurate in relation to the other member’s LMX.

Hypothesis 1: In dyadic LMX metaperceptions, self-projection
bias is significantly stronger than direct meta-accuracy.

Power Dependence as a Moderator

Having hypothesized the accuracy and bias of LMX metapercep-
tions, we turn to power dependence as a moderator in leader–follower
relationship perceptions. Due to its ubiquity in organizations
(Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer, 1981), power dependence constitutes an
inherent structural element of the leader–follower relationship. Early
LMX theorizing emphasized the importance of the leader’s power,
positing that “the success of the role-emergence process” is partly
contingent uponwhether the leader has “reasonably attractive positional
and personal (power) resources and the imagination to employ them”
(Graen & Scandura, 1987, p. 185). As the follower can also possess
resources that the leader values, subsequent theoretical work has high-
lighted the follower’s potential power over the leader (Sparrowe&Liden,
1997; Wilson et al., 2010), recognizing that social exchange is pre-
dicated on the mutual dependence between two parties (Molm, 1991).

Critically, power dependence—a prominent feature of leader–
follower relationships—can prove counterproductive for relation-
ship cognitions. Fiske’s (1993) power as control model posits that
the powerless member is attentive to the powerful partner in order to
enhance the prediction of those who control the valued resources. In
contrast, as the powerful member lacks motivation and resources to
pay close attention to the powerless, the powerful is likely to rely on
mental shortcuts to form inferences about the powerless. In other
words, power dependence affords the powerful the luxury of
distorted relationship perceptions. In this regard, incorporating
power dependence as a moderator extends LMX research by
revealing the caveat of leader–follower power differentials.

Consistent with Emerson’s (1962) formulation of power depen-
dence, we investigate power dependence as a dyadic contingency,
recognizing that within a given dyad, the leader and the follower can
be dependent on each other to varying degrees. Critically, the dyadic
view of power dependence allows for nuanced representations of

Figure 1
Model of Dyadic Metaperceptions

Direct
meta-accuracy

Dyad Partner’s feelings 
toward perceiver

Dyad Perceiver’s 
feelings toward partner

Dyad Perceiver’s meta-
perceptions about partner’s 
feelings toward perceiver

Self-projection
bias

Dyadic 
reciprocity

Note. Generalized reciprocity is not included in the model as it is not at the dyadic level.
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power dynamics between the leader and the follower in that dyad
member A’s dependence on B (e.g., the leader relies on the follower
to finish a critical task) does not necessarily mean B is not dependent
on A (e.g., the follower’s promotion prospect is determined by the
leader). In other words, the two parties’ power dependence on each
other is not on opposite ends of the same continuum.
Specifically, we expect that power dependence moderates self-

projection bias, such that the powerful have free reign to rely on their
own LMX perceptions when making LMX metaperceptions. In
support of this prediction, in a series of experiments, participants
primed with higher levels of power drew a letter “E” on their forehead
from their own visual perspective, relied heavily on their own
experience when inferring their partner’s background and emotional
experiences (Galinsky et al., 2006). Similarly, the LMX metapercep-
tions of the dyad member who has lower levels of dependence on the
other dyad member and on whom the other dyad member is highly
dependent on will be heavily biased by their own LMX. Moreover,
we hypothesize that power dependence moderates direct meta-
accuracy, such that the powerless will be more motivated to attend
to relational cues from the powerful. In a study examining metaper-
ceptions in outcome-dependent situations (Kaplan et al., 2009),
participants interviewed by a stranger that they believed controlled
their outcomes paid more attention to the interviewer in making
metaperceptions of how the interviewer thought about them. In
comparison, for those who were led to believe the interviewer did
not control their outcomes, their metaperceptions were not as accu-
rate. As such, it is reasonable to expect the powerless dyadmember—
who has higher levels of dependence on the other dyad member and
on whom the other dyad member is less dependent on—will be more
accurate and less biased when making LMX metaperceptions.

Hypothesis 2: Power dependence moderates self-projection
bias such that the dyad member who is more dependent on
the other member (2a) and on whom the other member is less
dependent upon (2b) has weaker self-projection bias.

Hypothesis 3: Power dependence moderates direct meta-
accuracy such that the dyad member who is more dependent
on the other member (3a) and on whom the other member is less
dependent upon (3b) has stronger direct meta-accuracy.

LMX Reciprocity

Importantly, the convergence of LMX and the accurate awareness
of convergence provide a complete picture of dyadic LMX relation-
ship cognitions. Therefore, after hypothesizing the nuances regarding
LMX metaperceptions, we revisit the magnitude of the convergence
of leader- and follower-reported LMX. Intuitively, when two parties’
provisions of resources to their relationship are correlated, the
relationship reflects the social exchange processes that form the
foundation of LMX theory (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Sparrowe &
Liden, 1997). In this sense, investigating LMX convergence carries
critical theoretical implications. To date, two meta-analytic reviews
have been conducted to understand its magnitude (Gerstner & Day,
1997; Sin et al., 2009). Nevertheless, good reasons exist to further
deepen scholarly understanding of this important issue.
First, when viewed through our conceptualizations of LMX vis-à-

vis LMX metaperceptions, past LMX scales have largely conflated
perceptions and metaperceptions in the operationalization of LMX

(see the Method section for details). Therefore, the exact theoretical
underpinning of the correlation between leader- and follower-
reported LMX becomes less clear. Second, as a leader interacts
with multiple followers (Graen&Uhl-Bien, 1995), social exchanges
between leaders and followers can be described within a multilevel
framework. The social exchange at the between-leader level reflects
whether leaders offering more (compared with those who offer less)
resources to their followers will receive more resources from their
followers in return. In comparison, dyadic social exchange (i.e., at
the within-leader level) captures for a given leader, whether the
leader and their followers have similar exchange tendencies toward
each other. In other words, analyzing LMX convergence through a
multilevel lens holds promise to offer a more nuanced understanding
of the social exchange processes underlying LMX.

These two social exchange levels are difficult to separate unless they
are theorized and analyzed through a multilevel lens. Yet, despite the
large volume of LMX research, LMX studies that have taken this
approach are still rare (see Krasikova & LeBreton, 2012, for a review).
As the level of analysis sits at the core of LMX theory (Erdogan &
Bauer, 2014; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), the two levels of LMX
convergence warrant empirical attention. To be sure, submitting
LMX convergence to multilevel analyses may not necessarily lead
to meaningfully different conclusions. For example, social exchange at
both the between-leader and within-leader levels might approximate
the meta-analytic effect size reported in past research. In that case,
empirically establishing this can add to the robustness of past findings.

Alternatively, it is possible that multilevel conceptualizations can
yield new insights regarding leader–follower relationships. In that
regard, recent research highlights that failing to take a multilevel lens
risks masking important nuances underlying relational phenomena
(e.g., Kluger & Malloy, 2019). For example, the moderate level of
LMX convergence may be largely driven by the social exchange at
one specific level but not the other. To explore this issue, we estimate
LMX convergence at the between-leader and the within-leader levels.
In keeping with the terminology of the multilevel method for dyadic
analyses (Kenny et al., 2006), we refer to social exchange at the
between-leader level as generalized reciprocity and social exchange at
the within-leader level as dyadic reciprocity.

Research Question: What are the magnitudes of generalized
and dyadic reciprocity of LMX?

Overall, we seek to understand the relational nuances under-
lying leader–follower metaperceptions by examining the self-
projection bias and direct meta-accuracy of LMX metaperceptions
(Hypothesis 1), the moderating role of power dependence (Hypothe-
ses 2 and 3), and to evaluate the reciprocity of LMX (Research
Question). Figure 2 summarizes our research model.

Method

Participants and Procedure

We invited 102 managers and 375 subordinates from 102 chain
convenience stores in Eastern China to participate in this study.2

2 This study was approved by the Institutional ReviewBoard of the School
of Management at Nanjing University (study title: “Meta-Perceptions for
Leader-Follower Relationship”; Protocol 2018DE01). The data presented in
this article were part of a broader data collection effort.
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Sponsored by the human resource department of the company, study
information was circulated through the organization’s internal listserv.
Potential participants were informed that this study was for research
purposes only and were ensured the confidentiality of their survey
responses. Both managers and subordinates were asked to complete an
online survey. Because multiple subordinates reported to a single
manager, managers were asked to report their LMX, LMX metaper-
ceptions, and power dependence in their relationship with every
subordinate. For subordinates, they reported their LMX, LMX meta-
perceptions, and power dependence in their relationship with their
manager. A total of 94 managers and 257 subordinates took the survey
(overall response rate = 73.6%). The correct estimation of reciprocal
one-with-many design requires complete data from the manager and
more than one of their subordinates (Kenny et al., 2006; Marcus et al.,
2009). Using this criterion, we kept complete data from 64 managers
and 181 subordinates from 64 stores (average span of control = 2.83,
SD = .90, min = 2, max = 5).3 Managers were 67.2% female and
subordinates were 90.6% female. On average, managers were
34.06 years old (SD = 6.97) and subordinates were 37.56 years old
(SD = 6.94). As study measures were first developed in English, we
followed Brislin’s (1970) procedure for translation–back translation to
ensure accuracy prior to data collection. A 7-point scale (1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree) was used for all study measures.

Measures

LMX

Following several LMX scholars’ recommendations (Erdogan &
Bauer, 2014; Liden et al., 2015), we used the multidimensional LMX
scale (LMX-MDM; Liden & Maslyn, 1998).4 LMX-MDM went
through a rigorous process of psychometric validation and measures
four dimensions of leader–follower relationships (i.e., affect, loyalty,
contribution, and professional respect). It was first developed from the
follower’s perspective. The original affect, contribution, and profes-
sional respect items assess the follower’s tendency to contribute these
resources to the leader. However, the loyalty dimension assesses the
follower’s inference about whether the leader would come to their
defense, thus reflecting the follower’s LMX metaperceptions. There-
fore, we revised the loyalty items to measure the follower’s tendency
to be loyal toward the leader. Subordinates were asked to think about

their relationship with their manager in the past month and complete
the revised 12-item LMX-MDM (α = .87).

As each store manager supervised multiple subordinates, using
the 12-item scale to assess their relationship with each subordinate
would greatly increase survey length and result in respondent
fatigue. To mitigate this concern, we administered a shortened
four-item scale to managers, using the item with the highest factor
loading from each dimension in Liden and Maslyn (1998). Man-
agers were asked to think about their relationship with each subor-
dinate in the past month when answering the questions (α = .64). In
adapting these scales, we followed standard recommendations
(Heggestad et al., 2019) and conducted a study to examine the
validity of the scale adaptation (see Appendix A).

LMX Metaperceptions

We measured LMX metaperceptions such that all items reflected
inferences about the other member’s exchange tendencies, not how
participants themselves felt about their relationship with the other
members. Specifically, participants were asked to infer how the
other dyad member felt about their relationship and indicate their
agreement with the items. Similar to LMX, subordinates filled out a
12-item scale (α = .88) whereas managers completed a four-item
measure for the relationship with every subordinate (α = .73). To
minimize confusion and ensure measurement accuracy, we

Figure 2
Research Model

Direct
meta-accuracyDyad Partner’s LMX

Dyad Perceiver’s LMX

Dyad Perceiver’s LMX 
metaperceptions about 

partner

Self-projection
bias

Dyadic 
reciprocity

Within a given leader-follower dyad
Power dependence

Note. When the term dyad perceiver is used to describe the follower, the term dyad partner describes the leader;
when the term dyad perceiver is used to describe the leader, the term dyad partner describes the follower. Generalized
reciprocity is not included in the model as it is not at the dyadic level. LMX = Leader–Member Exchange.

3 The final manager sample was not significantly different from the
excluded managers with respect to age (mean difference = 2.01,
t(78) = 1.08, ns) or gender (χ2(1) = 2.75, ns). Similarly, there were no
significant differences between the final subordinate sample and those
excluded with respect to age (mean difference = .42, t(242) = .42, ns) or
gender (χ2(1) = .21, ns).

4 The other commonly used LMX scale—LMX-7 (Graen&Uhl-Bien, 1995)
—contains items assessing both relationship perceptions and metaperceptions.
For example, items such as “do you usually know how satisfied your leader is
with what you do” and “regardless of the amount of formal authority your
leader has, what are the chances that they would ‘bail you out’ at their
expense” are assessing the follower’s inference of how the leader feels about
and tends to behave toward them (i.e., metaperceptions). In contrast, other
items such as “howwould you characterize yourworking relationshipwith your
leader” are measuring how the follower feels about their relationship with their
leader (i.e., relationship perceptions). Given our focus on differentiating dyadic
LMX perceptions and LMX metaperceptions, we did not use this measure.
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presented LMX metaperception items in another block separate
from LMX items. In the instructions, we emphasized that the
following items were about their inferences of the other dyad
member, not how they perceived the relationship themselves.
Table 1 presents the original LMX-MDM, the revised follower’s
LMX, and the follower’s LMXmetaperceptions scales. Table 1 also
notes how the measures were modified for use by leaders.

Power Dependence

As stated earlier, we examined power dependence as a dyadic
variable. Subordinates rated their dependence on their manager
using the five-item scale (e.g., My supervisor has certain influence
on my promotion prospects; α = .73) from Chou et al. (2005).
Managers reported their dependence on each subordinate with
the two-item scale (e.g., I’m dependent on [name of subordinate]
for career goals [e.g., promotion, development] that I care about;
α = .89) from Wee et al. (2017).

Control

Past research indicates that dyadic interaction can influence
leader–follower relationship agreement (Sin et al., 2009). There-
fore, we measured subordinates’ dyadic interaction with their leader
with the five-item scale from Pearce and Gregersen (1991). Sub-
ordinates indicated their agreement to the five items (e.g., I work
closely with my supervisor in doing my work; α = .71).

Analytical Approach

We used the reciprocal OWMdesign to analyze study data through
the linearmixed-effectsmodel procedure inSPSS (Kenny et al., 2006;
Marcus et al., 2009). This design can be thought of as a special case of
multilevel modeling, where followers are nested within leaders
(Marcus et al., 2009). However, what distinguishes the reciprocal
OWM design from past multilevel LMX research that has only
surveyed one party (e.g., followers) is its reciprocal nature
(Krasikova&LeBreton,2012).That is,both the leaderand the follower
report on their dyadic relationship. In other words, there are two
outcomes froma dyad (i.e., eachdyadmember reports their outcome),
although theyare estimated simultaneously throughonemodel (Kashy
&Kenny, n.d.; Kenny et al., 2006;Marcus et al., 2009). In the current
study, the two dyad members’ LMX metaperceptions serve as the
outcomevariableswhentestingHypotheses1–3,whereas theResearch
Question involves the two dyad members’ LMX perceptions as out-
comes.Toincorporatethereciprocalstructureofdyadicdata,reciprocal
OWM analysis utilizes the two-intercept approach of multilevel
modeling (e.g., Raudenbush et al., 1995) to estimate separate inter-
cepts and residuals for both the leader’s and the follower’s ratings.Two
dummy variables were created to designate the roles of leader and
follower, respectively.

The reciprocal OWM design offers at least two important ad-
vantages when it comes to studying relationships. We illustrate its
advantages with an example where the dyadic outcomes are LMX
perceptions, though we note these advantages apply to any relational

Table 1
LMX-Related Measures

Original LMX-MDM (Liden & Maslyn, 1998) Revised follower’s LMX Follower’s LMX metaperceptions

Affect
I like my manager very much as a person. I like my manager very much as a person. I think my manager likes me very much as a person.
My manager is the kind of person one would like

to have as a friend.
My manager is the kind of person one would like
to have as a friend.

I feel mymanager considers me the kind of person one
would like to have as a friend.

My manager is a lot of fun to work with. My manager is a lot of fun to work with. I feel my manager finds it a lot of fun to work with me.

Loyalty
My manager defends (would defend) my work

actions to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.

I defend (would defend) my manager’s work
actions to others, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.

I think my manager defends (would defend) my work
actions to a superior, even without complete
knowledge of the issue in question.

My manager would come to my defense if I were
“attacked” by others.

I would come to my manager’s defense if they
were “attacked” by others.

I feel my manager would come to my defense if I were
“attacked” by others.

My manager would defend me to others in the
organization if I made an honest mistake.

I would defend my manager to others in the
organization if they made an honest mistake.

I think my manager would defend me to others in the
organization if I made an honest mistake.

Contribution
I do work for my manager that goes beyond what

is expected of me in my job.
I do work for my manager that goes beyond what
is expected of me in my job.

I think my manager does work for me that goes
beyond what is expected of him/her in the job.

I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those
normally required, to meet my manager’s work
goals.

I am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those
normally required, to meet my manager’s
work goals.

I think my manager is willing to apply extra efforts,
beyond those normally required, to help meet my
work goals.

I do not mind working my hardest for my
manager.

I do not mind working my hardest for my
manager.

I feel mymanager does not mind working their hardest
to help me.

Professional respect
I am impressed with my manager’s knowledge of

their job.
I am impressed with mymanager’s knowledge of
their job.

I think my manager is impressed with my knowledge
of my job.

I respect my manager’s knowledge of and
competence on the job.

I respect my manager’s knowledge of and
competence on the job.

I think my manager respects my knowledge of and
competence on the job.

I admire my manager’s professional skills. I admire my manager’s professional skills. I think my manager admires my professional skills.

Note. Leaders completed shortened LMX and LMXmetaperception scales in which underlined itemswere changed to the leader’s perspective. Original LMX-
MDM is reprinted from Liden & Maslyn, 1998.
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outcomes analyzed through the reciprocal OWM design. First, it
takes into account both parties’ views. Collecting relationship data
from only one dyad member—a common practice in previous LMX
research (see Hiller et al., 2011, for a review)—assumes convergent
views between dyad members, which has been proven not to be the
case in LMX research (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Sin et al., 2009).
Omitting the other party’s perspective runs the risk of model
misspecification and may lead to biased parameter estimates
(Kline, 2005). Second, the recriprocal OWM design provides a
more accurate decomposition of relational dynamics at different
levels. Recognizing the importance of surveying both members,
some LMX research has used data collected from independent
leader–follower dyads. For example, only one of the followers,
Follower 2, may be surveyed along with the leader, thus constituting
one independent leader–follower dyad (see Figure 3a). However,
this approach is also limited, as it conflates relational processes at
the generalized and dyadic levels (Kenny et al., 2006; Marcus
et al., 2009).
According to the reciprocal OWM design, the leader’s LMXwith

Follower 2 partly reflects the leader’s tendency to perceive a certain
level of LMX across followers (see Figure 3b). This component is
referred to as leader perceiver effect (Table 2). Note the use of
“perceiver” is only from the terminology of OWM analysis and does
not necessarily indicate the stable tendency is due to the leader’s
perceptual bias. For example, certain leaders may be better able than
other leaders to foster effective relationships regardless of followers
and thus may perceive higher levels of LMX across followers. Once
this component is parsed out, the remainder of the leader’s LMX
rating with Follower 2 reflects their unique relationship with this
particular follower, herein referred to as leader relationship effect.5

Similarly, Follower 2’s LMX with the leader contains a leader
partner effect, such that the followers of certain leaders tend to
report consistently higher levels of LMX than the followers of other
leaders. After this component is removed, the remainder of Follower
2’s LMX score captures their dyadic relationship with the leader,
herein referred to as follower relationship effect.
Based on such variance decomposition, the reciprocal OWM

design offers insights into relational processes at two levels. The
correlation between the leader perceiver and leader partner variance
components taps into the extent to which certain leaders are better
than others in creating mutually reciprocated relationships (i.e.,
generalized reciprocity).6 In comparison, the correlation between
the leader relationship and follower relationship variance compo-
nents is referred to as dyadic reciprocity and reflects the extent to
which an average leader can foster mutually reciprocated relation-
ships across their followers. However, when LMX reports from
independent leader–follower dyads are correlated, it becomes diffi-
cult to tease apart the two types of reciprocity.
Given these advantages of the reciprocal OWM design in ana-

lyzing dyadic variables, we investigated Hypotheses 1–3 and the
Research Question using reciprocal OWM analyses. Specifically, to
test Hypothesis 1, we focused on LMX metaperceptions as the
outcome and used the dyad member’s own LMX and the other
member’s LMX to predict LMX metaperceptions. As for Hypothe-
ses 2 and 3, we examined the moderating effects of power depen-
dence. Further, we investigated the Research Question by estimating
the null model where LMX perceptions were the outcome, which
allowed us to conduct variance decomposition and estimate the
reciprocity of dyadic LMX scores. In reciprocal OWM analyses,

when testing the effect of a predictor, researchers can set its
effects to be the same for both dyad members. This approach is
appropriate only when there is a good reason to expect the
predictor has the same effect for the leader and the follower.
Alternatively, researchers can estimate the effects separately,
which will result in separate findings for the leader and the
follower. This is the approach we took in testing study hypothe-
ses, as arbitrarily assuming the same effects for the leader and the
follower may mask theoretically meaningful differences
between the two roles.

Results

Table 3 reports the descriptive statistics for and intercorrelations
among the study variables. Importantly, the bivariate correlations
across dyads were an amalgamation of between-leader and within-
leader (i.e., dyadic) effects. Therefore, it is inadvisable to interpret
its magnitude or significance due to data nonindependence.

Hypothesis Testing

Results regarding self-projection bias and direct meta-accuracy are
reported in Table 4. Hypothesis 1, which stated that self-projection
bias would be stronger than direct meta-accuracy, was tested first.
When the leader was making metaperceptions about the follower, the
effect of the leader’s own LMX (i.e., self-projection bias) was
positive, b = .50, t(173.79) = 10.97, p < .001, whereas the fol-
lower’s LMX (i.e., direct meta-accuracy) did not have any significant
impact, b = .04, t(124.62) = 1.36, p = .18. Further, self-projection
bias was significantly stronger than direct meta-accuracy (bdif = .46,
p < .001). Similarly, for the follower’s LMX metaperceptions, they
were heavily biased by the follower’s own LMX (i.e., self-projection
bias), b = .81, t(176.10) = 17.64, p < .001. The effect of the lea-
der’s LMX (i.e., direct meta-accuracy) was nonsignificant, b = −.03,
t(82.54) = .70, p = .48. Again, self-projection bias was stronger than
direct meta-accuracy (bdif = .84, p < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 1
received full support. In other words, for both leaders and followers,
their LMXmetaperceptions about the other party were heavily biased
by their own LMX perceptions (i.e., substantial self-projection bias).
But these LMX metaperceptions had near-zero, nonsignificant re-
lationships with the other party’s actual LMX perceptions (i.e., lack
of direct meta-accuracy).

Hypotheses 2 and 3 were concerned with the moderating role of
power dependence in influencing self-projection bias and direct
meta-accuracy, respectively. Prior to testing moderation hypotheses,
we group-mean centered power dependence variables to aid with the
interpretation of the interaction (Cohen et al., 2003; Hofmann &
Gavin, 1998; Marcus et al., 2009). Table 5 reports the findings

5 Unlike the typical social relations modeling based on round-robin data,
in a reciprocal OWM design each follower works with only one leader.
Therefore, the residual score in the leader’s rating consumes the follower
partner effect and measurement error. Similarly, as each follower rates only
one leader, the follower’s relationship effect contains the follower perceiver
effect and measurement error.

6 In OWM analysis, reciprocity is a statistical term reflecting the correla-
tion between variance components of the two dyad members (Kenny et al.,
2006). It should be differentiated from the meaning of reciprocity in social
exchange theory (Sahlins, 1972).
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regarding the follower’s dependence on the leader. To check for
possible suppressor effects among predictors and to evaluate the
robustness of study findings, we first tested the moderating effects
individually, examining whether the follower’s dependence on
the leader would moderate the self-projection bias of the leader,
the direct meta-accuracy of the leader, the self-projection bias of the

follower, and the direct meta-accuracy of the follower. Next, we
included all interaction terms in one model. As we observed
convergent findings with the two approaches, this indicated that
the significant moderating effect in the complete model was robust
to suppressor effects. Therefore, for the sake of completeness, we
report results from the full model in Table 5. Doing so is also

Table 2
Elements of the Reciprocal OWM Analysis of LMX

Variance Components

Variance Source Interpretation Proportion of variance Total variance

Leader partner Follower Do followers of a specific leader report unique LMX with
this leader (compared with followers of another leader)?

16.7% .888

Follower relationship Follower Within a dyad, does a specific follower report unique LMX
with the leader (compared with another follower)?

83.3%

Leader perceiver Leader Does a specific leader report unique LMX with their
followers (compared with another leader)?

82.2% .681

Leader relationship Leader Within a dyad, does the leader report unique LMX with a
specific follower (compared with another follower)?

17.8%

Reciprocity Correlations

Reciprocity type Estimation Interpretation Result

Generalized reciprocity Leader partner
correlated with
leader perceiver

For a leader who reports a high level of LMX with their
followers (compared with a leader who reports a low
level of LMX with their followers), do their followers
also report a high level of LMX with this leader?

r = .54,
p = .01

Dyadic reciprocity Leader relationship
correlated with
follower
relationship

Within a dyad, if a specific follower reports a high level of
LMX (compared with another follower who reports a
low level of LMX with the same leader), does the leader
also report a high level of LMX toward this follower?

r = −.09,
p = .31

Note. Results for the Research Question are reported. All four variance components were significantly greater than zero (p < .05). LMX = Leader–Member
Exchange.

Figure 3
Comparison between Typical LMX Agreement Research Approach and LMX Agreement Research Using a Reciprocal One-With-Many
Design

Leader’s LMX 
perceptions

Follower 1’s 
LMX perceptions

Follower 2’s 
LMX perceptions

Follower 3’s 
LMX perceptions

LMX agreement

(a) LMX agreement as typically captured in past research

Leader’s LMX 
perceptions

Follower 2’s LMX 
perceptions

LMX agreement

Leader’s tendency to 
perceive a certain level 
of LMX across followers

Leader’s unique LMX 
relationship with a 
specific follower

Follower 2’s unique
LMX relationship with 

leader

Followers 1, 2, & 3’s
tendency to perceive a 
consistent level of LMX

Generalized 
reciprocity

Dyadic 
reciprocity

(b) LMX agreement using a reciprocal one-with-many design

Note. Shaded boxes in (a) illustrate followers that were not surveyed and thus not included in the independent leader–follower dyad. The dotted-line arrows in
(b) illustrate how LMX agreement as estimated in (a) conflates generalized and dyadic reciprocity. LMX = Leader–Member Exchange.
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consistent with West and Kenny’s (2011) recommendation to
consider moderating influences on self-projection bias and direct
meta-accuracy simultaneously.
Specifically, the follower’s dependence on the leader moderated

the self-projection bias for the leader, b = .05, t(106.91) = 2.48,
p = .02, but not direct meta-accuracy, b = .02, t(112.25) = .97,
p = .34. For the follower’s LMX metaperceptions, power depen-
dence did not moderate the follower’s self-projection bias, b = .00,
t(174.82) = .09, p = .93, or direct meta-accuracy, b = −.07,
t(126.44) = 1.66, p = .10. We conducted simple slope analyses
to probe the pattern of the significant interaction (Figure 4).7 With
higher levels of follower’s dependence on the leader (+1 SD), the
leader’s self-projection bias was strongly positive, b = .52,
t(162.91) = 11.13, p < .001.When the follower was less dependent
on the leader (−1 SD), it became weaker, b = .43, t(161.89) = 8.80,
p < .001. The significant moderating effect of the follower’s depen-
dence on the leader explained an additional 4.7% of the variance of
leader LMX metaperceptions at the dyadic level.
Table 6 presents the results of the leader’s dependence on the

follower as the moderator. Again, we first tested interaction effects
individually, then simultaneously in one model, and observed
similar results. Therefore, we report the results from the full
model. The leader’s dependence on the follower moderated the
leader’s self-projection bias, b = −.14, t(109.54) = 2.14,
p = .03, but not direct meta-accuracy, b = −.03, t(116.07) =
.37, p = .71. It did not moderate the follower’s self-projection
bias, b = .00, t(174.72) = .01, p = .99, or direct meta-accuracy,
b = .21, t(149.42) = 1.64, p = .10. As for the significant inter-
action effect (Figure 5), simple slope analyses showed that the
leader’s self-projection bias was weaker, b = .42, t(167.82) =
7.55, p < .001, with more dependence on the follower (+1 SD). It
became stronger, b = .53, t(165.39) = 10.24, p < .001, when the
leader was less dependent on the follower (−1 SD).8 The signifi-
cant interaction term explained an additional 4.4% of the variance
in the leader’s dyadic LMX metaperceptions. Taken together,
Hypotheses 2a and 2b received support, but only for the leader’s
self-projection bias, whereas Hypotheses 3a and 3b were not
supported. That is, when the follower reported higher levels of
dependence on the leader and the leader reported lower levels of
dependence on the follower, the leader’s self-projection bias was
even more pronounced.9

Research Question

To investigate the Research Question, we used LMX as the
outcome of the reciprocal OWM design and conducted variance
decomposition.10 As reported in Table 2, leader perceiver ac-
counted for 82.2% of the leader-reported LMX variance, with
the remaining 17.8% attributed to leaders’ differentiated relation-
ships with followers and residual. For follower-reported LMX, the
leader partner effect was responsible for 16.7% of the variance.
The lion’s share of its variance (83.3%) was due to followers’
relationship effects and residual. Importantly, all variance compo-
nents were significantly greater than zero. Further, generalized
reciprocity was positive (r = .54, p = .01), but dyadic reciprocity
was near-zero and nonsignificant (r = −.09, p = .31). This pro-
vided strong support for reciprocity at the between-leader level.
However, once this between-leader effect is parsed out, an average
leader’s relationship with their followers lacks reciprocity. In other
words, the modest level of LMX convergence observed in past
research (ρ = .37 in Gerstner & Day, 1997; Sin et al., 2009) may
have been largely driven by the between-leader level effect, but
not the dyadic level effect.

Table 4
Accuracy and Bias of LMX Metaperceptions

Variable b SE df t

Leader’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept 2.55** .29 176.59 8.70
Leader’s LMX (self-projection bias) .50** .05 173.79 10.97
Follower’s LMX (direct meta-accuracy) .04 .03 124.62 1.36

Follower’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept .77* .30 119.84 2.53
Follower’s LMX (self-projection bias) .81** .05 176.10 17.64
Leader’s LMX (direct meta-accuracy) −.03 .04 82.54 .70

−2 Restricted Log-Likelihood 454.98
AIC 466.98

Note. Unstandardized coefficients reported. SE = standard error. df = degree of freedom. LMX=Leader–Member Exchange; AIC=Akaike InformationCriterion.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

7 Following a reviewer’s suggestion, we calculated the region of signifi-
cance (Johnson & Neyman, 1936). The leader’s self-projection bias was
significantly greater than zero when the follower’s dependence on the leader
was greater than −5.28. Within this region, the greater the dependence, the
stronger the leader’s self-projection bias. The actual range of the group-
mean-centered follower’s dependence on the leader [−2.00, 3.07] was within
the region of significance.

8 The leader’s self-projection bias was significantly greater than zero
when the leader’s dependence on the follower was smaller than 1.71.
Within this region, the smaller the dependence, the stronger the leader’s
self-projection bias. The actual range of the group-mean-centered leader’s
dependence on the follower [−2.13, 1.67] fell within the region of
significance.

9 Following a reviewer’s suggestion, we also used the four-item measures
of LMX and LMX metaperceptions reported by subordinates to test study
hypotheses and observed convergent results, which are available upon
request.

10 Due to space constraints, variance decomposition results for LMX
metaperceptions are not reported here, though we note they showed a similar
pattern that supported the necessity of dyadic analyses. Detailed findings are
available upon request.
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Supplemental Analyses

Other Dyadic Contingencies

While our research model focused on power dependence as an
important relationship contingency, past research has shown that
dyadic interaction is another key factor (Sin et al., 2009). Further,
dyadic demographic composition in terms of age and gender may
also influence the accuracy and bias of LMX metaperceptions.
Therefore, we assessed their potential moderating effects as part
of our Supplemental Analyses11 Although there was no support for
the moderating role of dyadic interaction or dyadic age difference12,
dyadic gender composition (0 = different-gender dyad; 1 = same-
gender dyad) significantly influenced the leader’s self-projection
bias, b = .26, t(137.96) = 3.28, p < .001; Table 7, and the fol-
lower’s direct meta-accuracy, b = −.32, t(115.63) = 3.08, p =
.003; Table 7. Simple slope tests indicated that when the dyad
members were of different genders, the leader’s self-projection bias
was weaker, b = .36, t(147.24) = 4.70, p < .001, than when they
were of the same gender, b = .61, t(163.78) = 12.65, p < .001;
Figure 6. Moreover, the follower’s direct meta-accuracy was sig-
nificant, b = .25, t(109.58) = 2.65, p = .01, for different-gender
leader–follower dyads, but became nonsignificant, b = −.07,
t(71.72) = 1.56, p = .12, for same-gender leader–follower dyads
(Figure 7). Overall, same-gender dyads were prone to less accuracy
and more bias than different-gender dyads.

Performance Implications

In addition to the theoretical reasons to investigate the accuracy
and bias of LMX metaperceptions, it is critical to address the
performance implications of incorporating LMX metaperceptions
into leadership inquiries. In line with the role-based account of LMX
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen, 1976; Graen & Scandura, 1987),
we expect that when the leader’s relationship inference (i.e., lea-
der’s LMX metaperceptions about what the follower is willing to
contribute to the relationship) is consistent with the follower’s actual
tendency toward their relationship (i.e., follower’s LMX

perceptions), it creates relationship synergies that will lead to higher
levels of follower’s task performance. In other words, the positive
relationship between the leader’s LMX metaperceptions and the
follower’s task performance will be stronger with higher (vs. lower)
levels of follower’s LMX.

To test this possibility, 1 month after the initial data collection we
asked store managers to rate each subordinate’s task performance
using a four-item scale (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998; “Since the last
survey, [name of subordinate] performed the tasks that were ex-
pected as part of the job”; α = .94). We obtained complete perfor-
mance ratings for 150 subordinates from 57 managers. Given the
nested nature of study data, we tested the expected moderation effect
through multilevel modeling, using the “nlme” package for linear
and nonlinear mixed-effects models in R (Pinheiro et al., 2021). To
ensure results were not conflated by between-leader effects, we
group-mean centered the predictors (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998).
Given the small sample size to test moderation through multilevel
modeling, we did not include any control variables to preserve
statistical power.

Results are reported in Table 8. The interaction between the
leader’s LMXmetaperceptions and the follower’s LMX perceptions
was significant (b = .58, p = .02) and explained an additional 4.9%
of the variance in task performance at the within-leader level. Simple
slope tests indicated when the follower’s LMX was higher (+1 SD),
the effect of the leader’s LMX metaperceptions on the follower’s
task performance was positive (b = .73, p = .001). When the
follower’s LMX was lower (−1 SD), this relationship became
near-zero (b = .03, p = .89). The interaction is plotted in Figure 8
and is consistent with the expected pattern.13

Table 5
Moderating Effect of Follower’s Dependence on Leader

Variable b SE df t

Leader’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept 2.47** .29 170.81 8.58
Leader’s LMX .47** .04 167.51 10.67
Follower’s LMX .08** .03 119.72 2.66
Follower’s dependence on leader −.45* .18 110.25 2.42
Leader’s LMX × Follower’s dependence on leader .05* .02 106.91 2.48
Follower’s LMX × Follower’s dependence on leader .02 .03 112.25 .97

Follower’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept .82** .31 117.36 2.65
Follower’s LMX .80** .05 170.59 16.39
Leader’s LMX −.02 .04 80.22 .48
Follower’s dependence on leader .43 .37 160.21 1.16
Follower’s LMX × Follower’s dependence on leader .00 .05 174.82 .09
Leader’s LMX × Follower’s dependence on leader −.07 .04 126.44 1.66

−2 Restricted Log-Likelihood 469.93
AIC 481.93

Note. Unstandardized coefficients reported. SE = standard error. df = degree of freedom. LMX=Leader–Member Exchange; AIC=Akaike InformationCriterion.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

11 We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting these analyses.
12 Complete results regarding dyadic interaction and dyadic age difference

are available upon request.
13 Notably, the interaction between the leader’s and the follower’s LMX

was not significant (b = .21, SE = .16, ns). Notwithstanding the caution one
has to exercise in interpreting nonsignificant results, this may lend further
support to the importance of investigating LMX metaperceptions.
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Common Method Variance

Given that dyad members reported their own LMX perceptions
and LMX metaperceptions, the strong self-projection bias we
observed may have been inflated due to common method variance
(CMV). To evaluate its potential impact, we followed Chan’s
suggestion (in Brannick et al., 2010) to manipulate the factors
that are potential sources of method bias across three supplemental
studies (see Appendix B for details). If convergent results are
observed after manipulation of these factors, this may provide
evidence that CMV does not pose a serious threat to study findings
(Brannick et al., 2010). Given the self-referential nature of LMX
and LMX metaperceptions (i.e., they cannot be measured via other
reports), we employed proximal separation (i.e., the distance
between study variables in their placement in the survey) in Study
1 and temporal separations in Study 2 (i.e., a 1-week time lag) and

Study 3 (i.e., a 1-month time lag). Across the three studies, self-
projection was strong (n = 200, r = .87, p < .01 in Study 1;
n = 254, r = .76, p < .01 in Study 2; n = 238, r = .78, p < .01
in Study 3). This pattern of results suggests that although CMV was
likely to be present to some degree due to the self-referential nature
of LMX and LMX metaperceptions, the substantive mechanism—

self-projection bias—was the main driver of the strong relationship
between LMX and LMX metaperceptions.

Discussion

In this research, we investigated the question of whether leader–
follower dyad members are accurately aware of the lack of conver-
gence of their LMX perceptions by incorporating the critical notion of
LMX metaperceptions. Utilizing the social psychological model of

Figure 4
Follower’s Dependence on Leader Moderating Leader’s Self-Projection Bias
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Table 6
Moderating Effect of Leader’s Dependence on Follower

Variable b SE df t

Leader’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept 2.72** .31 174.30 8.83
Leader’s LMX .47** .05 172.70 9.87
Follower’s LMX .03 .03 119.52 1.01
Leader’s dependence on follower .91 .55 113.16 1.67
Leader’s LMX × leader’s dependence on follower −.14* .06 109.54 2.14
Follower’s LMX × leader’s dependence on follower −.03 .09 116.07 .37

Follower’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept .71* .31 114.54 2.31
Follower’s LMX .82** .05 172.52 17.69
Leader’s LMX −.03 .04 78.61 .67
Leader’s dependence on follower −1.03 1.02 166.35 1.02
Follower’s LMX × leader’s dependence on follower .00 .15 174.72 .01
Leader’s LMX × leader’s dependence on follower .21 .13 149.42 1.64

−2 Restricted Log-Likelihood 465.86
AIC 477.86

Note. Unstandardized coefficients reported. SE = standard error. df = degree of freedom. LMX=Leader–Member Exchange; AIC=Akaike InformationCriterion.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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interpersonal perceptions, we found that dyad members’ LMX
metaperceptions were not only inaccurate (i.e., LMX metapercep-
tions were not related to the other party’s LMX perceptions) but also
biased (i.e., LMX metaperceptions were heavily colored by dyad
members’ own LMXperceptions).Moreover, power dependence was
a meaningful moderator such that the leader who had more power
(i.e., lower leader’s dependence on the follower and higher follower’s
dependence on the leader) demonstrated stronger self-projection bias.
Further, we revisited LMX convergence through the reciprocal OWM
design and found strong support for generalized reciprocity but near-
zero, nonsignificant dyadic reciprocity.

Theoretical Implications

Although congruent dyadic LMX perceptions are beneficial for
leader–follower relationships (Matta et al., 2015), leaders and

followers often do not see eye to eye (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Sin
et al., 2009). As such, a more comprehensive examination of the
nature of dyadic LMX misunderstanding is a promising way to help
leaders and followers realize the full potential of effective leader–
follower relationships. In answering research calls to further investi-
gate the lack of LMX convergence (Erdogan & Bauer, 2014; Sin
et al., 2009), this study highlights that leaders and followers most
likely lack accurate awareness of their discrepant relationship percep-
tions. If dyad members have accurate insights of the other party’s
relationship perceptions, their LMX metaperceptions should be
strongly related to the other dyad member’s LMX perceptions, and
not necessarily colored by their own LMX perceptions. Yet, results
contradicted this pattern such that direct meta-accuracy was near-zero
and nonsignificant and there was substantial self-projection bias.

In this regard, the current research provides an answer to the
critical question raised by Matta et al. (2015) regarding the extent to

Figure 5
Leader’s Dependence on Follower Moderating Leader’s Self-Projection Bias
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Table 7
Moderating Effect of Dyadic Gender Composition (Supplemental Analyses)

Variable b SE df t

Leader’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept 3.34** .51 148.01 6.48
Leader’s LMX .36** .08 147.24 4.70
Follower’s LMX .02 .05 114.39 .42
Gender composition −1.28* .53 131.89 2.39
Leader’s LMX × Gender composition .26** .08 137.96 3.28
Follower’s LMX × Gender composition −.01 .06 117.09 .13

Follower’s LMX metaperceptions
Intercept −.47 .66 118.46 .71
Follower’s LMX .77** .09 162.37 8.67
Leader’s LMX .25** .09 109.58 2.65
Gender composition 1.39 .74 120.59 1.88
Follower’s LMX × Gender composition .06 .10 166.95 .58
Leader’s LMX × Gender composition −.32** .10 115.63 3.08

−2 Restricted Log-Likelihood 419.04
AIC 431.04

Note. Unstandardized coefficients reported. SE = standard error. df = degree of freedom. Gender composition: 0 = different-gender dyad; 1 = same-gender
dyad. LMX = Leader–Member Exchange; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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which leaders and followers are accurately aware of the lack of
convergence in their relationship perceptions. Importantly, our
findings indicate that in addition to the only modest level of
LMX convergence, leaders and followers also lack accurate insights
regarding each other. In other words, focusing on the modest level of
LMX convergence paints a somewhat incomplete picture of leader–
follower relationship cognitions, in that they are also blind to the
lack of LMX convergence. As leadership scholars have long been
puzzled by the issue of LMX convergence, these findings—though
adding to the inaccuracy and bias of relationship cognitions—
should be considered as a positive sign of research progress such
that we are gaining a more accurate understanding of the nature of
LMX metaperceptions. More importantly, a comprehensive under-
standing of the blind spots in leader–follower relationship cogni-
tions is the first step toward identifying potential mitigating factors.
Toward that end, this research focused on one such factor—

power dependence—and found support for its role in further

strengthening leaders’ self-projection bias. Consistent with research
on power that suggests powerful individuals are less motivated to be
free of bias (Galinsky et al., 2006; Kaplan et al., 2009), leaders who
were more powerful were more likely to project their own LMX
perceptions onto their metaperceptions about their followers (i.e.,
stronger self-projection bias). Given the important role of leaders’
power in initiating exchange with followers (Graen & Scandura,
1987), our moderation results advance LMX scholars’ understand-
ing by shedding light on the caveat of power in potentially enabling
leaders to demonstrate greater relationship bias. Moreover, we
observed consistent patterns based on the leader-reported depen-
dence on the follower and the follower-reported dependence on the
leader, which adds to the robustness of dyadic power dependence as
a critical contingency. Interestingly, power dependence only mod-
erated leader self-projection bias. This may indicate that the leader,
who usually has authority and control over a host of valuable
resources in the organization, is more sensitive to the loss of
such power over the follower than vice versa.

In addition to investigating LMX metaperceptions, we also
revisited LMX convergence through a dyadic lens. Results from
the reciprocal OWM analyses provide new insight into research on
LMX convergence by revealing that there was strong evidence of
generalized reciprocity, but dyadic reciprocity was near-zero and
nonsignificant. That is, when leaders provide more resources to their
followers, their followers will tend to reciprocate by providing more
resources to their leader. In contrast, when leaders do not provide
resources to their followers, their followers will tend not to
provide resources to their leader. However, for an average, given
leader, the leader’s provision of more resources to one follower
(compared with another follower) is not necessarily associated with
reciprocated resource provision from that follower.

The strong generalized reciprocity indicates that the modest levels
of LMX convergence observed in past research (Gerstner & Day,
1997; Sin et al., 2009) may be largely driven by between-leader
level effects. That is, some leaders are better than other leaders in

Table 8
Multilevel Modeling Predicting Follower’s Task Performance
(Supplemental Analyses)

Variable b SE t

Between-leader level
Intercept 5.76** .13 44.27

Within-leader level
Leader’s LMX metaperceptions (L) .38** .14 2.68
Follower’s LMX (F) −.04 .05 .87
L × F .58* .25 2.31

−2 Restricted Log-Likelihood −138.97
AIC 289.93

Note. n = 150 subordinates from 57 stores. Unstandardized coefficients
reported. SE = standard error. Leader’s LMX metaperceptions and
follower’s LMX were group-mean centered prior to creating the
interaction term. LMX = Leader–Member Exchange. AIC = Akaike
Information Criterion.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

Figure 6
Dyadic Gender Composition Moderating Leader’s Self-Projection Bias (Supplemental Analyses)
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fostering effective relationships and followers are generally more
responsive and willing to contribute when they are interacting with
some leaders but not others. The near-zero dyadic reciprocity may
suggest that—perhaps due to the innate preference for equality
among both leaders and their followers—treating followers differ-
entially will not lead to reciprocated contributions from followers
with the same level of differentiation (and vice versa). For example,
a leader who treats their followers differentially (i.e., providing
more resources to A, than to B, than to C) may create tension among
followers, who may fail to reciprocate with comparable amounts of
resources (i.e., A, B, C may all reciprocate few resources to the
leader due to tension and hostility between them), thus resulting in a
lack of dyadic reciprocity. Notably, this scenario is consistent with
the positive meta-analytic relationship between LMX differentiation
and negative group outcomes such as increased conflict and deteri-
orated commitment (Yu et al., 2018). In this regard, our findings
help clarify the multilevel dynamism underlying the modest levels
of LMX convergence documented in the literature through dyadic
and generalized reciprocity. In so doing, we extend current LMX
theorizing by shedding light on social exchange processes at both
the between-leader and the within-leader levels. Relatedly, these
new insights further underscore the importance of studying LMX
via a multilevel framework (Figure 3).
In investigating the nuances underlying dyadic LMX, we drew

from the social psychological literature on close relationships
(Thomas et al., 2013) and incorporated metaperceptions into
LMX research. Further, to appropriately represent the dyadic nature
of our research model, we employed the reciprocal OWM design.
Results from these dyadic analyses contributed critical insights that
would be absent from studies that either fail to survey both parties or
do not take into account the dyadic nature of study data. Taken
together, the present study points to several important directions for
future research that can further advance relationship-based ap-
proaches to leadership.

Suggestions for Advancing Relationship-Based
Approaches to Leadership

First, scholars can further increase theoretical clarity in LMX
research by incorporating a dyadic account of LMX metapercep-
tions. Specifically, we encourage future research to clearly differ-
entiate LMX from LMXmetaperceptions and focus on the construct
that most accurately aligns with their theoretical question. Relatedly,
we strongly urge researchers to use survey instruments that do not
conflate LMX and LMX metaperceptions (Table 1). Further, the
distinction between LMX and LMXmetaperceptions offers a useful
perspective to reconceptualize the convergence of LMX-related
constructs toward greater levels of theoretical precision. Building
on previous research that has addressed this issue (Joseph et al.,
2011; Liden et al., 2015), we provide a comprehensive dyadic
framework (Figure 9) by clarifying the source of reporting
(i.e., leader vs. follower reported) and the nature of the LMX-
related constructs (i.e., LMX vs. LMX metaperceptions). We think
it is time for researchers to stop using the general notion of LMX
agreement and instead clearly define the correlated components and
specify the theoretical mechanism being studied.
Second, additional research is needed to shed light on the

relationship contingencies that may influence the accuracy and
bias of LMX metaperceptions. Specifically, there exist at least

two types of contingencies that reflect what could be termed
“can-do” and “will-do” factors.Can-do factors represent the barriers
that might limit dyad members from gaining accurate relationship
insights. Whilst our incorporation of power dependence may be
considered one such factor, other pertinent variables warrant atten-
tion. For example, researchers studying metaperceptions have
noted that relational feedback from dyad partners is either rare
in quantity or noisy in terms of quality (Elfenbein et al., 2009;
Kenny&DePaulo, 1993; Swann et al., 1992). As such, investigating
interpersonal communications that can reduce ambiguities may
prove fruitful (Weingart et al., 2015). The key to studying can-
do factors is to focus on constructs that prevent motivated dyad
members from gaining an accurate sense of the relationship.

In contrast, will-do factors represent the willingness of dyad
partners to understand and reconcile divergent relationship percep-
tions. For example, when dyad members are not committed to their
work relationship, they may be fully aware of the divergence yet
may lack the motivation to solve it (Rusbult et al., 1991). Con-
versely, to the extent that the leader and the follower both value
validation through their relationship (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007), they
may find divergent relationship perceptions distressing and thus be
eager to reduce relationship discrepancies. The key to studying will-
do factors is to focus on constructs that reflect whether dyad
members are motivated to explore and address any divergence
that is discovered.

When studying can-do and will-do factors, scholars will likely
need to go beyond surface-level indicators and explore deeper-level
relationship factors. For example, in our supplemental analyses,
surface-level dyadic factors either had negligible effects (dyadic
interaction frequency, age similarity) or accentuated self-projection
bias and undermined direct meta-accuracy (gender similarity).
Although these results were exploratory in nature, they may suggest
surface-level factors do not reflect relational elements that will lead
to a greater understanding of the relationship. In addition, despite the
moderating effect of power dependence, region of significance tests
revealed that the leader’s self-projection bias was significantly
greater than zero within the actual range of power dependence.
This finding, along with the substantial self-projection bias and the
near-zero direct meta-accuracy, underscores the importance of
identifying deep-level relationship factors that can eliminate barriers
to achieving an accurate understanding of the relationship (i.e., can-
do factors) or enhance dyad members’ motivation to address
relationship discrepancies (i.e., will-do factors).

In addition to relationship contingencies, we encourage research-
ers to attend to other contextual features. In the present research,
dyad members working at the convenience stores had clearly
specified work roles and interacted with each other in person
frequently. However, for leader–follower dyads whose work roles
are less clearly defined and whose work contact may be less frequent
or via a different medium (e.g., computer-mediated communica-
tions), their LMX metaperceptions may be even more prone to
inaccuracy and bias. In addition to the influence of work character-
istics, it is also worth noting that we collected data within a culture
characterized by high power distance. To the extent subordinates
with higher levels of power distance orientations are more tolerant of
power differences (Hofstede, 1980), the nonsignificant effect of
power dependence for the follower’s LMX metaperceptions may
become more salient in low power distance cultures. In a similar
vein, the significant role of power dependence in influencing the
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leader’s self-projection bias may become weaker in low power
distance cultures. Given the gender composition of our sample,
this may be another pertinent contextual feature that warrants
attention in future inquiries.14 A program of research that investi-
gates these sources of contextual influence will contribute to a
comprehensive understanding of dyadic LMX metaperceptions.
The synergistic moderating effect between the leader’s LMX

metaperceptions and the follower’s LMX on follower task perfor-
mance suggests LMX metaperceptions can help scholars further
understand how leader–follower relationships contribute to work-
place effectiveness. Consistent with this, we encourage scholars to
consider investigating a wide range of outcomes beyond task
performance (e.g., job attitudes, well-being, extra-role work beha-
viors). In addition, it is important to examine the implications of
leader–follower relationships for leaders’ outcomes (Wilson et al.,
2010). Researchers can employ polynomial regression (Edwards &
Parry, 1993) to consider the effects associated with congruence (vs.
incongruence) between a dyadmember’s LMXmetaperceptions and
the other member’s LMX, the linear/curvilinear effects of congru-
ence, and the differences between over- and underestimation (e.g.,
Matta et al., 2015). Specifically, the social–psychological relation-
ship literature may offer important guidance when theorizing these
effects. For example, similar to the benefit of positive illusion in
intimate relationships (Murray & Holmes, 1997), overestimation
(i.e., one dyad member’s LMXmetaperceptions are greater than the
other dyad member’s LMX)may be associated with greater levels of
dyad satisfaction compared to underestimation. With that said, we
do not intend to downplay the value of investigating LMX and LMX
metaperceptions in and of themselves, as they may have distinct
nomological networks.
Further, some of our findings may prove helpful for scholars who

wish to take a new look into some old issues in LMX research. For
example, a recent meta-analytic review found a near-zero relation-
ship between LMX differentiation and group performance, with

substantial heterogeneity across situations (Yu et al., 2018). As
noted earlier, finding little dyadic reciprocity in the present research
may provide some clues to the mixed effects of LMX differentiation.
In line with the near-zero dyadic reciprocity effects, LMX differen-
tiation reported by different followers may not necessarily corre-
spond with the intended leader LMX differentiation, due to
followers’ innate preferences for equality. In turn, LMX differentia-
tion may only have pronounced benefits under conditions that can
minimize fairness concerns (e.g., justice climate, Erdogan & Bauer,
2010; or LMX differentiation being based on legitimate
performance-related reasons, Chen et al., 2018).

Finally, focusing on LMX metaperceptions can complement
other approaches that have been put forward to better understand
the issue of dyadic LMX perceptions. In differentiating LMX
metaperceptions from LMX, the present study joins previous
research in highlighting the importance of clarifying the content
domain of leader–follower relationship constructs (Joseph et al.,
2011; Liden et al., 2015; Schriesheim et al., 2011). Furthermore,
some (Gooty & Yammarino, 2016) have drawn from the shared
reality theory (Hardin & Higgins, 1996) to theorize discrepant
dyadic perceptions. Arguably, the concept of LMXmetaperceptions
provides a plausible way to capture perceived relational reality (e.g.,
I think my leader would come to my defense). In addition, the self-
projection bias we identified in this research is consistent with Zhou
and Schriesheim’s (2009) call to incorporate perceptual biases into
dyadic LMX research.

Figure 7
Dyadic Gender Composition Moderating Follower’s Direct Meta-Accuracy (Supplemental
Analyses)
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14 Following a reviewer’s suggestion, we tested the main effects of
manager and subordinate gender, which were nonsignificant. Although these
findings may suggest gender composition (i.e., same- vs. different-gender)
was driving the moderation that we found in the Supplemental Analyses
section, we encourage future research to replicate our findings in light of the
unique gender composition of our sample.
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Practical Implications

Our findings also hold several implications for managerial
practice. Perhaps the most urgent reminder for managers is that
there exists considerable relationship misunderstanding between
leaders and followers. The lack of dyadic reciprocity suggests that

managers should devote time and energy to developing their

relationship skills, as this may be the area that will lead to the

greatest return on investment. Specifically, managers are encour-

aged to attend to the blind spots in their relationship perceptions,

as what they may think their followers feel may not be how their

Figure 8
Leader’s LMX Metaperceptions and Follower’s LMX Interacting to Predict Follower’s Task
Performance (Supplemental Analyses)

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5.0

6.0

7.0

Low leader's LMX
metaperceptions

High leader's LMX
metaperceptions

F
ol

lo
w

er
's

 T
as

k 
P

er
fo

rm
an

ce

Low follower's LMX

High follower's LMX

Figure 9
Dyadic Framework of LMX Constructs and Theoretical Mechanisms
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(b) Follower’s self-projection bias
(c) Leader’s direct meta-accuracy
(d) Follower’s direct meta-accuracy
(e) Convergence between leader’s and follower’s LMX
(f) Convergence between leader’s and follower’s LMX metaperceptions

Source of Reporting

C
on

st
ru
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Note. Variables in solid-line boxes are reported by the leader; variables in dotted-line boxes are reported by the follower;
variables in light-gray shade are LMX; variables in darker-gray shade are LMX metaperceptions. LMX = Leader–Member
Exchange.
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followers actually feel about their relationships. In other words,
biased “mutual understanding” will result if managers are simply
relying on their own point of view without truly attending to their
followers’ feelings.
One way to increase such awareness is through rebalancing the

power dynamics between leaders and followers. As power depen-
dence reflects a structural element of the leader–follower relationship
that usually favors leaders, formal organizational practices that
recognize and enhance the influence of followers may prove effec-
tive. For example, asking followers to provide 360-degree feedback
for managers may increase managers’ dependence on them. Further,
followers’ proactive attempts to increase leaders’ dependence on
them may prove effective (Wee et al., 2017). Importantly, the fact
that power dependence, but not dyadic interaction, was a pertinent
moderator underscores that simply increasing the interaction fre-
quency between leaders and followers without fundamentally re-
shaping the power dynamics will be insufficient. Additionally,
interventions that can reduce leaders’ psychological experience of
power over followersmay also be helpful. For example, if leaders can
frequently engage in perspective-taking when interacting with fol-
lowers, this may also help reduce their self-projection bias (Galinsky
et al., 2006). Additionally, it is possible that leaders and followers are
fully aware of divergent relationship perceptions yet lack the moti-
vation to bridge the gap. Consistent with our discussion of can-do and
will-do factors, this may reflect dyad members’ low levels of
commitment to their relationship (Rusbult et al., 1991). Given the
importance of accurate LMX metaperceptions, we encourage orga-
nizations to explore ways to help dyad members reengage with each
other to prevent the relationship from further deteriorating.

Study Limitations

Notwithstanding the strengths of this research, there are several
limitations worth noting. First, although the current sample provided
a relevant setting to study leader–follower relationships, we encour-
age replications using leader–follower dyads in other occupational
contexts. It is not our claim that findings from one study will provide
a definitive answer regarding LMX relational dynamics. Just as it
has taken a program of research to arrive at the conclusion that
leaders and followers do not see eye to eye (Sin et al., 2009), we
hope this research can inspire future LMX studies that employs
dyadic designs to deepen scholarly understanding of this important
workplace relationship.
Second, the coefficient α for leader-reported LMXwas lower than

typically reported in the literature (Greco et al., 2018). However, it
is important to take into consideration the various factors that can
affect measurement rather than relying on arbitrary cutoff criteria to
reach a definitive conclusion as to whether the measure was reliable
in the present study (Lance et al., 2006). On that front, a shortened
four−item scale was used among leaders to minimize fatigue.
Therefore, the low α could be a byproduct of the relatively small
number of items (Cortina, 1993). Further, as the four items tap into
the four LMX dimensions, respectively, essential tau-equivalence is
likely untenable, which would suggest the internal consistency of
leader-reported LMX was likely higher than the coefficient α
estimates (Cortina, 1993). Importantly, in the scale validation study
(see Appendix A), we found suggestive evidence that the low
internal consistency of the shortened scales was likely a byproduct

of the bandwidth-fidelity dilemma (Cronbach &Gleser, 1965; Judge
et al., 2013). Finally, despite the somewhat low α, we found
consistent moderation patterns between the leader’s LMX and
power dependence (rated by the leader and the follower). Therefore,
we do not think this issue created great concerns for the robustness
of our study findings.

Third, as noted earlier, despite the reciprocal nature of our study
design with data collected from both dyad members, the dyad
member’s LMX and LMX metaperceptions were both self-reported,
thus raising concerns about CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2012). To help
minimize this problem, we presented LMX and LMXmetaperception
items in separate blocks, thus creating physical distance between
measure presentation which can help reduce CMV. Further, in the
instructions of LMX metaperceptions we alerted participants to the
different nature of these items from the LMX items. Additionally,
the moderating results regarding dyadic power dependence indicated
that leaders were indeed sensitive to power differentials and differ-
entiated across different followers when reporting LMX and LMX
metaperceptions. Furthermore, the consistent, strong self-projection
bias across the three supplemental studies (see Appendix B, for
details) may suggest CMVwas unlikely to account for study findings.

With that said, given that LMX and LMX metaperceptions were
both reported by the focal dyad member, we cannot unequivocally
rule out the potential influence of CMV. Therefore, we encourage
future research to employ procedural remedies to proactively mini-
mize its potential impact. Although using cross-source ratings is an
effective strategy to reduce CMV in other domains of research, the
self-referential nature of LMX perceptions and LMX metapercep-
tions necessitates the use of self-reports (Brannick et al., 2010;
Podsakoff et al., 2012). As such, we recommend incorporating
temporal separation between the measurement of LMX perceptions
and LMX metaperceptions as a way to reduce CMV concerns. This
should minimize or eliminate many of the processes (e.g., priming,
consistency) that underlie CMV. Yet, it is also important to recog-
nize that temporal separation introduces additional substantive
complications. For example, it is possible that events might occur
between the measurement of LMX perceptions and LMX metaper-
ceptions that may impact LMX metaperceptions. In other words,
significant events might alter the relationship or one’s knowledge of
the relationship and thus mask the accurate estimation of self-
projection bias and direct meta-accuracy. As such, we encourage
researchers to pay attention to the possibility of substantive rela-
tionship changes during the time lag between measurement occa-
sions, make informed decisions regarding the appropriate time lag,
and incorporate control measures to capture any potential substan-
tive events that might have occurred.

Finally, we encourage researchers to take a systematic approach to
make well-informed inferences regarding whether CMV or the
substantive mechanism of self-projection bias is driving the strong
relationship between the dyad member’s own LMX and LMX
metaperceptions (Brannick et al., 2010). This is crucial because
self-projection bias tends to be substantially larger than the effect
sizes typically observed in the applied psychology literature
(Eisenkraft et al., 2017; Elfenbein et al., 2009; Kenny & DePaulo,
1993). Toward that end, we encourage future research to employ
different practices (e.g., different lengths of temporal separation) to
consolidate their findings and mitigate CMV (Brannick et al., 2010).
Importantly, if convergent results are observed across studies that
utilized a range of different CMV-reducing study design practices,
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this can lend further support to the robustness of the accumulated
body of research findings (Brannick et al., 2010). Of course, the
self-referential nature of one’s own LMX and LMX metaperceptions
makes it difficult to completely rule out the potential influence of
CMV. Nevertheless, a systematic program of research that effectively
mitigates its potential impact can help researchers confidently con-
clude that although CMV may be present to some extent, it is not the
main driver of observed relationships.

Conclusion

The current research sought to investigate the extent to which
leaders and followers are accurately aware of the lack of LMX
convergence by investigating LMXmetaperceptions. Results indicate
that dyad members’ LMX metaperceptions were both inaccurate and
biased. Further, leaders’ power made them more prone to biases. In
revisiting the LMX agreement, we also found strong evidence of
generalized reciprocity but negligible dyadic reciprocity. Overall, the
current research indicates that not only do leaders and followers have
low levels of convergence at the dyadic level, they also lack accurate
insights into the lack of convergence of their relationship perceptions.
The current research contributes to a comprehensive understanding of
the misaligned nature of dyadic LMX relationships and offers a viable
perspective for future research to investigate the dyadic nuances of
leader–follower relationships.
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Appendix A

Scale Validation Study

We sought to validate the shortened scales we used to assess

supervisors’ LMX and LMX metaperceptions by following

recommendations for scale adaptation (Heggestad et al.,

2019).

Item Selection

When selecting items for shortened scales, one must balance
concerns of reliability, convergent validity, and content validity
simultaneously (Heggestad et al., 2019). Although it would be ideal
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to maximize all three properties, it has long been noted that with the
scale length fixed, there is an inherent tradeoff between attending to
the breadth of a construct and ensuring the thoroughness of the scale
items (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965; Judge et al., 2013). Given that
LMX is a multidimensional construct (Liden & Maslyn, 1998), we
elected to use the item with the highest factor loading from each
dimension to capture the breadth of LMX while striving for ade-
quate reliability.

Scale Validation

We conducted a scale validation study to evaluate the psycho-
metric properties of the shortened scales.15 We recruited participants
whowere working full time inmanagerial positions in the U.S. using
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Following recommendations for
survey quality control (Cheung et al., 2017; Huang et al., 2012;
Meade & Craig, 2012), participants who failed attention check items
(e.g., please choose agree) and took less time than deemed suffi-
cient based on pilot testing (i.e., 4 min) were removed from the
study sample (n = 70). The final sample consisted of 181 partici-
pants. Most of them were male (72.9%) and White (63.5%). Their
average age was 35.68 years old (SD = 8.93). They worked
41.07 hr a week on average (SD = 9.10) and had been working
in their current organizations for 6.39 years (SD = 4.30).
LMX and LMX metaperceptions were measured with the full

scales presented in Table 1. Specifically, participants were asked to
think about one specific subordinate that they were currently
working with and indicate their agreement with the survey items
on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree).
Similar to the main study, LMX metaperception items were pre-
sented in a separate survey block after the LMX items to allow
physical separation and minimize common method variance
(Podsakoff et al., 2012). Participants were also alerted to the
different nature of LMX metaperception items in the survey
instructions.

Reliability

In terms of reliability, constructs assessed with the full scales
(LMX: α = .85; LMX metaperceptions: α = .86) had higher levels
of internal consistency estimates than with shortened scales (LMX:
α = .64; LMX metaperceptions: α = .67).

Convergent Validity

We assessed convergent validity of the shortened scales by
inspecting the descriptive statistics and correlating them with the
scores based on the full set of items. For LMX, scores based on the
four-item scale (M = 4.00, SD = .66) were strongly related to those
based on the full scale (M = 3.98, SD = .57; r = .88, p < .01).
Similarly, LMX metaperception scores constructed from the four-
item scale (M = 3.96, SD = .66) were strongly related to those
based on the full scale (M = 4.00, SD = .59; r = .89, p < .01).

Content Validity

The content validity of the shortened scales was evaluated in two
ways. First, the way we selected the items—as stated in item
selection—helped ensure the content validity of these shortened

scales. Further, as we were differentiating LMX metaperceptions
from LMX, we drew from recently developed content validation
guidelines (Colquitt et al., 2019) to assess how well the items in the
shortened scales matched the definition of LMX versus LMX
metaperceptions. Specifically, we followed Hinkin and Tracey’s
(1999) approach by using LMX metaperceptions as the orbiting
construct to evaluate the definitional distinctiveness of LMX (and
vice versa).

After participants completed LMX and LMX metaperceptions
scales, they were presented with the content validation tasks.
Following Colquitt et al. (2019), they first completed a practice
task and received feedback, which helped make sure participants
understood the purpose of the following validation tasks correctly.
Next, participants completed two tasks by rating how well each of
the eight items (i.e., 4 LMX items; 4 LMX metaperception items)
matched the definitions provided. We provided the definition of
LMX in the first task and that of LMXmetaperceptions in the second
task. In each task, we randomized the ordering of the eight items.
Following Colquitt et al. (2019), we used a 7-point scale (1 = item
does an extremely bad job to 7 = item does an extremely good job).

The evaluation procedure of content validity is highly dependent
on the choice of the orbiting construct (Colquitt et al., 2019). In
general, orbiting constructs should be sufficiently different from the
focal construct, such as those that researchers would consider
including in discriminant validation analyses. However, given the
intertwined relationship between LMX perceptions and metaper-
ceptions (Kenny&DePaulo, 1993), their definitional distinctiveness
may be much more nuanced. As such, we evaluated definitional
distinctiveness by conducting paired sample t-tests (cf. Colquitt
et al., 2019). With a given definition (e.g., LMX) in a task, we first
calculated the average definitional correspondence for the LMX
items by taking the mean of a participant’s evaluations across the
four items and repeated this procedure for the LMX metaperception
items. In other words, for a given definition, we calculated the
definitional correspondence of the LMX items and the LMX
metaperception items as evaluated by participants. We then con-
ducted paired sample t-tests using the two definitional correspon-
dence scores.

For a given definition (e.g., LMX), the average definitional
correspondence of its original items (e.g., LMX items) should be
significantly greater than that from the orbiting construct (e.g., LMX
metaperception items). In other words, participants should find the
items from the construct a better match to the construct definition
than the items from the orbiting construct. Given that we expected
directional differences, we used single-tailed tests. For the con-
struct definition of LMX, the average definitional correspondence
of LMX items (M = 5.26, SD = .97) was significantly higher
than that of LMX metaperception items (M = 5.12, SD = 1.06;
Cohen’s d = .14, t(180) = 1.88, p < .05). Similarly, when given
the definition of LMX metaperceptions, participants found LMX
metaperceptions items (M = 5.33, SD = .91) a significantly better
match than LMX items (M = 4.95, SD = 1.24; Cohen’s d = .29,
t(180) = 3.94, p < .01).

(Appendices continue)

15 This study was approved by the University of Illinois Chicago Institu-
tional Review Board (study title: Interpersonal Relationships in the Work-
place; Protocol 2020-0512).
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(Appendices continue)

Discussion

Results from the scale validation study provided strong evidence
for the convergent validity of the shortened scales, as scores from
shortened scales were strongly related to those based on the full set
of items. Further, despite the theoretical interrelatedness between
LMX and LMX metaperceptions, participants were able to differ-
entiate between the two constructs to some degree. Admittedly, the
internal consistency estimates of the shortened LMX and LMX
metaperception scales were somewhat low, althoughwe note the full
scales had satisfactory levels of internal consistency. All things
considered, this suggests a case similar to the classical bandwidth-

fidelity dilemma (Cronbach & Gleser, 1965), such that with a
limited scale length, capturing the representative domain of a
construct (e.g., LMX)—as we did in item selection—will inevitably
lower the reliability of the test. In other words, the somewhat low
internal consistency estimates should not be taken as evidence of
faulty LMX and LMX metaperception measures, but more of a
byproduct of the bandwidth-fidelity dilemma. Similar examples can
be found in personality assessments, where constructs (e.g., con-
scientiousness) assessed with a similar number of items may have
reliability estimates in the range of .60–.70 (see Donnellan et al.,
2006). Overall, the shortened scales should be considered adequate
tests of supervisors’ LMX and LMX metaperceptions.

Appendix B

Three Studies to Evaluate the Impact of CMV

Given that concerns about CMVwere the greatest for our findings
regarding self-projection bias, which was based on cross-sectional
self-report, we conducted three studies to systematically evaluate the
potential influence of CMV on the relationship between LMX and
LMXmetaperceptions. Importantly, self-projection bias refers to the
relationship between an individual’s own relationship perceptions
and their relationship metaperceptions about the dyad partner (West
& Kenny, 2011). As such, the most appropriate measurement
strategy involves collecting relationship perceptions and relation-
ship metaperceptions from the focal individual, because the nature
of these perceptions is inherently self-referential (e.g., my percep-
tion of the relationship and my relationship metaperceptions). In
other words, these same judgments cannot be obtained via other
(i.e., non-self-report) ratings and thus self-ratings are the most
appropriate way to operationalize self-projection bias. Although
in many other domains it might make sense to compare self-ratings
with cross-source ratings, with the particular constructs in the
current research, cross-source ratings will not allow one to effec-
tively represent the key study constructs to estimate self-projection
bias. For example, when recommending cross-source ratings,
Podsakoff et al. (2012, p. 549) noted that using a different rating
source “is not appropriate when both the predictor and criterion
variables are capturing an individual’s perceptions, beliefs, judg-
ments, or feelings.” Similarly, David Chan discussed this specific
issue in a panel discussion about method variance in Brannick et al.
(2010, p. 416). Specifically, Chan noted that “There are situations in
which it is worse to use non-self-report measures than self-report
measures to measure the same intended constructs. For example, the
use of self-report measure is not only justifiable but also probably
necessary when assessing constructs that are self-referential percep-
tions : : : To find out about the perception of an individual, it is often
best to ask the individual about his or her perception rather than infer
it indirectly from what others observe about the individual’s beha-
viors : : : In short, when assessing self-referential perception con-
structs, non-self-report measures are often inferior in validity when
compared to self-report measures.”
Because the use of self-ratings is the best way to capture self-

projection bias, we cannot use cross-source ratings to address
concerns about CMV. Accordingly, in designing these studies,
we followed Podsakoff et al.’s (2012) suggestions to employ

proximal (i.e., using filler items to increase the physical distance
between study variables in the survey; Study 1) and temporal
separations (i.e., a temporal lag of 1 week in Study 2 and 1 month
in Study 3). Below we summarize the three studies, after which we
discuss the implications of these findings.

Study 1

We recruited participants who were employed and reporting to a
supervisor on their job in the U.S. from Amazon’s Mechanical
Turk.16 Participants were randomly assigned into one of two con-
ditions. In the experimental condition, they first reported LMX, after
which they answered a set of filler questions. These questions
assessed their work-family interface and their personality, which
not only introduced proximal separation but also reduced the
conspicuous linkage between study variables as they were not
related to leader–follower relationships (i.e., psychological separa-
tion; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Next, they reported their LMX me-
taperceptions, followed by demographic questions. LMX and LMX
metaperceptions were measured with the full scales that we used in
the main study. In the control condition, participants answered the
same set of questions, but in the order of LMX, LMX metapercep-
tions, filler items, and demographic questions. In other words, the
experimental condition contained proximal separation whereas the
control condition represented a survey layout similar to that in our
main study. To minimize respondent fatigue, we kept the survey at a
reasonable length (i.e., 59 items in total). The use of random
assignment allowed us to draw strong inferences regarding the
effect of proximal separation. If the correlation between LMX
and LMX metaperceptions (i.e., self-projection bias) in the experi-
mental condition where the concern of CMV is expected to be
mitigated due to proximal separation is similar to that from the
control condition, this can serve as suggestive evidence for the
limited impact of CMV.

A total of 399 participants provided valid data after we excluded
five who failed attention check items (e.g., please choose disagree).
Their average age was 37.26 years (SD = 10.80). Most of them

16 This study was approved by the University of Illinois Chicago Institu-
tional Review Board (study title: “Interpersonal Relationships in the Work-
place”; Protocol 2020-1009).
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were male (53.9%) and White (74.1%). On average, they worked
39.97 hr per week (SD = 8.02) and had been working with their
current supervisor for 4.05 years (SD = 3.59). Notably, the corre-
lation between LMX and LMX metaperceptions (i.e., self-projec-
tion bias) in the experimental group (n = 200; r = .87, p < .01),
where the impact of CMV is likely limited, was comparable to that
in the control group (n = 199; r = .90, p < .01). Furthermore, these
estimates were similar to what we found in the main study (the
standardized self-projection bias was .80 for followers).

Study 2

Similar to Study 1, we recruited employed adults who were
reporting to a supervisor on their job in the U.S. from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk.17 To ensure the independence of study data, those
who participated in Study 1 were not eligible for Study 2. LMXwas
measured first and LMXmetaperceptions were assessed a week later
in the second survey. Both variables were measured with the full
scales that we used in the main study. Before we closed the second
survey, we sent out three reminders to increase the survey retention
rate. A total of 302 participants completed the first survey. Among
them, 260 completed the second survey (retention rate = 86.09%).
After excluding 6 participants who failed attention check items
(e.g., please choose disagree), the final sample consisted of 254
participants. On average, participants were 37.49 years of age
(SD = 10.96). Most of the participants were male (56.3%) and
White (75.2%). They worked 39.74 hr per week (SD = 6.64) and
had been working with their current supervisor for 3.68 years
(SD = 2.88). The correlation between LMX and LMX metapercep-
tions (i.e., self-projection bias) was r = .76 (p < .01). The slight
decrease in self-projection bias in comparison to that in Study 1
suggests some effect of CMV. But this effect is not substantial as the
extent of self-projection bias was comparable to our findings in the
main study (standardized self-projection bias was .80 for followers).

Study 3

Similar to the previous two studies, participants for Study 3 were
also recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk.18 Those who
participated in the previous two studies were not eligible for Study
3 to help ensure the independence of study data. LMXwasmeasured
first and LMX metaperceptions were assessed a month later in the
second survey. Both variables were assessed with the full scales that
we used in the main study. Before we closed the second survey, we
sent out three reminders to increase the retention rate. A total of 300
participates completed the first survey whereas 242 of them com-
pleted the second survey (retention rate = 80.67%). After excluding
4 respondents who failed attention check items (e.g., please choose
disagree), there were 238 participants in the final study sample. On
average, they were 38.32 years old (SD = 10.54). Most of them
were male (57.6%) and White (68.9%). They worked 39.51 hr per
week (SD = 9.09) and had been working with their current super-
visor for 3.73 years (SD = 3.73). The correlation between LMX
and LMX metaperceptions (i.e., self-projection bias) was r = .78
(p < .01). Again, with a temporal lag, the magnitude of self-
projection bias dropped slightly when compared with that from
Study 1. However, the decrease was small in magnitude. More
importantly, it was comparable to what we found in the main study
(standardized self-projection bias was .80 for followers).

Discussion

Results from these studies, alongwith our main study, are summa-
rized in the table below (Table B1). Although proximal and temporal
separations decreased the observed self-projection bias to some
extent, the drop in effect size—ranging from .03 to .14—was not
substantial enough to suggest CMV could fully account for self-
projection bias. For example, with a 1-month temporal separation
(Study 3), the correlation between LMX and LMX metaperceptions
was still .78. Moreover, as reviewed in Podsakoff et al. (2012),
correlations that are susceptible to CMV tend to decrease by a decent
amount with a 1-month lag (32% in Ostroff et al., 2002; 43% in
Johnson et al., 2011). In comparison, the biggest changeweobserved
was from .90 (a control group in Study 1) to .78 (1-month lag in Study
3), a 13.3% drop. This further suggests that the strong effect of self-
projection bias we observed was not primarily due to inflation by
CMV.Additionally, it is important to note the slight decrease in effect
size in Study 2 and Study 3 may be partly attributable to substantive
events thatmeaningfully altered the relationship between leaders and
followers during the temporal lag (Podsakoff et al., 2012). In other
words, the actual impact ofCMVmaybe smaller thanwhat thedrop in
effect size in Study 2 and Study 3 indicated.

Notably, the three studies reported herein should not be subject to
the same levels of CMV as our original study (because their design
makes CMV less likely; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Further, estimates
from conditions where the impact of CMVwas limited (i.e., Study 1
experimental group, Study 2, Study 3) were comparable to what we
found in the main study whereby the standardized self-projection
bias among followers was .80. As such, we are inclined to interpret
the strong correlation between LMX and LMX metaperceptions
across our main study and the three supplemental studies as evi-
dence supporting strong self-projection bias. Although there may be
some CMV effect operating, it is highly unlikely that CMV is solely
responsible for the strong correlations between LMX and LMX
metaperceptions.

That said, the self-projection bias findings are large by conven-
tional standards. One possibility is that these large relationships are
due to CMV. Another possibility is that these large relationships
reflect strong self-projection bias. Because our supplemental studies
help mitigate the effect of CMV, we suggest that the large correla-
tions should be primarily attributed to strong self-projection bias.
Further, we felt it might be helpful to put our findings into the
context of similar research. This is important, as metaperceptions
remain an understudied topic in applied psychology. Therefore, past
findings regarding correlation effect size benchmarks from the
applied psychology literature may not be applicable to self-
projection bias. In that regard, past research has found similar levels
of self-projection bias for respect (.70, Elfenbein et al., 2009) and
liking (.70 in Study 1; .78 in Study 2, Eisenkraft et al., 2017).
Commenting on this issue (though in the domain of personality
metaperceptions), Kenny and DePaulo (1993) went so far as to
conclude, “Instead, we think that people’s beliefs about how others

(Appendices continue)

17 This study was approved by the University of Illinois Chicago Institu-
tional Review Board (study title: Interpersonal Relationships in the Work-
place; Protocol 2020-1027).

18 This study was approved by the University of Illinois Chicago Institu-
tional Review Board (study title: Interpersonal Relationships in the Work-
place; Protocol 2020-1031).
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view them are based primarily on their perceptions of them-
selves” (p. 154).
Taken together, although CMV remains a potential study limita-

tion, there are multiple reasons to believe its overall impact on our
findings is limited. The consistent, strong correlation between LMX
and LMX metaperceptions across studies with different research
designs should be interpreted as evidence suggestive of strong self-
projection bias. Nonetheless, as is true with any empirical study,
researchers can only conclude unambiguous support for their model
after a systematic program of research addressing different types of

threats to validity. Therefore, we encourage future research to take a
systematic approach to proactively mitigate the potential impact of
CMV through different study design practices (Brannick et al.,
2010; Podsakoff et al., 2012).
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Table B1
Evaluation of the Impact of CMV Across Three Studies (Appendix B)

Statistics Study 1 control group Study 1 experimental group Study 2 1-week time lag Study 3 1-month time lag

Procedural remedies for CMV — Proximal separation Temporal separation Temporal separation
Sample size 199 200 254 238
LMX M 3.82 3.73 3.73 3.79
LMX SD .81 .88 .84 .80
LMX α .95 .95 .95 .94
LMX metaperceptions M 3.76 3.66 3.68 3.68
LMX metaperceptions SD .81 .88 .84 .76
LMX metaperceptions α .95 .96 .96 .94
r (self-projection bias) .90** .87** .76** .78**

Note. LMX and LMX metaperceptions were both measured on a 5-point scale. CMV = Common Method Variance; LMX = Leader–Member Exchange.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

LMX METAPERCEPTIONS 1523

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.


	I Know How I Feel but Do I Know How You Feel? Investigating Metaperceptions to Advance Relationship-Based Leadership Approaches
	LMX Metaperceptions
	Accuracy and Bias of LMX Metaperceptions
	Power Dependence as a Moderator
	LMX Reciprocity

	Method
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures
	LMX
	LMX Metaperceptions
	Power Dependence
	Control

	Analytical Approach

	Results
	Hypothesis Testing
	Research Question
	Supplemental Analyses
	Other Dyadic Contingencies
	Performance Implications
	Common Method Variance


	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Suggestions for Advancing Relationship-Based Approaches to Leadership
	Practical Implications
	Study Limitations

	Conclusion
	References
	Item Selection
	Scale Validation
	Reliability
	Convergent Validity
	Content Validity

	Discussion
	Study 1
	Study 2
	Study 3
	Discussion


