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Abstract

In this thesis, we intend to make two distinctive contributions to the performance
management- and goal setting research of Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik (2014),
Kuvaas and Buch (2016) and Kuvaas and Buch (2017) regarding perceiving goals
as invariable (PGI). Firstly, we investigate two new potential antecedents to PGI;
leader mindset and leader self- and other interest, and further, the mediating role
of leader-member exchanges in the relationship between leader characteristics and
follower PGI. Secondly, we investigate whether PGI reduces followers’ ability to
take charge in the workplace. By employing a cross-sectional design, we have
gathered data from leaders and employees in different departments within a big

Nordic Bank.

In study 1, we found that LMX mediated the relationship between leader other-
interest and follower PGI, such that a high quality of LMX (SLMX) was
negatively associated with PGI, and contrary, that a low quality of LMX (ELMX)
was positively associated with PGI. In study 2, we found no support for the
relationship between PGI and taking charge. Finally, limitations, directions for

future research and practical implications are discussed.
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1.0 Introduction

Due to intense competition, globalization and an explosion of technology in
today's working environment, performance management becomes increasingly
important for achieving high performance and thus, organizational success
(Shahin & Mahbod, 2006, p. 226). Performance management (PM) refers to “a
continuous process of identifying, measuring and developing performance in
organizations by linking each individual’s performance and objectives to the
organization’s overall mission and goals” (Aguinis, 2009, p. 2. Ideally,
performance management should aim to develop employees' knowledge, skills,
attitudes and motivation to eventually increase work-related performance
(Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik, 2014). However, the traditional way to evaluate
employee performance; including a systematic description of an employee’s
strengths and weaknesses, historical performance and results or achievements
(Aguinis, 2009) has shown to neither motivate the employees or guide future-
oriented performance effectively (Lawler, 1994, cited in Buch, Dysvik & Kuvaas,

2016).

Interestingly, research show that PM- systems is most effective when it includes
performance-related goal-settings and feedback tailored to each employee instead
of predefined times, frequencies or discrete of formal episodes (Buch, Dysvik, &
Kuvaas, 2016). Goal setting and feedback have also been proven to improve
productivity (Locke and Latham, 2002, cited in Shahin & Mahbod, 2006).
Consequently, organizations should deal with goal setting, including setting
different key performance indicators (KPIs), in order to streamline their
performance management processes (Shahin & Mahbod, 2006). Goal setting is
one of the first steps in any performance management process, and is aimed at
guiding the organizational efforts and supporting the distribution of resources to
eventually achieve organizational success on all levels (Shahin & Mahbod, 2006).
Key performance indicators (KPIs) reflect and derive from organizational goals,
and is different from goals as they are indicators that measure progress towards
and achievement of certain goals. Research suggest that each indicator sat by an
organization should be based on specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and

time-sensitive criteria (SMART) (Shahin & Mahbod, 2006). A large number of
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goal setting research suggest that specific and challenging goals result in a higher
task performance than do easy, abstract or moderate attainable goals (Locke and

Latham, 1990, cited in Shahin & Mahbod, 2006).

A growing number of studies have also revealed several disadvantages with
setting specific and less flexible performance goals, such as unethical behaviour
and depletion (Welsh & Ordonez, 2014). A recent concern is that specific and
difficult goals often is perceived as absolute due to its specific and quantitative
nature (Buch, Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2016). In regards to this, a recent study found
that perceptions of goals as invariable (PGI); the extent to which followers believe
that the goals are absolute standards that must be met without exception, is
negatively related to work performance. Arguably, perceiving goals as invariable
may reduce work performance as it prevents sufficient dynamism and flexibility
(Murphy, 2008; Pulakos & O'Leary, 2001, cited in Kuvaas & Buch, 2017).
Consequently, successful application of goal setting in performance management
requires attention to a number of contingencies, including the follower perceptions

of the goals, as well as possible side effects of it (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017, p. 3).

Furthermore, in order for organizations to meet the strategic challenge of
maintaining a competitive edge, organizations are fully dependent on the
employees to perform the work in an innovative- and change-oriented way,
including a willingness to take charge, and thus, to change the status quo and
bring forth constructive change (Crant, 2000, Vadera et al., 2013, cited in Dysvik,
Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016). Even though prior research has focused on the
relationship between PGI and turnover intention, role overload and performance
(Kuvaas & Buch, 2016, Kuvaas & Buch, 2017), no research, as we are aware of,
has been conducted on taking charge as a side effect of PGI. Based on this, it

would be of interest to study taking charge, as a follower outcome of PGI.

Furthermore, a study of Kuvaas & Buch (2017) found that the quality of leader-
member exchanges (LMX) affect the extent to which followers perceive goals as
invariable. According to Gerstner and Day (1997) “LMX is unique in its adoption
of the dyadic relationship at the level of analysis” (p. 827), as opposed to
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traditional theories that aims to explain leadership as a function of personal
characteristics of the leader, features of the situation or an interaction between the
two (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Research also report that traditional PM systems
causes conflicts between leader and followers (Lawler, 1994, cited in Buch,
Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016), which indicates the need to focus on the dyadic
relationships in LM X when studying performance management. Additionally,
research show that leaders are not able to make accurate assessments when basing
the evaluation on subjective assessments and ratings. The main reason for this is
that subjective assessments lack information and thus, create so-called cognitive
and emotional biases. In other words, the quality of the relationship between the
leader who evaluates, and the follower being evaluated are at least as important as

the actual performance being evaluated (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016).

In performance management-research, only a small fraction of research has
considered both sides of the dyad. Even though some studies have included leader
characteristics, such as leader role ambiguity and self-efficacy in relation to LMX,
research on leader characteristics as antecedents to follower PGI has been limited
(Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012). To the best of our
knowledge, there has been scant attention towards the impact of leader’s mindset
on follower PGI. Dweck (2012) distinguishes between two types of mindsets;
fixed and growth; growth mindset is the belief that you can grow and improve
your abilities by practice and effort, whilst fixed mindset is the belief that these
abilities are predetermined and generally unchangeable (Dweck, 2006).
Additionally, no research that we are aware of have studied self- and other-interest
as potentially antecedents to followers’ perceptions of goals in PM systems. Self-
interest involves information search of individual-level attributes and self-relevant
consequences, whereas other-orientation centre information search on group-level
attributes and consequences (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009). Taking into account that
leadership characteristics has been found to predict LMX, and that the quality of
LMX is suggested to affect follower PGI, one can assume that leader mindset and

self- and other interest could have the potential to influence follower PGI.
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1.1 Contribution and Research question

In sum, there has been scant attention in Performance Management research on
the concept of PGI. Some research suggests that the quality of LMX influences
follower PGI, but the specific relationship between the two concepts is still
unclear. Furthermore, only two studies that we are aware of have been conducted
on the relationship between PGI and work performance, whereby both studies
indicates that PGI reduces work performance. Due to the limited research on PGI,
we intend to make two distinctive contributions to performance management- and
goal setting research by testing potential antecedents to PGI, and by investigating
whether PGI reduces follower taking charge. Firstly, we argue that leader’s
mindset and leader’s self and other-interest, which is found to affect followers’
behaviour, can influence followers’ perceptions of goals as invariable through
LMX. Secondly, and due to the demand for employees to be change-oriented at
work, we investigate whether PGI reduces follower’s ability to take charge.
Interestingly, the study will comprehend both leader- and follower perceptions,
which we believe is essential in order to understand the underlying mechanisms
affecting followers’ performance. For practitioners, insight from our research can
be beneficial in regards to HR practises, such as recruitment, training and goal

settings in performance management.

Conceptual Model
Follower LMX
Leader Mindset
& Follower
Leader Self- and > Follower PGl 7| Taking Charge
Other interest

Considering the research model above, we suggest that leader’s mindset and

leader’s self- and other-orientation affect employee perception of goals as
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invariable through LMX, which further influences followers’ degree of taking

charge. Accordingly, we form the research question.

“Will LMX mediate the relationship between leaders’ mindset, self- and other-
interest and followers’ perception of goals as invariable— and will PGI decrease

followers’ degree of taking charge?”

In the following, theory behind and previous findings of the mentioned constructs
will be discussed, starting with the concept of leaders” mindset and leaders” self-
and other- interest. Based on this, the hypotheses are formed and presented

retrospectively.

2.0 Theory and Hypotheses

2.1 Mindset

Dweck (2012) argues that whether people believe that their core qualities are built
in and fixed by nature, or that their qualities can be developed through nurture and
their own persistent efforts, matters for human behaviour. Even though people are
either more open or closed for development, research show that most people holds
a mixture of fixed and growth mindsets (Dweck, 2015). Further, because mindset
is based on one's own beliefs, and since beliefs can be changed, it is reasonable to
assume that mindsets can be changed. Interestingly, Dweck (2015) argue that if
individuals completely blocks their fixed mindset, they will surely create false
growth mindset. Therefore, individuals must stay in touch with their fixed mindset

in order to move closer to a growth mindset.

Moreover, research has shown that when people hold a fixed mindset about their
own capabilities, such as intelligence, they tend to avoid challenges as they are
afraid to appear unintelligent (Robins & Pals, 2002). On the contrary, people that
believe their capabilities is open for development tend to seek challenging
learning opportunities and display resilience when facing setbacks. Additionally,
Dweck (2012) argues that people can have a fixed or growth mindset about other

individuals. A fixed mindset towards others refers to the tendency to form rapid
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trait-based judgements, while a growth mindset tends to understand people’s
behavior in the context of the person and psychological processes such as, needs,

beliefs, emotions and goals rather than in terms of traits.

Furthermore, Dweck (2012) states that these mindsets make a difference for
success in academics, social relationships, in the workplace, and in emotional and
physical health. For instance, Dweck (2015) found that students who believed
their intelligence was open for development outperformed those who believed
their intelligence was fixed. Additionally, research highlights several benefits of
having followers’ with growth mindsets in the workplace (Dweck, 2012).
Amongst others, Kray and Haselhuhn (2007) argues that the extent to which
followers in negotiation businesses endorse the view that skills can be developed
have a facilitative effect on how they perform. More precisely, the study indicate
that growth mindset leads to higher willingness to learn and to exert effort to
overcome obstacles in the workplace. Moreover, research show that followers
holding a growth mindset develop stronger self-efficacy and thus, set themselves

more challenging goals across multiple trials (Tabernero & Wood, 1999).

Chase (2010) argues that the internal mindset of individuals towards leadership
ability, or their leadership mindset is a crucial component related to their
effectiveness and success as a leader, and arguably, their influence on the
followers’ performance. Leadership mindset refers to the leader's personal beliefs
about the precursors of their leadership ability. Hence, leadership would be
viewed as an innate quality for a person with a fixed mindset, and as a ability that
could be learned and gained through effort and experience for a person with a
growth mindset. Chase (2010) argues that adopting to a growth mindset ensures
that leadership is viewed as a skill open for development. In other words,
leadership is not a skill you are born with, but which you can develop through life.
Dweck (2006) argues that how leaders view their abilities profoundly affects their
performance and motivation. Consequently, a critical component related to
leaders’ effectiveness and success lies in leaders reasoning of their leadership
abilities, deriving from their growth mindset. Hence, it would be beneficial for

leaders to internalize a growth mindset, and shape their self-image as a

10
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transformative leader dedicated to make a difference in the life of others (Chase,

2010).

2.2 Self-Interest and Other-Orientation

Several scholars state that humans, including leaders, are driven by both self-
interest and by other motives, such as other-orientation in work settings. Self-
concern or interest is known to stimulate information search of individual-level
attributes and self-relevant consequences, whereas other-orientation is known to
centre information search on group-level attributes and consequences (De Dreu &
Nauta, 2009). In accordance with self-determination- and individualism-
collectivism theories, it is presumed that individuals view themselves either as
independent or as interdependent with others (Deci & Ryan, 1985, cited in De
Dreu & Nauta, 2009). The more individuals see themselves as independent the
higher their self-concern will be, and contrary, the more individuals see
themselves as interdependent the higher their other-orientation will be. However,
individuals are not necessarily motivated by either self-interests or by other-
orientation, but individuals differ in strength of self-interest motives (self-
concern) and in the strength of their other-orientation (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009).
Arguably, variation in self-interest is due to individual variables, such as
performance orientation and dispositional achievement motivation, whereas
variation in other-orientation is due to variables including temperament,
socialization, situational demands and constraints. Accordingly, De Dreu & Nauta
(2009) argues that variation in self-concern does not affect other motives,

including other-orientation, and the other way around.

2.2 PGI

In a PM-system, the goal setting serves as a starting point for the whole process of
how performance is measured and assessed (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016).
According to Locke and Latham (2002) goals direct attention toward goal-
relevant activities, motivate and energize individuals to work, increases
persistence and eventually, lead individuals to discover and use new and relevant
knowledge to improve performance (Welsh & Ordoéfiez, 2014). Research suggest

that a self-regulatory perspective on the goal- settings creates positive
11
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performance outcomes because it “enables individuals to discipline themselves by
bypassing immediate desires in order to engage in behaviours aimed at long-term
satisfaction” (Welsh & Ordofiez, 2014, p. 81). Additionally, goal-setting scholars
suggest that consecutive goals set within a period of time lead to undesirable
outcomes, including stress, lowered self-esteem, demotivation and hyper-
motivation. The latter refers to a visceral state that often creates unacceptable
behaviour (Welsh & Ordofiez, 2014). Amongst other, Soman and Cheema (2004)
argue that not meeting a goal might lead to worse behaviour than having no goals
at all (Welsh & Ordoiez, 2014). Hence, it is important for organizations to find
the right balance between setting desirable performance- goals and to motivate the
followers to achieve the goals. In accordance with this, Kuvaas, Buch and Dysvik
(2014) suggest that organizations should focus on providing freedom for
intelligent reviews tailored to the individual situation. In accordance with this, so
called invariable goals; goals that are established at the beginning of a
performance cycle, may be problematic because other situational and/ or
performance-relevant factors that are not associated with goals may influence the
goals during the performance cycle (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016). Hence,
“proactive behaviour to adjust the goal would probably be more effective than
perceiving the goal as invariable when other priorities than strict goal attainment

are believed to be the right thing to do” (Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik, 2014, p. 2).

2.3 LMX

Leader-Member Exchange Theory, also called LMX or Vertical Dyad Linkage
Theory, describes how leaders in groups maintain their position through series of
tacit exchange agreements with their members (Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1975).
The concept of LMX has evolved into a useful approach to study the linkages
between leadership processes and outcomes. The quality of the relationship
between a leader and the follower is predictive of outcomes at the individual,
group and organizational levels of analysis. Moreover, dyadic relationship
development is grounded in role- and exchange theories (Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997, cited in Gerstner & Day, 1997). Further, LMX theory
states that leaders do not develop the same kind of relationships with each

follower, but rather vary their approach across followers (Dulebohn et al., 2012).

12
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Research distinguish between low- and high quality LMX. The former refers to
economic LMX (ELMX), and are characterized by economic exchange based on
formally agreed on terms, such as pay for performance (Blau, 1964, cited in
Dulebohn et al., 2012). On the contrary, high quality LMX or social LMX
relationships (SLMX) incorporates feelings of mutual obligation and reciprocity,
which contribute to a more social relationship in nature (Gouldner, 1960; Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012). Moreover,
characteristics, such as loyalty, support, trust, and commitment, encompasses
LMX relationships of high quality (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Uhl-Bien &
Maslyn, 2003, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012). Therefore, it would be more
beneficial for leaders to facilitate for social relations of high quality with their

followers, rather than economic or low quality relations.

Interestingly, Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) argues that there are some
theoretical vagueness regarding the concept of relationships. On one hand, a
relationship may be viewed as the series of interdependent exchanges. On the
other hand, it might be viewed as interpersonal attachments that result from a
series of interdependent exchanges. The danger of defining one in terms of the
other is present when relationships are not distinguished from the transaction
process (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Nevertheless, the relationship between
two individuals might be defined based on how they make exchanges, or rather on
what benefit that is exchanged. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) created a model
in social exchanges, which comprehends what types of relationships different
transaction may be considered a match or a mismatch. For instance, a social
exchange relationship that is paired with an economic transaction can bring forth
situations that include both rewards and risks. For instance, “a failure to discharge
economic obligations could be seen as betrayal, which would likely result in far
greater psychological injury and perhaps permanent damage to the relationship”
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005, p. 887). However, social exchange might create

greater trust when economic rewards are given (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).

Nevertheless, a substantial body of empirical research have been conducted on

both the antecedents in the nature of LMX, and the consequences for performance

13
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(Dulebohn, et al., 2012). Studies show that several factors affect evaluations of
followers’ performance, namely, the quality of the relationship between manager
and follower, first impressions, and the involvement of the leader in the followers’
recruitment process (Lefkowitz, 2000; Schoorman, 1988, Stark & Poppler, 2009,
cited in Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2016). Dulebohn et al., (2012) found that if leaders
reward their followers based on their performance, in addition to inspiring them to
perform beyond expectations with transformational leadership, it is conceivable
that a constructive relationship will emerge. Hence, the result indicates that the
variance in outcomes are explained through the mediating role of LMX.
Additionally, the LMX relationship was suggested to be coherent to how leaders
and followers interpret their behaviours, leading to the conclusion that LMX

relationships are fundamental in organizational life (Dulebohn et al., 2012).

Recent empirical evidence suggests that followers’ perceptions of the quality of
LMX play a crucial role in how they perceive and respond to HR-practices
(Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2012; Gilbert, De Winne, & Sels, 2011; Kuvaas & Dysvik,
2010; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007, cited in Kuvaas & Buch, 2016). Thus, one
might argue that LMX influences how followers view and respond to the goal
setting in PM-systems. Moreover, studies have shown that the followers’
perception of the quality of LMX relationships affect their overall attitudes and
behaviour. For instance, a follower perceiving the LMX relationship as being of
high quality will most likely feel an obligation to reciprocate in multiple ways,
and thus, perform in a positive manner (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016). In accordance
with the social exchange theory, social exchanges are mainly intrinsically
rewarding, and thus, social LMX relationships have the potential to satisfy the
needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016, p. 12).
The study by Kuvaas and Buch (2016) confirmed a positive relationship between
leader self-efficacy and follower ELMX, and contrary, a negative relationship
between leader self-efficacy and follower SLMX. Even though little research has
been conducted on the specific effects of leader mindset and self- and other-
interest on follower LMX, research indicates that leader’s encompassing a growth
mindset shape their self-image as a transformative leader dedicated to make a

difference in the life of others (Chase, 2010), and that other-orientation centre

14
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information search on group-level attributes and consequences (De Dreu & Nauta,
2009). Thereby, one can assume that leaders with a growth mindset and an interest
for others are more likely to create social relations (SLMX) with their followers,
and contrary, that leader encompassing a fixed mindset and with an interest for
themselves are more likely to create economic relations (ELMX) with their

followers. Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

HI: There is a) a positive relationship between leader growth mindset and
follower SLMX, and b) a negative relationship between leader growth mindset
and follower ELMX.

H?2: There is a) a positive relationship between leader other-interest and follower
SLMX, and b) a negative relationship between leader other-interest and follower
ELMX.

Interestingly, Kuvaas and Buch (2017) suggest that LMX relationships can
influence perceptions of performance- related goals in the workplace. SLMX can
reduce the extent to which followers believe that goals are absolute or fixed,
whereas ELMX are found to increase the perception of goals as absolute (Kuvaas
& Buch, 2017). Even though no research has been conducted on the relationship
between leader mindset, self- and other interest and LMX, one can assume that
these leader characteristics influences the quality of leader-member exchanges
(H1 & H2), and further followers’ perceptions of goals. Arguably, leader's growth
mindset and leaders interest for others might create social relations, which in turn
could reduce the extent to which followers believe that goals are absolute.
Thereby, we assume that leader’s growth mindset and interest for others will have
an impact on employee PGI through LMX. More precisely, we expect a negative
relationship between leader growth mindset and PGI and that this relationship is
mediated by SLMX. Contrary, we anticipate a positive relationship between
leader fixed mindset and PGI and that this relationship is mediated by ELMX. In
accordance with the above, we also expect a negative relationship between leader

other interest and PGI through SLMX, and a positive relationship between leader

15
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self-interest and PGI through ELMX. Based on this, we form the second
hypothesis:

H3: a) SLMX mediates the negative relationship between leader growth mindset
and PGI — leader growth mindset is positively related to SLMX, which in turn is
negatively associated with PGI, and b) ELMX mediates the positive relationship
between leader fixed mindset and PGI — leader fixed mindset is positively
associated with ELMX, which in turn is positively associated with PGI.

H4: a) SLMX mediates the negative relationship between leader other-interest
and PGI — leader other-interest is positively related to SLMX, which in turn is
negatively associated with PGI, and b) ELMX mediates the positive relationship
between leader self-interest and PGI — leader self-interest is positively associated

with ELMX, which in turn is positively associated with PGI.

2.2 PGI and Taking Charge

Vadera, Pratt and Mishra (2013) states that most jobs today require creative,
change-oriented- and proactive behaviour. The latter is defined by Crant (2000) as
“taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating new ones; it
involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to present
conditions” (p. 436). Thus, proactive behaviour refers to anticipatory actions
individuals take to influence themselves or their environments (Grant & Ashford,

2008, cited in Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013).

Taking charge was introduced by Morrison and Phelps (1999) as a construct to
capture the idea that organizations demand followers willing to challenge the
status quo to bring about constructive change (Crant, 2000). Morrison and Phelps
(1999) defines taking charge as “Voluntary and constructive efforts, by individual
followers, intended to effect organizationally functional change with respect to
how work is executed within the context of their jobs, work units, or
organization” (p. 403). Moreover, Morrison and Phelps (1999) refer to taking
charge as an extra role activity that has been neglected to understand what factors

motivate followers to challenge the present state of operations, and in

16
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consequence bring about constructive change. Interestingly, Morrison and Phelps
(1999) argues that taking charge must be recognized as behaviour that encompass
behaviour that deviates from prescribed roles, and consequently, that it may be
viewed as threatening by colleagues and supervisors. Hence, followers taking
charge by initiating improvements might create tension and disharmony that
decrease overall performance. Therefore, one might argue that excessive amounts
of taking charge will do more harm than good. However, it seems often hard to
distinguish between change-directed behaviour that contributes with something
valuable, and behaviour that goes too far and result in the eradication of a well-

functioning PM system (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).

Morrison and Phelps (1999) argues that future research should focus on
identifying a broader set of predictors. However, more recent research has found
different antecedents or predictors of taking charge. For instance, Escribano and
Espejo (2010) argues that trust in immediate supervisor, affective commitment,
openness to experience and perceived value for innovation are antecedents for
taking charge (Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013), and Chiaburu and Baker (2006)
suggest that propensity to trust, supervisor process control, and supervisor’s
output control predicts taking charge. Based on this, one can assume that other
conditions or aspects related to followers’ relations to their supervisor (LMX) has
an impact on followers’ degree of taking charge at work (Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra,

2013).

Furthermore, Kuvaas, Buch, and Dysvik (2014) argues that attainment to specific
goals decrease perceived autonomy due to less freedom, and, in turn, work
performance. Additionally, research has confirmed a positive relationship between
invariable goals and role overload and turnover intention (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017).
Hence, proactive behaviour to adjust the goals throughout the performance-
evaluation period might create positive performance outcomes (Kuvaas, Buch, &
Dysvik, 2014). Kuvaas and Buch (2017) argues that the more a follower perceive
goals as invariable, the less she or he will pay attention to other factors that are not
associated with the goals, which in turn, reduces the likelihood that these factors

are taken into account when performing the work. Further, if an employee finds
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that improvisation is necessary or that other priorities than goal attainment are
currently more urgent, but still stick to the goal(s), it would most likely be
negatively related to work performance (Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik, 2014, p. 2).
Arguably, because taking charge includes extra-role activities, followers will most
likely downgrade such activities when perceiving the goals as invariable. Based
on this argumentation, we expect that PGI is negatively associated with taking

charge. Accordingly, we form the last hypothesis:

H5: There is a negative relationship between PGI and follower taking charge.

3.0 Method

In order to investigate the five hypotheses, we have chosen a quantitative
approach with a cross-sectional research design (Beach & Pedersen, 2016). A
cross-sectional design is defined by Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 53) as; “the
collection of data on more than one case (usually quite a lot more than one) and at
a single point in time in order to collect a body of quantitative or quantifiable data
in connection with two or more variables (usually many more than two), which
are then examined to detect patterns of association”. Furthermore, Bryman and
Bell (2011) argue that it is not possible to manipulate the variables in which we
are interested in business research, and therefore, most quantitative business
research employs a cross-sectional research design rather than an experimental
one. However, as we are not able to manipulate variables, conclusions about the
causal relationships are difficult to determine. Also, considering a variety of
extraneous and confounding variables that exist in a social environment, causality

can only be inferred, never proved (Beach & Pedersen, 2016).

3.1 Sample and procedure

We have collected data from one large Nordic bank that applies specific KPIs as a
part of their performance management. A questionnaire was distributed to
approximately 1,500 employees, both leaders and followers, through a web-based
tool (Qualtrics), which resulted in complete data from 298 workers. The sample

contained roughly 35 percent women and 65 percent men, with an average tenure
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of 5 years in the company. Furthermore, the data was collected at two different
stages. First, we measured self-reported leader growth mindset and self- and
other-interest. Secondly, we measured follower social- and economic LMX and

degree of taking charge, also through self-report.

3.2 Measures

Study 1 contains two independent variables; leaders’ growth mindset and leaders’
self- and other-interest, two mediating variable; SLMX and ELMX, and one
dependent variable; PGI. Study 2 comprehends one dependent variable; PGI, and
one dependent variable; taking charge. Additionally, all of the items was scored
on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly

agree).

3.2.1 Mindset

For study 1, leaders’ growth mindset was measured using a scale by Dweck
(2000). One of the eight sample questions are “To be honest, one cannot really

change how competent you are at work”.

3.2.2 Self- and other interest

Leaders’ self- and other- interest were measured by scales validated by De Dreu
and Nauta (2009), and Gerbasi and Prentice (2013). Examples of sample items
measuring self-interest are: “I am concerned with my own needs and interests”
and “T make sure that my interests are safeguarded”. Examples of sample items
measuring other-interest are: “I am concerned with the needs and interests of my
colleagues and employees” and “My colleagues and employees' goals and

aspirations are important to me”.

3.2.3 SLMX and ELMX

In study 1, we used the refined scales from Dysvik, Buch & Kuvaas (2015) to
measure both follower SLMX and follower ELMX (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017). Items
measuring follower SLMX include: “My relationship with my immediate

manager is about mutual sacrifice; sometimes I give more than I receive and
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sometimes I receive more than I give”, and a sample item measuring follower
ELMX is: “I watch very carefully what I get from my immediate supervisor,

relative to what I contribute” (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017).

3.2.4 Perceiving goals as invariable (PGI)

In study 1 and 2, PGI were measured by using the scale from Kuvaas, Buch and
Dysvik (2014), including items such as: “I find targets / KPIs as specific and
absolute; and that lack of achievement is not accepted even though I have good

reasons for it” (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017).

3.2.5 Taking Charge

The dependent variable in study 2; taking charge, was assessed by the ten-item
scale developed by Morrison and Phelps (1999). A sample question included in
the self-report was: “I often try to institute new work methods that are more

effective for the company” (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016).

3.2.6 Control variables

To rule out potential sociodemographic differences as alternative explanations of
the results in both studies, we controlled for leaders™ and subordinates” gender (1
=men; 2 = women) (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016). In relation to PGI, research
suggest that more tenured followers expect and feel more entitled to discretion in
their work compared to less tenured followers and thus, tenure might affect PGI
and the hypothesized relationships (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017). On this basis, we

controlled for tenure as an alternative explanation of the result in study 2.

4.0 Analysis

The data was analysed in several steps. Firstly, we performed a factor analysis
(principal component analysis). According to Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik (2014)
measuring construct that are conceptually close to each other represents a
challenge with respect to item contamination and is a potential threat to
discriminant validity (p. 5). To account for this potential shortcoming, we
performed a principal component analysis with a promax rotation on all multiple

scale items to control for item retention (Coyle-Shapiro, Kessler & Purcell, 2004).
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Additionally, when large multivariate data sets are analyzed, it is desirable to
reduce their dimensionality (Jolliffe, 2002). In contemplation of avoiding
confounded measures of the constructs, we applied a relatively rigid rules-of-
thumb and retained only items with a strong loading of 0.50 or higher (Osborne
and Costello, 2004, cited in Kuvaas, 2008), a cross-loading of less than 0.35 on
other included factors (Kiffin-Petersen and Cordery, 2003, cited in Kuvaas, 2008),
and a differentiation of 0.20 or higher between included factors (Van Dyne et al.,

1994, cited in Kuvaas, 2008).

Secondly, a regression analysis was applied to test the five hypotheses. The usage
of multiple regression requires the assumption that there is no measurement error
in the mediator (ELMX and SLMX), which is confirmed by the PCA, and further,
that the dependent variable do not cause the mediator (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
Furthermore, the three-step procedure acclaimed by Baron & Kenny (1986) was
used to test the mediation role of ELMX and SLMX in the relationship between
leaders’ mindset, leaders’ self- and other- interest and PGI. To clarify: “a given
variable may be said to function as a mediator to the extent that it accounts for the
relation between the predictor and the criterion” (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1176).
The first criterion recommended by Baron & Kenny (1986) is that the independent
variable(s) must significantly correlate with the mediator (LMX). Further, Baron
& Kenny (1986) suggest that the independent variable(s) must be significantly
associated with the dependent variable. The third criterion concerns the mediation.
Full mediation is indicated if the relationship between the independent variables
and the dependent variable disappear after the mediator is entered, and partial
mediation is suggested if the relationship between the independent variables and
the dependent variable significantly diminish but do not disappear after the

mediator is controlled for.

4.1 Results

The principal component analysis revealed that one of the items measuring leader
other-interest had loadings that was too low, that one of the item measuring leader
self-interest had a cross-loading on the mindset factor, and that one of the items

measuring growth mindset loaded on a separate factor (see Appendix A).
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Furthermore, the results indicate that two items of ‘PGI’ had a loading that was
too low to include in the analysis (see Appendix B). These above mentioned items
were removed before scales were computed by averaging of the items. The final
scales had acceptable reliability estimates with coefficient alphas ranging from

0.66 to 0.92.

In table 1, means, standard deviations, bivariate correlations and coefficient alphas
for all multiple item scales are reported. The results from the regression analysis,
including control variables, are illustrated in table 2, 3 and 4, and will be

described in relation to all hypotheses.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics, correlations and scale reliabilities

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
| Leader Tenure* 233 085 -
2 Leader Gender® 134 047 -022 =~
3 Follower Tenure® 225 085 008 -0.11 =
4 Follower Gender® 141 049 003 -006 -0.15 =
5 Growth Mindset Aﬁgmv 499 038 -0.14 -032 0003 -003 (0.71
6 Other Interest AOS 6.48 046 -075 -082 -0.16 -004 023 (0.88)
7 Self Interest Amc 5.17 1.02 -040 008 -007 -0.03 024 029 (087
8 ELMX 4.00 125 -004 008 005 -0.00 0.11 -0.05 0.04 (0.80)
9 SLMX 6.01 084 -0-10 006 -0.11 009 -0.02 0.06 -003 -010 (0.84)
10 PGI 1090 1.25 0.00 007 015 -008 000 -0.15 001 041 -034 (0.82)
11 .wamcm Ormwmo A.ﬁﬁv 4.75 0.90 -0.10 006 -0.10 -0.04 0.10 0.16 000 -007 019 -0.04 (091)

Notes: N= 298; where appropriate, coefficient alphas indicating scale reliabilities are in parentheses. Correlations equal too greater than 0.07

are significant at p < 0.05, and those equal to or greater than 0.10 are significant at p< 0.01. *0-2 years = 1, 2-5 years = 2 and 5 and more years = 3,

*Male= 1 and female = 2.
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In relation to the three criteria of Baron & Kenny (1986), Table 2 indicates that
the first criterion recommended by Baron & Kenny (1986), stating that the
independent variable(s) must affect the mediator(s) (ELMX and SLMX), was not
met for both variables; GM and OI (p>0.05). Thus, H1 and H2 is not supported by
the data.

Table 2: Regression results for ELMX & SLMX

Step | ELMX SLMX
Leader Tenure* -0.17 0.07
Leader Gender® 0.07 0.12
Growth Mindset (GMS) 0.23 0.15
Other Interest (OI) 0.19 0.13
Self Interest (SI) 0.08 0.06

Notes: Standardised regression coefficient are shown; n = 298; "p< 0.05; “'p<0.01; ""p<0.001.
*0-2 years = 1, 2-5 years = 2 and 5 and more years = 3, "Male= | and female = 2.
Step 1: correlation between GMS, OI, SI and ELMX, SLMX.

Moreover, Table 3 provide support for the second criterion, stating that the
independent variables must be related to the dependent variable, but only for one
of the predictors; other-interest (OI; f = -0,47, p<0.05). In regards to the third
criterion recommended by Baron & Kenny (1986), concerning the mediator
relationship, Table 3 illustrate that the relationship between leaders’ other-interest
and PGI significantly diminish when the mediator is controlled for (OI; -0.23 = -
0.11, p>0.05). Thus, the relationship between OI and PGI is not significant when
controlling for LMX. Additionally, Table 3 report that ELMX and SLMX both are
highly correlated with PGI (ELMX; = 0.37, p<0.001, SLMX; B=-0.43,
p<0.001). In sum, the results from the regression analysis indicates that SLMX
mediates the negative relationship between OI and PGI, and that ELMX mediates
the positive relationship between OI and PGI. Hence, the test provides support for
H4, and partial mediation for OI. H3, suggesting a relationship between leader’s
mindset and PGI through LMX, was not supported by the statistics in the full

regression model (Table 3).
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Table 3: Regression results for PGI

Step 2 Step 3
Leader Tenure* 0.02 0.09
Leader Gepder® 0.17 0.15
Growth Mindset (GMS) 0.11 0.20
Other Interest (OI) -0.47* -0.11
Self-Interest (SI) 0.08 0.07
ELMX 0.37***
SLMX -0.43%%*

Notes: Standardised regression coefficient are shown; n = 298; "p< 0.05; *"p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
*0-2 years = 1, 2-5 years = 2 and 5 and more years = 3, "Male= | and female = 2.
Step 2: Correlation between GMS, OI, SI and PGI. Step 3: Correlation between GMS, OI, SI, ELMX, SLMX and PGI.

Finally, and based on the statistics from the regression model in Table 4, H5;
suggesting a negative relationship between PGI and follower taking charge, was

not supported by the data (TC; = -0.03, p>0.05).

Table 4: Regression results for Taking Charge (TC)

Step 4
Follower Tenure® 0.07
Follower Gender® 0.12
PGI -0.03

Notes: Standardised regression coefficient are shown; n = 298; *p< 0.05; *"p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
*0-2 years = 1, 2-5 years = 2 and 5 and more years = 3, "Male= | and female = 2. Step 4: Correlation between PGI and TC.

5.0 Discussion

In this master thesis, we draw upon research of Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik (2014),
Kuvaas and Buch (2016) and Kuvaas and Buch (2017) regarding perceptions of
goals as invariable (PGI), and we intended to make two distinctive contributions
to performance management research. Firstly, we examined two new potential
antecedents to PGI; leader’s mindset and self- and other-interest. Further depth to
the relationship between leader characteristics and PGI was added by exploring
the mediating role of LMX (ELMX and SLMX). Secondly, we explored whether
taking charge function as a follower outcome of PGI. Interestingly, the study

offers new insight about the influence of leader characteristics on followers’
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perception of goals, which is further shown to influence work related

performance.

There are several findings to point out. First of all, the study suggests that leaders
driven by an interest for others represent a significant impact on follower
perceptions of goals in a performance management system. More precisely, a
higher degree of other-interest amongst leaders was found to reduce the extent to
which followers perceive goals as invariable, and conversely, a lower degree of
other-interest amongst leaders was found to increase the extent to which follower
perceive goals as invariable. This finding is to some degree in line with previously
mentioned theory on other- orientation. De Dreu and Nauta (2009) argues that
individuals driven by other-motives view themselves as interdependent with
others, and therefore, will have the potential to influences group-level constructs
such as team climate, working relationships and options and beliefs held by
others. Arguably, because leaders driven by other-interest view themselves as
interdependent rather than independent they will most likely have an effect on the
perceptions, meanings and beliefs of their followers, including perceptions of
goals in a performance management system. On this basis, one can argue that
leaders considering others’ needs and interests affect their followers to perceive
goals as more flexible rather than invariable (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016).
This finding suggest that other-interest function as an important aspect of leader
behaviour to the extent that leaders driven by other-motives have the potential to
reduce followers’ perceptions of goals as absolute standards, and consequently, to
increase work related performance. From a performance management perspective,
this finding is interesting, because leader characteristics, such as other-interest,
has to date not been explored in relation to follower perceptions of goals, and
further, work related performance. In other words, our study adds to the growing
body of performance management research in which it connects a new leader
characteristics/ antecedent to followers’ perceptions of goals as invariable, and

potentially, to work performance.

Another finding worth pointing out, is that leaders’ self-interest was not

significantly related to followers’ perceptions of goals as invariable. Taking into
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account that leaders other-interest was found to reduce PGI, this finding is to
some degree surprising. However, the result is in line with De Dreu & Nauta’s
(2009) study of self-interest and other-orientation in organizational behaviour, in
which they propose that self-concern and other- orientation are orthogonal and
independent constructs. Extended literature has also suggested that variation in
other-orientation does not necessarily affect the level of self-concern, and the
other way around. Thus, someone can be high in other-orientation and high in
self-concern, high in one dimension and low in another and low in both
dimensions De Dreu and Nauta (2009). Therefore, it makes sense that only one of

the two constructs were significant in the present study.

Leader’s growth- and fixed mindset was also not significantly related to either
LMX and PGI. Based on prior research on growth mindset stating that; leader’s
growth mindset influences their ability to create strong social relationships, and
hence, shape their self-image as transformational dedicated to make a difference
in the life of others (Chase, 2010; Dweck, 2012), we expected a significant
relationship between leader's mindset, LMX and PGI. On the other side, research
point toward other antecedents to leader-member exchanges, such as liking,
leader’s expectations of subordinates and self-fulfilling prophecy (Wayne, Shore
& Liden, 1997). Moreover, previous research on mindset suggest that willingness
to learn and self-efficacy are two of many potentially consequences of human
mindset (Dweck, 2012; Kray & Haselhuhn, 2007). Based on this, one may argue
that leader’s mindset; whether their core qualities are either built in and fixed by
nature or developed through nurture and their own persistent efforts (Dweck,
2012), has no direct impact on other people's perceptions on work events, and
thus, has little to do with followers’ perceptions of goals in a performance

management system.

The present study has added depth to the understanding of the relationship
between leader’s other-orientation and follower’s PGI by suggesting that the
quality of leader-member exchanges function as mediator in this relationship. The
findings indicate that SLMX mediates the negative relationship between OI and
PGI, and that ELMX mediates the positive relationship between OI and PGI. In
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other words, the findings imply that leaders driven by an interest for other people
reduces followers’ perceptions of goals as being invariable when the leader-
member exchange is characterized by ongoing exchanges (SLMX). This result is
in line with the finding of Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) suggesting that social
relationships aligns more closely with descriptions of a “partnership”, and that
such partnership relationships experience a “transformation” from self-interest to
a larger interest. Hence, when the relationship is characterized as a partnership,
leaders driven by an interest for others will most likely affect their followers to
perceive the goals as less invariable in a performance management system. On the
other hand, when the relationship is characterized by a more transactional
relationship, leaders could influence followers to perceive the goals as more
invariable. The current finding is also in line with the study of Dulebohn et al.,
(2012) suggesting that transactional leader-member relationships tend to form
clear perceptions of task requirements for employees, which in turn contribute to
follower effort-performance expectancies (Waldman, Bass, & Yammarino, 1990,

cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012).

The results of ELMX and SLMX is also supported by previous research and
findings on LMX. Amongst other, Kuvaas and Buch (2017) argues that LMX
influence perceptions of performance- related goals in the workplace, in which
SLMX is found to reduce the extent to which followers believe that goals are
absolute, whereas ELMX is found to increase the perception of goals as absolute
(Kuvaas & Buch, 2017). In relation to leader characteristics, prior research on
LMX suggest that leader’s self-efficacy is positively related to ELMX, and
negatively related to SLMX. However, contrary to our findings their study did not
include other-orientation as a leader characteristics and antecedent to PGI through
LMX. Hence, the present study contributes with new insight and theory about
both sides of the dyad in performance management, and more precisely, the effect
of leader characteristics and leader-member exchanges on followers’ perceptions
of goals.

Finally, and with respect to taking charge, we found no significant relationship
between PGI and taking charge. Taking into consideration that LMX is

significantly related to follower outcomes (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016) and that trust in
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immediate supervisor, affective commitment, openness to experience and
perceived value for innovation are suggested to affect taking charge (Escribano
and Espejo, 2010), we expected a significant relationship between PGI and taking
charge. Additionally, previous research suggest that employees are more likely to
take charge when they perceive top management as open to employee suggestions
and to employee-initiated change (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). However, the lack
of support for our predictions may reflect the fact that we did not assess other
relevant control variables such as organizational cohesiveness and perceived need
for change. Arguably, the latter would be relevant to account for since taking
charge is about taking responsibility for changing and improving work-related

processes (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).

6.0 Limitations and future research

The present study has provided valuable insight about both sides of the dyad in
performance management and goal setting, in which leaders driven by other-
motives is found to reduce the extent to which followers perceive goals as
invariable under the circumstances of social leader-member exchanges. However,
the results of the study should be interpreted in the light of its limitations. In the
following, the most important limitations are considered, and suggestions for

future research are proposed.

One limitation of our study is the sample size. We conducted data from one large
Nordic bank with a total sample size of 298 respondents. However, in order to
determine the generalizability of the findings we should have conducted data from
different types of organizations, both in the private- and public sector, and in

several countries (Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik, 2014).

Another limitation is the cross-sectional nature of the data. Even though
regression analysis provides indications of causality, it cannot draw causal
inferences or rule out the possibility of reverse causality (Lai & Kapstad, 2009). In
order to support for the causality of our findings there is a need for either
experimental or longitudinal studies with a full range of control variables (Dysvik,

Kuvaas & Buch, 2014). The fact that we did not control for possible antecedents
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to follower LMX, PGI and taking charge, other than gender and tenure, makes it
even more difficult to support causal claims. Arguably, our findings can be
regarded as preliminary evidence providing valuable grounds for further

investigation the relationship between leader’s other-motives and follower PGI.

Furthermore, the collection of data from the followers were collected in only one
step to match as many responses as possible from leaders. In order to measure the
three follower variables, LM X, PGI and taking charge, separately, and thus, to
reduce common method variance, the collection of data from the followers should

have been collected from three points in time.

There are several risks involved when using self-report questionnaires. One risk is
that the respondents may answers in a specific way that is considered socially
desirable (Adams et al., 2005). However, Ones, Viswesvaran and Reiss (1996)
argues that social desirability is not so problematic as generally anticipated.
Hence, using self-report may be considered a strength in this thesis, as Conway
and Lance (2010) argues that self-report is theoretically considered the most
relevant type of measurement. Moreover, evidence suggest that the use of self-

report should be of slightest concern (Motl, McAuley and DiStefano, 2005).

In the present study, we conducted self-reporting measurements of LMX and
taking charge from the followers’ perspective. However, single source bias arises
when overlapping variability is due to data collected from a single source
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959). In accordance with this, Scandura & Schriesheim
(1994) suggest that: “LMX should always be measured from both leader and
member perspectives” (Gerstner & Day, 1997, p. 836). Additionally, Scandura &
Schriesheim (1994) argues that LM X should be examined using longitudinal
designs (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Thus, similar to the argument of Gerstner and
Day (1997, p. 836), “the lack of consistency with which the LMX construct is
operationalized, makes it difficult to argue that all measures are associated with an
identical core construct”. Therefore, it would be preferable to include leaders’
perspective in the measurements of LMX and taking charge to avoid common

source bias, and to minimize the social desirability bias that might significantly
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distort self-reports of taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Nevertheless,
more research is certainly needed to explain the degree to which single-source

bias magnify the correlation between LMX and performance outcomes (Gerstner

& Day, 1997).

Beyond using better research designs, an interesting avenue for future research
could be to investigate different leader characteristics, other than mindset and self-
and other-orientation, that could be potential antecedents to followers’ perception
of goals as invariable. Prosocial motivation is one example of a leader
characteristic that could be interesting to study in relation to follower PGI. This is
also in accordance with previous research, stating that; “relational qualities of
immediate supervisor strongly influence employees’ perceptions of human
resource (HR) practices (Kuvaas, Buch & Dysvik, 2014, p. 9). Additionally, in
order to reduce common source bias and to avoid potential risks involved when
using self-report questionnaires, future research should measure both leaders’ and

followers’ perceptions of leader characteristics as antecedents to PGI.

Another direction for future research could be to investigate and potentially
discover more antecedents of PGI. For instance, Bandura (1977) found that self-
efficacy influences goal settings and self-evaluative reactions. However, it would
be intriguing to investigate whether follower self-efficacy influences their
perceptions of goals. Additionally, it has been suggested that supervisors are
integral in shaping employees’ efficacy beliefs (Eden, 1990, cited in Tierney &
Farmer 2002). Further, “supervisors are a potential vehicle for two experiences
that Bandura (1986) suggested to play a key role in determining self-efficacy;
vicarious learning, or “modelling,” and verbal persuasion” (Tierney & Farmer
2002, p. 1139). Arguably, as prior research suggest leader’s role in followers’
self-efficacy it would be interesting to investigate whether LM X mediates the

relationship between follower self-efficacy and followers’ PGI.

Finally, future research could focus on studying other performance related
outcomes of PGI. Even though prior research has looked at role overload,

turnover intention and work performance as consequences of perceiving goals as
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invariable (Kuvaas & Buch, 2017), the present study did only include taking
charge as a follower outcome of PGI. Thus, to obtain more knowledge of the
causal relationship between leader characteristics and the impact of PGI on work

related performance, future research should include more performance variables.

7.0 Practical implications

Supplementary to existing theory, the findings of the present study offer
implications for practice in organizations. The study contributes with evidence for
how leaders driven by other-motives reduces followers’ perceptions of goals as
being invariable through high quality leader-member exchanges. Taking into
consideration that PGI is found to reduce work-related performance (Buch,
Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016), organizations should expect positive effects of having
leaders driven by other-orientations, and from creating social and ongoing leader-

member exchanges.

The present study highlights the importance of having leaders that are driven by
other-motives, which can have implications for organizational activities, such as
human research management, and thus, recruitment and training of leaders.
However, prior research suggest that other-orientation is trait-based and enduring
(De Dreu & Nauta, 2009), and thus, other-orientation might be difficult or even
impossible to change and develop. Therefore, the focus should be on recruiting
leaders scoring high on the dimension of other-orientation, rather than trying to
develop other-interest among existing leaders. Clearly, more research is needed to

settle this issue (De Dreu & Nauta, 2009).

Furthermore, the present study suggest that LMX mediates the relationship
between other-interest and PGI, and thus, continuous work for leaders to
endeavour in behaviours that increase the quality of LMX is favourable. For
instance, assigning followers responsibility on important tasks and providing
increased support is found to cultivate a social exchange relationship with the
followers (Dulebohn et al., 2012). Moreover, the research of Dulebohn et al.,
(2012) suggests that training leaders in behaviors such as empowerment, provide

direction and support, and engage in mentoring behaviors may be an effective way
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to improve the quality of LMX. However, training leaders to develop and
maintain high-quality relationships with their followers may seem as a
challenging task taking into consideration that personality traits, which are fixed,
is related to social behaviours (Dulebohn et al., 2012). For instance, agreeableness
has been found to correlate positively with cooperation and helping behaviors
(Graziano, Habashi, Sheese, & Tobin, 2007, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012) which
is argued to be fundamental in social exchange relationships (Gouldner, 1960). On
the other hand, neurotic individuals were found in another study to be less
inclined in establishing long-term relationships that require commitment, trust,
and social skills (Bernerth et al., 2007, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012). In sum,
few studies have attempted to find out how to “train” managers to develop LMX
relationships of high quality, and thus, more studies in this field would be

favourable for both LMX practice and theory.

8.0 Conclusion

In this master thesis, we contribute to performance management- and goal setting
research and theory by integrating concepts of leader characteristics, leader-
member exchange, PGI and performance outcomes, that have, to the best of our
knowledge, only been studied separately. By studying both sides of the dyad, the
study contributes with a profound understanding of both leader- and follower
perceptions in a performance management system. Interestingly, the present study
has revealed another potential antecedent to perceptions of goals as invariable,
namely; leader’ other-interest. However, in order to develop a fully integrated
model of LMX, PGI and performance outcomes, future research should include
other antecedents and more follower outcomes to PGI. In sum, a useful takeaway
for organizational practitioners is to focus on recruiting leaders driven by other-
motives and to develop social leader-member exchanges in order to reduce the
extent to which followers perceive the goals as invariable, and eventually to

increase performance.
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Appendix

A) Principal Component Analysis (Leaders)

Items

I consider the wishes and goals of my colleagues and
employees as important (OI)

0.98

My colleagues and employee’s goals and aspirations are
important to me (OI)

0.91

I am concerned with the needs and interests of my
colleagues (OI)

0.81

I try to help my colleagues and employees by telling
others about their successes (OI)

0.71

I ensure that my colleagues and employee’s interests are
taken care of (OI)

0.69

I consider my own wishes and goals as important (SI)

0.94

I am concerned with my own needs and interests (SI)

0.93

I make sure my interests are taken care of (SI)

0.77

My personal goals and aspirations are important to me
(8D

0.71

I try to make sure that others know my successes (SI)

0.63

I believe that one can learn new things at work, but you
cannot really change the basic job-abilities (GMS)

0.80

I believe that one can greatly develop even basic job-
related skills (GMS)

0.79

No matter how skillful you are in the workplace, you can
always develop your job-abiding skills a lot (GMS)

0.51

No matter who you are, you can greatly develop your
skills in a workplace context (GMS)

0.93

You can greatly increase your competence in the
workplace context (GMS)

0.59

Initial Eigenvalues

4.91

3.24

2.17

1.26

Pct. of variance

28.87

19.03

12.74

7.42

Coefficient alphas for final scales

0.88

0.87

0.77

n.a.

Notes: Factor loadings less than 0.30 are not shown. OI = Other-interest; SI = Self-

interest; GMS = Growth mindset
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B) Principal Component Analysis (Followers)

Items

1

I often try to solve important problems for the
organization (TC)

0.84

I often try to introduce new forms of organizing,
new technology or procedures to improve the
efficiency of the organization (TC)

0.83

0.42

I often try to correct inadequate or incomplete
provisions or practices (TC)

0.83

0.48

I often try to remove redundant or unnecessary
procedures (TC)

0.80

I often come up with constructive suggestions on
how things should be done better in the organization
(TC)

0.74

0.41

I often try to redo organizational rules or regulations
that are unproductive or inhibit productivity (TC)

0.70

My relationship with my immediate leader is based
on mutual trust (SLMX)

0.86

I try to help protect my immediate leaders because I
trust he or she will take good care of me (SLMX)

0.82

I think that the effort I put into work today will be
beneficial for my relationship with my immediate
leader (SLMX)

0.80

My closest leader has invested a lot in me (SLMX)

0.76

I feel that I cannot prioritize other conditions than
reaching the goals even if the situation would
demand it (PGI)

0.86

I feel that lack of goal achievement is not accepted
even though I have good reasons for it (PGI)

0.80

I feel that they give little room to focus on other
important aspects of the job than what is being
measured (PGI)

0.74

I feel that that I cannot freely improvise and do
things differently from what appears from the goals /
balance score card (PGI)

0.73

0.43
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I often try to improve ways to do things for my
group or department (TC)

0.53

0.87

I often try to change the way to do the job to make it
more effective (TC)

0.50

0.84

I often try to use improved ways to do the job (TC)

0.46

0.79

I often try to introduce new ways to do the job that is
more effective for the organization (TC)

0.62

0.77

I do what my closest leader requires of me, mainly
because he or she is my formal boss (ELMX)

0.86

My relationship with my immediate leader is mainly
based on authority that he or she has authority to
decide (ELMX)

0.42

0.80

The best description of the relationship with my
immediate manager is that I do what I am told to do
(ELMX)

0.75

The only thing I really expect from my immediate
leader is that he or she fulfils his formal role as a
leader (ELMX)

0.67

Initial Eigenvalues

6.12

3.98

2.83

1.42

1.33

Pct. of variance

25.53

16.57

11.80

5.92

5.60

Coefficient alphas for final scales

0.91

0.84

0.82

n.a.

0.80

Notes: Factor loadings less than 0.30 are not shown. ELMX = Economic Leader-
Member Exchange; SLMX = Social Leader-Member Exchange; PGI = Perceiving

goals as invariable; TC = Taking charge
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Abstract

This preliminary thesis report guides the reader through the scope, aim and
process of our study. The thesis intends to make two distinctive contributions to
the performance management research of Kuvaas and Buch (2016) regarding
Leader-Member Exchange relationships, perceiving goals as invariable (PGI) and
follower outcomes. Firstly, the thesis investigates a new potential antecedent to
PGI; namely leader mindset, and secondly, the relationship between PGI and
follower taking charge, as a distinctive performance variable. In study 1, we
examine the relationship between leader growth mindset and PGI, mediated by
LMX, and in the study 2, we explore the relationship between PGI and taking
charge. Employing a cross-sectional design, we plan to gather data from several
large Norwegian companies within diverse industries. Consequently, we outline a

time schedule for further progression.
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1.0 Introduction

Performance management refers to “a continuous process of identifying,
measuring and developing performance in organizations by linking each
individual’s performance and objectives to the organization’s overall mission and
goals” (Aguinis, 2009, p. 2). The traditional way to evaluate employee
performance is through performance appraisal; the systematic description of an
employee’s strengths and weaknesses, historical performance and results or
achievements (Aguinis, 2009). Hence, performance appraisal includes activities
that are not connected to one another or to day-to-day activities (Kuvaas, Buch, &
Dysvik, 2014). In practice, each employee receives a summative numerical scores
of their performance, which further lays the foundation for decisions regarding the
employee's salary, training and development, talent identification, promotion and
resignation (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016). However, traditional performance
appraisal has shown to neither motivate the employees or to guide future-oriented
performance effectively, and some researchers even argue that performance
appraisal should be banned entirely (Lawler, 1994, cited in Kuvaas, & Buch
2016Db).

Arguably, performance management should aim to develop employees'
knowledge, skills, attitudes and motivation to eventually increase work-related
performance (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016). Research show that PM- systems
1s most effective when it does not contain predefined times, frequencies or
discrete of formal episodes, but that includes performance-related goal-settings
and feedback tailored to each employee (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016).
Amongst others, Deloitte has implemented a simplified PM- system, characterized
by high speed, agility, one-size-fits-one and constant learning adapted to a talent-
dependent business (Buckingham & Goodall, 2015). Hence, in order for
organizations to meet the strategic challenge of maintaining a competitive edge,
organizations are fully dependent on the employees to perform the work in an
innovative- and change-oriented way, including a willingness to take charge
(Vadera et al., 2013, cited in Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016). Employee s’ degree

of taking charge has been identified as a construct to understand employees’
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willingness to change the status quo and bring forth constructive change (Crant,
2000).

Studies report that traditional appraisal systems causes conflicts between
leader and followers (Lawler, 1994). This indicates the need to focus on the
dyadic relationships in leader-member exchange (LMX) (Dweck, 2012).
According to Gerstner and Day (1997) LMX is “unique in its adoption of the
dyadic relationship as the level of analysis” (p. 827), as opposed to traditional
theories that aims to explain leadership as a function of personal characteristics of
the leader, features of the situation, or an interaction between the two (Gerstner &
Day, 1997). Additionally, research show that leaders are not able to make accurate
assessments when basing the evaluation on subjective assessments and ratings.
The main reason for this is that subjective assessments lack information and thus,
create so-called cognitive and emotional biases. In other words, the quality of the
relationship between the leader who evaluates and the follower being evaluated
are at least as important as the actual performance being evaluated (Buch, Dysvik,
& Kuvaas, 2016).

In performance management-research, only a small fraction of research
has considered both sides of the dyad. Even though some studies have included
leader characteristics in relation to LMX, research on leader characteristics and
follower LMX has been limited (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016a). Additionally, there has
been scant attention towards the impact of leader mindset on follower LMX.
Dweck (2012) distinguishes between two types of mindsets; fixed and growth.
The growth mindset is the belief that you can grow and improve your abilities by
practice and effort, whilst someone with a fixed mindset believes these abilities
are predetermined and generally unchangeable (Dweck, 2006). Since other
leadership variables, including role ambiguity and self-efficacy, has been found to
predict LMX, one can assume that leader mindset also could influence follower
LMX.

Furthermore, some research has been conducted on the link between
follower LMX and performance outcomes. Interestingly, a study suggest that
LMX affect follower’s performance through followers™ perception of goals
(Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b). Because traditional performance management/ appraisal

is disconnected from day-to-day activities that determine performance
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effectiveness there is a need for proactive behavior to adjust to the goals when
conducting PM (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016). Hence, application of goal
settings in performance management requires attention toward the follower
perceptions of the goals, as well as possible side effects of it. In accordance with
this, a growing number of studies have revealed several disadvantages with setting
specific and difficult goals, including unethical behavior (Welsh & Ordonez,
2014). A recent study did confirm that perceptions of goals as invariable (PGI);
the extent to which followers believe that the goals are absolute standards, was
negatively related to work performance. The same study did also indicate that
follower LMX was related to work performance through PGI (Kuvaas & Buch,
2016b). However, only two studies have been conducted on the relationship
between PGI and work performance, whereby both studies did indicate that PGI
can reduce work performance. Due to the limited research on PGI, this thesis
investigates both possible antecedents and consequences of PGI. Firstly, we argue
that leader mindset, which is found to influence follower's behavior (Chase,
2010), could influence the follower perceptions of goals. Secondly, and due to the
demand for employees to be change-oriented at work, we investigate whether PGI

has an effect on follower taking charge.

2.0 Contribution and Research question

We intend to make two distinctive contributions to performance management- and
goal setting research by testing a new potential antecedent to PGI; namely leader
mindset, and by investigating whether PGI reduces follower taking charge. For
practitioners, insight from our research could be beneficial in regards to the goal
settings in performance management. Interestingly, the study will comprehend
both leader- and follower perceptions, which we believe is essential for
understanding the underlying mechanisms affecting follower’s performance and

taking charge.
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Follower SLMX \

Leader Growth
Mindset

Follower PG| Follower's degree

/
\ of Taking Charge

Follower ELMX —

Considering the research model above, we suggest that leader’s mindset affect
employee’s perception of goals as invariable through LMX, which further
influences follower's degree of taking charge. Accordingly, we form the research
question:

“Will LMX mediate the relationship between leaders’ mindset and
employees’ perception of goals as invariable— and will PGI decrease employee

taking charge?”

In the following, theory and previous findings of the mentioned constructs will be
discussed, starting with the concept of leader mindset. Based on this, the

hypotheses are formed and presented retrospectively.

3.0 Theory and Hypotheses

3.1 Leader Mindset

Dweck (2012) argues that whether people believe that their core qualities are built
in and fixed by nature, or that their qualities can be developed through nurture and
their own persistent efforts, matters for human behavior. Even though people are
either more open or closed for development, research show that most people holds
a mixture of fixed and growth mindsets (Dweck, 2015). Further, because mindset
is based on one's own beliefs, and since beliefs can be changed, it is reasonable to
assume that mindsets can be changed. Interestingly, Dweck (2015) argue that if
individual completely blocks their fixed mindset, they will surely create false
growth mindset. Therefore, individuals must stay in touch with their fixed mindset

in order to move closer to a growth mindset.
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Moreover, research has shown that when people hold a fixed mindset
about their own capabilities, such as intelligence, they tend to avoid challenges as
they are afraid to appear unintelligent (Robin & Pals, 2002). On the contrary,
people that believe their capabilities is open for development tend to seek
challenging learning opportunities and display resilience when facing
setbacks. Additionally, Dweck (2012) argues that people can have a fixed or
growth mindset about other individuals. A fixed mindset towards others refers to
the tendency to form rapid trait-based judgements, while a growth mindset tends
to understand people’s behavior in the context of the person and psychological
processes such as, needs, beliefs, emotions and goals rather than in terms of traits.

Furthermore, Dweck (2012) states that these mindsets make a difference
for success in academics, social relationships, in the workplace, and in emotional
and physical health. For instance, Dweck (2015) found that students who believed
their intelligence was open for development outperformed those who believed
their intelligence was fixed. Additionally, research highlights several benefits of
having follower’s with growth mindsets in the workplace (Dweck, 2012).
Amongst others, Kray and Haselhuhn (2007) found that the extent to which
follower’s in negotiation businesses endorse the view that skills can be developed
have a facilitative effect on how they perform. More precisely, the study indicate
that growth mindset leads to higher willingness to learn and to exert effort to
overcome obstacles in the workplace. Moreover, research show that follower’s
holding a growth mindset develop stronger self-efficacy and thus, set themselves
more challenging goals across multiple trials (Tabernero & Wood, 1999).

Moreover, Chase (2010) argues that the internal mindset of individuals
towards leadership ability, or their leadership mindset is a crucial component
related to their effectiveness and success as a leader, and arguably, their influence
on the follower’s performance. Leadership mindset refers to the leader's personal
beliefs about the precursors of their leadership ability. Hence, leadership would be
viewed as an innate quality for a person with a fixed mindset, and as a ability that
could be learned and gained through effort and experience for a person with a
growth mindset. Chase (2010) argues that adopting to a growth mindset ensures
that leadership is viewed as a skill open for development. In other words, that

leadership is not a skill you are born with, but which you can develop through life.

5



GRA 19502

Dweck’s research points in the direction of how leaders view their abilities
profoundly affects their performance and motivation (Dweck, 2006).
Consequently, a critical component related to leaders’ effectiveness and success
lies in leaders reasoning of their leadership abilities, more specifically, that it
derives from their growth mindset. Hence, it would be beneficial for leaders to
internalize a growth mindset, and shape their self-image as a transformative leader

dedicated to make a difference in the life of others (Chase, 2010).

3.2 Perceiving goals as invariable

In a PM-system, the goal setting serves as a starting point for the whole process of
how performance is measured and assessed (Buch, Dysvik, & Kuvaas, 2016).
According to Locke and Latham (2002) goals direct attention toward goal-
relevant activities, motivate and energize individuals to work, increases
persistence and eventually, lead individuals to discover and use new and relevant
knowledge to improve performance (Welsh & Ordofiez, 2014). Research suggest
that adding a self-regulatory perspective to the goal- settings creates positive
performance outcomes because it “enables individuals to discipline themselves by
bypassing immediate desires in order to engage in behaviors aimed at long-term
satisfaction” (Welsh & Ordofiez, 2014, p. 81). Additionally, goal-setting scholars
suggest that consecutive goals set within a period of time lead to undesirable
outcomes, including stress, lowered self-esteem, demotivation and hyper-
motivation. The latter refers to a visceral state that leads unacceptable behavior
(Welsh & Ordofiez, 2014). Amongst other, Soman and Cheema (2004) argue that
not meeting a goal might lead to worse behavior than having no goals at all
(Welsh & Ordonez, 2014). Hence, it is important for organization to find the right
balance between setting desirable performance- goals and to motivate the
followers to achieve the goals. Kuvaas, Buch, and Dysvik (2014) suggest that
organizations should focus on providing freedom for intelligent reviews tailored
to the individual situation. Henceforth, so called invariable goals; goals that are
established at the beginning of a performance cycle, may be problematic because
other situational and/ or performance-relevant factors that are not associated with
goals may influence the goals during the performance cycle (Buch, Dysvik, &

Kuvaas, 2016).
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3.3 Leader- member exchange

The concept of Leader-member exchange (LMX) have evolved into a useful
approach to study linkages between leadership processes and outcomes. The
quality of the relationship between a leader and the follower is predictive of
outcomes at the individual, group and organizational levels of analysis. Moreover,
dyadic relationship development is grounded in role and exchange theories (Uhl-
Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997, cited in Gerstner & Day, 1997).
However, LMX theory states that leaders do not develop the same kind of
relationships with each follower, but rather vary their approach across followers
(Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012).

Research distinguish between low- and high quality LMX. The former
refers to economic LMX (ELMX), and are characterized by economic exchange
based on formally agreed on terms, such as pay for performance (Blau, 1964,
cited in Dulebohn et al. ,2012). On the contrary, high LMX or social LMX
relationships (SLMX) incorporates feelings of mutual obligation and reciprocity,
which contribute a more social relationship in nature (Gouldner, 1960; Liden,
Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012). Moreover,
characteristics, such as loyalty, support, trust, and commitment, encompasses
LMX relationships of high quality (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Uhl-Bien &
Maslyn, 2003, cited in Dulebohn et al., 2012). Hence, one might argue that it
would be more beneficial for leaders to facilitate for social relations of high
quality with their followers, rather than economic or low quality relations.

Interestingly, Cropanzano and Mitchell (2003) argues that there appears to
be some theoretical vagueness regarding the concept of relationships. On one
hand, a relationship may be viewed as the series of interdependent exchanges. On
the other hand, it might be viewed as interpersonal attachments that result from a
series of interdependent exchanges. The danger of defining one terms of the other
is present when relationships are not distinguished from the transaction process
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2003). Nevertheless, two persons might be understood
to be ‘related’ based on how they make exchanges, or rather on what benefit that
is exchanged. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2003) created a model of transactions

and relationships in social exchanges, which comprehends in what types of
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relationships different transaction may be considered a match or a mismatch. An
example here would be when a social exchange relationship is paired with an
economic transaction, which may bring forth situations that include both rewards
and risks. For instance, “a failure to discharge economic obligations could be seen
as betrayal, which would likely result in far greater psychological injury and
perhaps permanent damage to the relationship” (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2003, p.
887). However, advantages related to social exchange relation could be greater
trust when economic rewards are given.

Nevertheless, a substantial body of empirical research have been
conducted on both antecedents and performance-related outcomes of LMX
(Dulebohn, et al., 2012). Studies show that several factors affect evaluations of
follower’s performance, namely, the quality of the relationship between manager
and follower, first impressions, and the involvement of the leader in the follower’s
recruitment process (Leftkowitz, 2000; Schoorman, 1988, Stark & Poppler, 2009,
cited in Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2016). Dulebohn et al. (2012), found that if leaders are
seen as rewarding followers based on their performance, in addition to inspiring
them to perform beyond expectations with transformational leadership, it is
conceivable that a constructive relationship will emerge. Hence, results indicate
that the variance in outcomes was explained through the mediating role of LMX.
Additionally, the LMX relationship was found to be relevant to how leaders and
followers interpret their behaviors, leading to the conclusion that LMX
relationships may be fundamental in organizational life (Dulebohn et al., 2012).
Recent empirical evidence suggests that followers’ perceptions of the quality of
the LMX play a crucial role in how they perceive and respond to HR-practices
(Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2012; Gilbert, De Winne, & Sels, 2011; Kuvaas & Dysvik,
2010; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007, cited in Kuvaas & Buch, 2016a). Thus, one
might argue that LMX influences how followers view and respond to the goal
setting in PM-systems.

Moreover, studies have shown that the followers’ perception of the quality
of LMX relationships affect their overall attitudes and behavior. For instance, a
follower perceiving the LMX relationship as being of high quality will most likely
feel an obligation to reciprocate in multiple ways, and thus, perform in a positive

manner (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016a). In accordance with the social exchange theory,
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social exchanges are mainly intrinsically rewarding, and thus, social LMX
relationships have the potential to satisfy the needs for autonomy, competence,
and relatedness (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016a, p. 12). The study by Kuvaas and Buch
(2016a) indicates a positive relationship between leader self-efficacy and follower
ELMX, and contrary, a negative relationship between leader self-efficacy and
follower SLMX. Even though little research has been conducted on the specific
effect of leader mindset on follower LMX, research indicates that leader’s
encompassing a growth mindset shape their self-image as a transformative leader
dedicated to make a difference in the life of others (Chase, 2010). Thereby, one
can assume that leaders with a growth mindset are more likely to create social
relations with their followers (SLMX), and contrary, that leader encompassing a
fixed mindset are more likely to create economic relations with their followers

(ELMX). Therefore, we hypothesize the following:

HI: There is a) a positive relationship between leader growth mindset and
follower SLMX, and b) a negative relationship between leader growth mindset
and follower ELMX.

Interestingly, Kuvaas and Buch (2016b) suggest that LMX relationships can
influence perceptions of performance- related goals in the workplace. SLMX
relationships characterized by ongoing exchanges based on a diffuse future
obligation to reciprocate can reduce the extent to which followers believe that
goals are absolute, whereas ELMX, relationships are found to increase the
perception of goals as absolute (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b). Thus, research findings
indicate that LM X affect employee perception of goals. Based on this research
finding, leader's growth mindset could influence the quality of LMX, and
possibly, create social relations, which in turn could reduce the extent to which
followers believe that goals are absolute or fixed. Thereby, we assume that
leader’s growth mindset will have an impact on employee PGI through LMX.
More precisely, we expect that SLMX mediates a negative relationship between
leader growth mindset and PGI. Contrary, we anticipate that ELMX mediates a
positive relationship between leader growth mindset and PGI. Based on this, we

form the second hypothesis:
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H2: a) SLMX mediates the negative relationship between leader growth mindset
and PGI - leader growth mindset is positively related to SLMX, which in turn is

negatively associated with PGI, and b) ELMX mediates the positive relationship
between leader growth mindset and PGI - leader growth mindset is negatively

associated with ELMX, which in turn is positively associated with PGI.

3.4 Taking Charge
Vadera, Pratt and Mishra (2013) states that most jobs today require creative and
change-oriented behavior and expressing voice, in regard to how followers
perform their work. These jobs entail proactive behaviors, which is defined by
Crant (2000) as “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating
new ones, it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to
present conditions” (p. 436). Thus, proactive behaviors refer to anticipatory
actions that followers take intended to influence themselves or their environments
(Grant & Ashford, 2008, cited in Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013). Taking charge
was introduced by Morrison and Phelps (1999) as a construct to capture the idea
that organizations demand followers willing to challenge the status quo to bring
about constructive change (Crant, 2000). Morrison and Phelps (1999) defined
taking charge as “Voluntary and constructive efforts, by individual followers,
intended to effect organizationally functional change with respect to how work is
executed within the context of their jobs, work units, or organization” (p. 403).
Moreover, Morrison and Phelps (1999) refers to taking charge as an extra
role activity that has been neglected to understand what factors motivate followers
to challenge the present state of operations, and in consequence bring about
constructive change. Interestingly, Morrison and Phelps (1999) argues that taking
charge must be recognized as behavior that encompass behavior that deviates
from prescribed roles, and consequently, that it may be viewed as threatening by
colleagues and supervisors. Hence, followers taking charge by initiating
improvements might create tension and disharmony that decrease overall
performance. Therefore, one might argue that excessive amounts of taking charge
will do more harm than good. However, it seems often hard to distinguish

between change-directed behavior that contributes something valuable, and
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behavior that goes too far and result in the eradication of a well-functioning PM
system (Morrison & Phelps, 1999).

Morrison and Phelps (1999) argues that future research should focus on
identifying a broader set of predictors. However, more recent research on this
field have found different antecedents or predictors of taking charge. For instance,
Escribano and Espejo (2010) suggest that trust in immediate supervisor, affective
commitment, openness to experience and perceived value for innovation as
antecedents for taking charge (Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra, 2013). Moreover,
Chiaburu and Baker (2006) found propensity to trust, supervisor process control,
and supervisor’s output control. Based on this, one can assume that other
conditions or aspects related to followers’ relations to their supervisor (LMX) has
an impact on followers’ degree of taking charge at work (Vadera, Pratt, & Mishra,
2013).

Furthermore, Kuvaas, Buch, and Dysvik (2014) suggest that invariable
goals are negatively related to work performance through its negative relationship
with job autonomy. Hence, attainment to specific goals decreases perceived
autonomy due to less freedom, and, in turn, work performance. Additionally,
research has confirmed a positive relationship between invariable goals and role
overload and turnover intention (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b). Hence, proactive
behavior to adjust the goals throughout the performance-evaluation period might
create positive performance outcomes (Kuvaas, Buch, & Dysvik, 2014). Kuvaas
and Buch (2016b) argues that the more a follower perceive goals as invariable, the
less she or he will pay attention to other factors that are not associated with the
goals, which in turn, reduces the likelihood that these factors are taken into
account when performing the work. Arguably, because taking charge includes
extra-role activities, followers will most likely downgrade such activities when
perceiving the goals as invariable. Based on this argumentation, we expect that
PGI is negatively associated with taking charge. Accordingly, we form the last
hypothesis:

H3: There is a negative relationship between PGI and follower taking charge.

11
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4.0 Method and plan for data-collection

In order to investigate the three hypotheses, we have chosen a quantitative
approach with a cross-sectional research design (Beach & Pedersen, 2016). A
cross-sectional design is defined in Bryman and Bell (2011) as; “the collection of
data on more than one case (usually quite a lot more than one) and at a single
point in time in order to collect a body of quantitative or quantifiable data in
connection with two or more variables (usually many more than two), which are
then examined to detect patterns of association (p. 53).

Furthermore, Bryman and Bell (2011) argue that it is not possible to
manipulate the variables in which we are interested in business research, and
therefore, most quantitative business research employs a cross-sectional research
design rather than an experimental one. However, as we are not able to manipulate
variables, conclusions about the causal relationships are difficult to determine.
Also, considering a variety of extraneous and confounding variables that exist in a
social environment. Hence, causality can only be inferred, never proved (Beach &

Pedersen, 2016).

4.1 Sample and procedure

We are planning to gather data from several large Norwegian companies from
diverse industries. At this point we have approached several corporations, and
received acceptance to distribute our questionnaire in eight of these. However, it
is not yet clear how many followers that will receive the questionnaires, as
resources in the organizations are scant. Nevertheless, we aim to get a minimum
of 250 respondents, including both leaders and subordinates. Furthermore, our
plan is to collect data at three different stages. First, we intend to measure self-
reported leader growth mindset. Secondly, we will measure follower social- and
economic LMX also through self-reports. Thirdly, in order to capture a broader
perspective on follower taking charge, we will collect data from both leaders and
subordinates by using the same scale. All of the questionnaires will be developed

by using the online survey software, Qualtrics.
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4.2 Measures

In study 1, there will be one independent variable; Leader growth mindset, two
mediating variable; SLMX and ELMX, and one dependent variable; PGI. In study
2, there is one dependent variable; PGI, and one dependent variable; follower
taking charge. Additionally, all of the items will be scored on a five-point Likert

scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Growth mindset
For study 1, we intent to measure leaders’ growth mindset using a scale by
Dweck, C. S. (2000). One of the eighth sample questions is “To be honest, one

cannot really change how competent you are at work™.

SLMX/ ELMX

In study 1, we intend to use the refined scales from Dysvik et al. (2015) to
measure both follower SLMX and follower ELMX (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b).
Items measuring follower SLMX include: “My relationship with my immediate
manager is about mutual sacrifice; sometimes I give more than I receive and
sometimes I receive more than I give”, and a sample item measuring follower
ELMX is: “I watch very carefully what I get from my immediate supervisor,

relative to what I contribute” (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b).

Perceiving goals as invariable (PGI)

In study 1 and 2, PGI will be measured by using the scale by Kuvaas et al. (2014),
including items such as: “I find targets / KPIs as specific and absolute; and that
lack of achievement is not accepted even though I have good reasons for it”

(Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b).

Taking Charge

To measure the dependent variable in study 2; taking charge, we intent to use the
ten-item scale developed by Morrison and Phelps (1999). One of the 10 items
included in the manager-ratings on followers’ degree on taking charge is: “This
person often tries to bring about improved procedures for the work unit or

department”, and a sample question included in the self-report is: “I often try to
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institute new work methods that are more effective for the company” (Dysvik,

Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016).

Control variables

To rule out potential sociodemographic differences as alternative explanations of
the results in both studies, we intend to control for leaders’ and subordinates” age
(measured on an ordinal scale from 1 = 20-29 years of age to 5 = more than 60
years of age) and gender (1 = men; 2 = women) (Dysvik, Kuvaas, & Buch, 2016).
In relation to PGI, research suggest that more tenured followers expect and feel
more entitled to discretion in their work compared to less tenured followers, and
thus, tenure can decrease PGI (Kuvaas & Buch, 2016b). On this basis, we aim to

control for tenure as an alternative explanation of the result in study 2.

5.0 Progression and time schedule

At this point, we have contacted several companies and received positive response
from seven of them. We plan to clarify which companies that will participate in
our study, and finalize our measurement tools by the end of January. Further on,
the data collection will be executed in February. If we have achieved a
satisfactory response rate by the end of February, we will start the data analysis in
March and the discussion part in April/ May. To accommodate for unexpected
circumstances and possible changes that may occur during the process, we plan to

complete the thesis in July. Thus, our proposed time schedule is presented below.

January | Finalize measurements and sample
February | Data collection

March Data analysis & results

April Data analysis, results & discussion
May Complete discussion

June Review and final changes

July Deliver thesis 1st of July
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