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ABSTRACT
LEADER GROUP PROTOTYPICALITY AND FOLLOWERS’
IDENTIFICATION: PREDICTORS, MEDIATING PROCESSES AND
FOLLOWER OUTCOMES
Gonci, Ash

Ph.D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stmer

June 2011, 234 pages

The aim of the present study was to investigate both antecedents and
follower outcomes of leader group prototypicality as well as followers’ social
identification with the group in two theoretical models guided by the propositions of
social identity theory (SIT; Hogg, 1996) of leadership. The first model suggested
that specific leadership styles (i.e., paternalistic, relationship-oriented, and task-
oriented) predicted perceived leader group prototypicality and followers’ social
identification depending on certain follower characteristics (i.e., cultural orientations
and motivational tendencies). In the second model, proximal and distal follower
outcomes of leader group prototypicality and the moderating role of follower social
identification in these relationships were investigated.

The findings revealed that followers’ individualism orientation moderated
the link between task-oriented leadership and leader group prototypicality whereas

both collectivism and individualism moderated the relationship between paternalistic
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leadership and leader group prototypicality. The effects of task-oriented leadership
on followers’ identification with the work group was enhanced by followers’ need
for affiliation. Leader group prototypicality was positively associated with job
satisfaction through its positive effects on personal attraction towards the leader, and
followers’ leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust as well as its negative
effects on social attraction and responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors. The results are discussed in terms of theoretical and practical implications

along with suggestions for future research.

Key words: Leadership style, leader group prototypicality, social identification,

attributions, job satisfaction.



0z
LIDER-GRUP BENZERLIGI VE CALISANLARIN AIDIYET HIiSSI:
YORDAYICI DEGISKENLER, ARACI SURECLER VE SONUC
DEGISKENLERI
Gonci, Ash

Doktora, Psikoloji Bolimi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Simer

Haziran 2011, 234 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, liderligin sosyal benlik kuraminin (LSBK; Hogg,
1996) onermeleri 1s1¢inda lider-grup benzerliginin ve ¢alisanlarin is grubuna aidiyet
hislerinin hem yordayanlarinit hem de ¢alisanlarla ilgili sonuglarini iki kuramsal
model cercevesinde incelemektir. Ik model, belli liderlik tiplerinin (babacan, iliski-
odakli ve is-odakl1) calisanlarin belli 6zelliklerine (kiiltiirel yonelimleri ve giidiisel
egilimleri) bagli olarak lider-grup benzerligini ve ¢alisanlarin is grubuna aidiyet
hislerini yordadigini dnermektedir. Ikinci modelde ise, lider-grup benzerliginin
caligsanlara yonelik yakin ve uzak sonuglar ile ¢alisanlarin aidiyet hislerinin bu
iliskilerdeki araci rolii arastirilmistir.

Sonuglar, ¢alisanlarin bireycilik yonelimlerinin ig-odakli liderlik ve lider-
grup benzerligi algis1 arasindaki iliskide belirleyici rol oynadigini; hem
toplulukguluk hem de bireycilik yonelimlerinin ise babacan liderlik ile lider-grup

benzerligi arasindaki iliskide belirleyici oldugunu gostermistir. Is-odakl1 liderligin
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calisanlarin aidiyet hisleri iizerindeki etkisi, ¢calisanlarin yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci ile
orantili olarak artmaktadir. Lider-grup benzerligi, ¢calisanlarin is doyumu ile lidere
duyulan kisisel yakinlik, liderin etkinligi algilar1 ve giiven tizerindeki olumlu, ve
lidere duyulan sosyal kaynakli yakinlik ve olumsuz lider davraniglarina yapilan
sorumluluk atiflar1 iizerindeki olumsuz etkileri aracilig ile iligkilidir. Sonuglar,
kuramsal ve uygulamaya yonelik ¢ikarimlar ile gelecekteki ¢alismalara yonelik

onermelerle birlikte tartigilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Liderlik tipi, lider-grup benzerligi, sosyal aidiyet, atiflar, is

doyumu.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

As stated by Hollander (1993) and Hogg, Hains, and Mason (1998), when
groups exist so do leaders. Leadership has been a broad area of research in social
psychology, as well as in other disciplines such as industrial and organizational
psychology, sociology, and management. The early social psychological research on
leadership mainly focused on individual characteristics or traits that contribute to the
emergence of a leader in a variety of contexts (e.g., House & Aditya, 1997; Yukl,
1981). To illustrate, personality theories of leadership emphasized certain traits such as
charisma or extraversion as global characteristics that were shared by leaders in general
and contributed to the leadership effectiveness (e.g., Johnson, Luthans, & Hennessey,
1984; Judge, Bono, llies, & Gerhardt, 2002). However, empirical studies failed to
provide consistent evidence regarding the global traits that should exist for individuals
to emerge as leaders (e.g, Andersen, 2006; House & Aditya, 1997; Yukl, 1981).
Although leadership lost its appeal as a social psychological research topic for a period
of time (Fielding & Hogg, 1997), the theories which focused on group-based predictors
of leadership and emphasized the role of followers in leadership processes have
regained increased research attention lately (e.g., Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009;

Hogg et al., 2006). In more recent conceptualizations, leadership is more likely to be



defined as a dyadic process which is directed by not only leaders’ but also followers’
cognitions and behaviors.

According to Avolio et al. (2009), one of the most interesting and
underemphasized areas of leadership research is concerned with the role of followership
as an input rather than an output of leadership process. To illustrate, Meindl, Ehrlich,
and Dukerich (1985) introduced a social constructionist theory which they called
“Romance of Leadership” and argued that leadership process was significantly
influenced by follower perceptions of leader personality, behaviors, and effectiveness.
Howell and Shamir (2005) suggested that follower characteristics such as self-concept
clarity and salience of collective identity affected the formation of charismatic
relationships with the leader. Consistently, Hogg et al. (2006), who proposed that
leadership was often the key for effective group functioning, asserted that intrinsic
properties of the leader had received too much attention, while the larger social systems
in which leadership is embedded had been focus of relatively few studies. In line with
these criticisms, there is a growing interest in the role of follower self-concept and
identification (e.g., Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Lord, Brown, & Freiberg, 1999).
Pastor, Mayo, and Shamir (2007) called for further studies examining the effects of
follower identities, interactions, and implicit theories on the emergence of leadership as
well as on the acceptance of leader and leader cognitions and behaviors.

In fact, in 1993, Hollander stated that ... Followers affect the strength of a

leader’s influence, the style of a leader’s behavior, and the performance of the group,



through processes of perception, attribution, and judgment” (p. 29). Moreover, leader-
follower relationship has been shown to be a critical determinant of follower
(subordinate or worker) performance, productivity (Neil & Kirby, 1985; Wilkinson &
Wagner, 1993), work satisfaction, and motivation (Singer, 1985; Singer & Singer, 1990;
Wilkinson & Wagner, 1993). Consistent with these developments, social identity theory
of leadership, which is a spin-off of social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979)
and self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, 1985; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987), emphasizes the dyadic and group identification-based nature of
leadership (Hogg, 1996). Since Hogg’s (1996) introduction of self-categorization or
social identity theory of leadership, the literature has witnessed substantial theoretical
developments and extensions along with a number of empirical studies.

The basic proposition of SIT of leadership is that followers are likely to endorse
and support individuals who represent the group identity, which is defined by specific
values and norms differentiating the in-group from out-groups, as their leaders (Hogg &
Hains, 1996). Consistent with this, group prototypicality or representativeness is the
basis of leadership in a given group situation. In addition, since followers who are more
identified with their groups than others would be more sensitive to others’
representativeness or prototypicality of the given group, followers’ social identification
level would moderate the relationship between leader group prototypicality and
endorsement of the leader (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Lord &

Brown, 2004; van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004).



However, there are contextual variables that affect perceived prototypicality of a leader
in specific groups. These include group or work context, leadership style or behavioral
pattern, and follower dispositions and motivations.

Lord, Brown, Harvey, and Hall (2001) suggest that leadership stereotypes and
prototypes vary depending on both group and task structure. To illustrate, in service
sector in which interpersonal relationships among work group members and with
customers have particular importance, a relationship-oriented leadership style may be
perceived as more stereotypical and prototypical than a task-oriented leadership style.
However, in military context or in a research and development department of a
company in which structuring and accomplishment of tasks have priority over personal
relationships, a task-oriented leadership style may be perceived as more stereotypical
and prototypical than a relationship-oriented leadership style.

Similar to group characteristics and nature of tasks, cultural values and norms
also influence perceived appropriateness of leadership behavior patterns or styles for
group prototypes (Chong & Thomas, 1997; Gerstner & Day, 1994; Lord et al., 2001).
To illustrate, paternalistic leadership style is prevalent and endorsed in collectivistic and
high power distance cultures (Aycan, 2006; Erben & Giineser, 2008; Soylu, 2011;
Yukongdi, 2010). Moreover, this type of leadership emphasizes values and norms that
are in line with collectivism and high power distance orientations. For instance,
paternalistic leaders emphasize a family-like atmosphere in work place, they form

individualized relationships with their followers (collectivism), yet they maintain the



status hierarchy and expect loyalty and deference from followers (power distance)
(Aycan, 2006; Kepir-Sinangil & Aycan, 1998; Soylu, 2011; Yukongdi, 2010). In line
with this, followers or workers with high collectivism orientation are more likely to
perceive paternalistic leaders more prototypical of their group than those with high
individualism orientation since paternalism reflects and matches with collectivistic
tendencies (Aycan, 2006; Goncu, Aycan, & Johnson, 2009; Yukongdi, 2010).
Paternalistic leaders are likely to be more successful in enhancing followers’ social
identification with the group when followers are high on collectivistic orientation than
when they are high on individualism.

Similarly, followers’ need orientation is likely to affect their perceptions of
group prototypicality of the leader. Generally, needs are partial determinants of
individual perceptions, interpretations, and responses (McClelland, 1961; Murray,
1955). To illustrate, need for affiliation is associated with collective tendencies and
reflects an individual’s concern for acceptance, approval, and reassurance by others
(Demirutku, 2000). Consistent with this, individuals with high need for affiliation are
sensitive to cues that reflect others’ interpersonal orientation (McClelland, 1975; Steers,
1987). Therefore, they are more likely to perceive those with a paternalistic or
relationship-oriented leadership style as prototypical or representative of the group than
those with a task or exchange oriented leadership style. Consistently, those with high

need for affiliation are more likely to feel identified with the group when their leader is



paternalistic or relationship-oriented since their needs are satisfied to a large extent by
the leader of the group.

The present study aims to investigate both antecedents and consequences of
leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification with the group with two
separate theoretical models. The first model aims to explore specific leadership styles as
the antecedents of perceptions of leader group prototypicality and followers’ social
identification. Specifically, the effects of paternalistic, relationship-oriented, and task-
oriented leadership styles on perceived leader group prototypicality and follower
identification are explored. Moreover, moderating roles of follower characteristics (i.e.,
cultural orientations of collectivism and individualism; motivational tendencies of need
for affiliation, need for approval, and need for achievement) involved in the
relationships of these three leadership styles with leader prototypicality perceptions and
follower identification are investigated. The moderated models to be tested are depicted
in Figure 1.

Paternalistic leadership reflects a collectivist yet power distant leadership pattern
and is highly prevalent and accepted among Eastern and Middle-Eastern cultural
contexts such as Turkey (Aycan, 2006; Kepir-Sinangil & Aycan, 1998, Soylu, 2011).
As a culture-specific leadership style which is likely to be affected by followers’
specific cultural orientations (i.e., individualism/collectivism) paternalistic leadership is

included as the first leadership style in the present research.



Relationship-oriented and task-oriented leadership styles are two global
leadership behavioral patterns that have been shown to affect a number of follower and
organizational outcomes (Judge, Piccolo, & Illies, 2004). These two styles or factors
which are isolated as robust behavioral indicators of effective leadership in Ohio State
studies are originally named as Consideration and Initiating Structure (Stogdill, 1950).
Judge and his friends’ meta-analysis showed that despite criticisms over these
constructs, Consideration and Initiating Structure behaviors of leaders were predictive
of many important follower outcomes including job satisfaction and group-organization
performance. Leaders who are rated high on Consideration dimension sensitive to
followers’ individual needs; they emphasize interpersonal relationships and
communication in the group, and show respect to others in the group (Judge et al.,
2004). Leaders who are rated high on Initiating Structure dimension emphasize
accomplishment of tasks and effectiveness over personal relationships; they are
outcome-oriented and direct their followers in this way. In the present study, these
behavioral patterns are generated as leadership styles and Consideration and Initiating
Structure are referred as Relationship-Oriented and Task-Oriented leadership styles,
respectively.

Paternalistic, relationship-oriented, and task-oriented leadership styles are
expected to be positively associated with perceived leader prototypicality and followers’
social identification with the group; however, these effects are believed to be enhanced

or moderated by certain follower characteristics. Specifically, followers with high
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collectivism orientation are likely to perceive a match between their value systems
(collectivism) and the leaders’ when their leaders have paternalistic or relationship-
oriented style. Similarly, followers with high need for affiliation are likely to be more
satisfied with paternalistic or relationship-oriented leaders who emphasize interpersonal
relationships in the workplace. Therefore, both paternalistic and relationship-oriented
leadership styles are likely to be associated with perceived leader prototypicality and
social identification among followers with high collectivism orientation, and high need
for affiliation. Additionally, followers’ need for approval is expected to moderate the
relationship of paternalistic leadership with leader prototypicality and social
identification. Need for approval refers to a motivational tendency to accommodate,
compromise, hesitate to confront conflict with others, and collaborate in order to be
accepted and approved by other individuals (Aydin, 2002; Demirutku, 2000). Since
paternalistic leaders provide guidance, act like a senior family member, and expect
followers to get his or her approval for their acts, individuals with high need for
approval are likely to feel more satisfied with the paternalistic leader. Therefore,
paternalistic leadership style is more likely to enhance perceived leader prototypicality
and social identification among followers with high need for approval.

Individuals with high need for achievement are those with a tendency to
complete the tasks with a standard of excellence (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, &
Lowell, 1953). They seek and set challenging goals, and need continuous and structured

feedback regarding their performance from others. Task-oriented leaders focus on



individual performance and emphasize accomplishments and effectiveness in the
workplace. Their behavioral style is more in line with individualistic orientation than
collectivistic orientation and is more likely to satisfy followers’ achievement needs
rather than affiliation needs. Consistently, task-oriented leadership style is more likely
to enhance perceived leader prototypicality and social identification among followers
with high need for achievement.

The second model to be tested in the present study aims to explore consequences
of leader group prototypicality. More specifically, positive proximal and distal follower
outcomes of leader-group prototypicality and the moderating role of followers’ social
identification in these relationships are investigated in a moderated meditational model.
It is suggested that leader group prototypicality is positively associated with general
leadership effectiveness and low responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors both directly and through its effect on social attraction towards the leader.
General leadership effectiveness, in turn, is expected to be related to followers’ job
satisfaction and task performance. Moreover, positive associations of leader group
prototypicality with social attraction towards the leader, general leadership effectiveness
and attribution processes are expected to be stronger for followers with high
identification with the group than those with low identification. Figure 2 depicts Model
Il to be tested in this study.

The literature suggests that individuals develop depersonalized social attraction

towards the most prototypical members of the group and this effect is enhanced with
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high social identification with the group (Hogg, 2001). Consistently, leader group
prototypicality is suggested to be positively related to depersonalized social attraction
towards the leader especially among followers who have high identification with the
group. Followers who have high social attraction towards the leader like him/ her
because of the leaders’ representativeness of the group norms and values, and their
contribution to the group and this attraction is independent of personal or idiosyncratic
preferences in interpersonal relationships (i.e., personal attraction). This group-
membership based social attraction towards the leader is proposed to enhance
followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust. Similarly, followers whose
social attraction towards the leader is high are more likely to attribute the leaders’
positive behaviors and/or successes to his or her personality and the leaders’ negative
behaviors and/or failures to contextual or external constrains. These attribution
processes are enhanced with followers’ social identification with the group and are
likely to positively affect followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust.
Leaders constitute an important part of organizations and quality of leader-
follower relationships have particular implications for followers’ motivations, attitudes,
and affect (e.g. Hollander, 1993; Hollander & Offerman; 1990; Singer & Singer, 1990;
Wilkinson & Wagner, 1993). When followers or employees are satisfied with their
leader, they think that he or she is effective, and trust him or her; they are likely to be
satisfied with their job and to put high effort in order to fulfill their performance

obligations and meet the leader’s expectations. Therefore, these positive follower
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outcomes are further suggested to predict followers’ job satisfaction and task
performance.

In the following sections, first, SIT of leadership is introduced along with a brief
overview of the theoretical developments and empirical findings. Second, the
associations of specific leadership styles involved in the present study (i.e.,
paternalistic, task-oriented vs. relationship oriented leadership styles) with followers’
perceived leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification with the
group are explained. Third, the expected moderating roles of followers’ cultural
orientations (i.e., individualism vs. collectivism) and motivational tendencies in the
relationship of specific leadership behaviors with perceived leader prototypicality and
followers’ identification are elaborated. Forth, social attraction and attribution
hypotheses of SIT of leadership are introduced. Finally, the specific proximal (i.e.,
perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader) and distal (i.e., job
satisfaction and task performance) follower outcomes are explained along with related
research findings and hypotheses of the present study.

1.2 Social Identity Theory of Leadership

Social identity theory of leadership is one of the main theories that emphasize
the dyadic and group identification-based nature of leadership which is derived from
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization theory (Turner,
1985; Turner et al., 1987). More specifically, it suggests that leader group

prototypicality is a predictor of leadership endorsement and effectiveness, and
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followers’ social identification with the group is a key variable that bridge the specific
leadership styles and follower outcomes. According to SIT analysis, leadership has
vitality as a structural feature of in-groups. That is, leadership is “...produced by group
processes contingent on psychologically belonging to the group” (Hogg et al., 1998, p.
1248) and individuals place as much importance on prototypical characteristics of the
salient in-group as stereotypical leadership characteristics while making judgments
about one’s ability or appropriateness to lead. This perspective provides a framework
that aims to help us understand who is most likely to be endorsed as a motivating force
by others and to reveal the conditions under which they will be most successful in
mobilizing the followers to take action (Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004).
Leaders are those who direct and influence group members through consensual
prestige or the exercise of power or both. As van Knippenberg et al. (2004) stated, we
can only observe leadership through its influence on others. In order to understand
leadership effectiveness, we need theories that may explain the “psychological
processes that translate leader behavior into action” (van Knippenberg et al., 2004, p.
826). According to SIT analysis of leadership, the contextually most prototypical group
position embodies the behaviors to which group members conform; therefore, the leader
would be expected to hold this position in the group. However, leadership behaviors
that may be perceived as prototypical by followers or subordinates in an organizational
setting would depend on the identity, values and norms of the group (Hogg, 2001).

Followers are exposed to various behavioral patterns of leaders with different leadership
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styles. To illustrate, a leader with a paternalistic or relationship-oriented leadership style
would perform behaviors that imply he or she emphasizes personal relationships with
followers over task accomplishments. A leader with task-oriented leadership style, on
the other hand, would behave in a manner that indicates his or her emphasis on task
accomplishment rather than personal relationships. If maintaining cohesive
interpersonal relationships in the group and/or creating a family-like atmosphere at
work place are among the primary norms or the norms that define the identity of the
group, a paternalistic leader or relationship-oriented leader is more likely to be
perceived as representative (or prototypical) of the group than a task-oriented leader.
However, if task accomplishment or structuring the tasks in an effective manner are the
primary norms of the group (over maintaining cohesive interpersonal relationships), a
task-oriented leader is more likely to be perceived as more prototypical than a
paternalistic leader. In conclusion, different leadership styles (e.g., paternalistic,
relationship-oriented, or task-oriented) themselves may predict or be antecedents of
followers’ perceptions of leader-group prototypicality depending on identity, values and
norms of group.

SIT also suggests that individuals are likely to identify with the groups that
confirm their own values and norms (Hogg, 1996, 2001; Hogg & Hains, 1998; Hogg &
Terry, 2000) and that satisfy their motivational needs such as need for affiliation,
achievement, power, self-esteem and positive identity (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Therefore,

individuals’ own value orientations and motivational tendencies would affect their
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identification with a group as well as perceptions of group-prototypicality of a leader’s
behaviors or leadership style. In line with these, it can be suggested that the relationship
of specific leadership styles with leader prototypicality and follower social
identification with the group are likely to be affected by a number of follower
characteristics including need and cultural orientations.

The early research on SIT of leadership aimed to test the basic assumption of the
theory which stated that followers’ social identification level positively affected their
preference and endorsement of prototypical leaders over stereotypical leaders. Recent
studies extended this line of research by examining the relationship of leader
prototypicality and positive follower outcomes and the mediating variables involved in
these relationships. Moreover, researchers identified a number of moderators other than
followers’ social identification that affect the link between leader prototypicality,
specific leadership behaviors, and leadership effectiveness. These moderators include
need for closure (e.g., Pierro, Cicero, Bonaito, van Knippenberg, & Krulangski, 2005),
and promotion focus (Cicero, Pierro, & van Knippenberg, 2007; Pierro, Cicero, &
Higgins, 2009).

The basic suggestion of the SIT of leadership that follower social identification
with the group enhances the relationship between leader group prototypicality and
leadership effectiveness as indicated by follower outcomes and perceptions was
confirmed in a series of studies which employed experimental (e.g., Hains, Hogg, &

Duck, 1997; Hogg et al., 1998) and field-study designs (e.g., Fielding & Hogg, 1997).
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However, specific leadership styles/behavioral patterns which may predict perceived
leader group prototypicality have been subject to limited research (Hirst, van Dick, &
van Knippenberg, 2009) and need further investigation. Moreover, as noted by Hogg
and Terry (2000) “The social attraction and attribution aspects of the model remain to
be investigated, as do many implications...” (p. 129). Social attraction hypothesis of
SIT of leadership posits that followers’ perceptions of leader prototypicality enhance
depersonalized social attraction towards the leader, which in turn, predicts leadership
effectiveness, followers’ trust in leader, and attribution patterns.

Hence, the first major issue investigated in the present research is the specific
leadership styles as antecedents of perceived leader group prototypicality and followers’
social identification with the group. Following the exploration of antecedents of
perceived leader group prototypicality and social identification, the second topic of
investigation is the consequences or follower outcomes of leader group prototypicality
and the role of social as well as personal attraction processes in these relationships. In
the following sections, antecedents and consequences of leader group prototypicality,
the major focus of the present research, are examined in two different, yet associated

theoretical models in detail.
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1.3 Relationship of Specific Leadership Styles with Perceived Leader Group
Prototypicality and Followers’ Social Identification and Moderating Roles of
Followers’ Cultural Orientations and Motivational Tendencies: Proposed
Model |

One of the aims of the present study is to investigate the effects of various
leadership styles on followers’ perceptions of leader group prototypicality and
identification with the group in organizational contexts. In addition, the moderator role
of follower characteristics and motivational tendencies in these relationships will be
explored. As stated in the overview section, the leadership styles that are included in the
first model are paternalistic leadership (PL) as a culture-specific leadership style,
relationship-oriented (R-O) leadership and task-oriented (T-O) leadership as global
leadership styles. More specifically, the relationship of these three leadership styles
with followers’ perceptions of leader-group prototypicality and identification with the

(work) group will be investigated in the first model. It is suggested that the relationship

between PL, R-O and T-O leadership styles and followers’ perceptions of leader

prototypicality, as well as social identification, will be moderated by followers’ cultural
orientation styles (i.e. individualism vs. collectivism) and motivational tendencies of
need for affiliation, need for approval, and need for achievement. In the following
sections, PL, R-O and T-O leadership styles are introduced along with their suggested
effects on perceived leader prototypicality and social identification and the moderating

effects of follower characteristics on these relationships.
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1.3.1 Paternalistic Leadership

Paternalistic leaders are those who are nurturing, caring, benevolent yet
disciplinarian and authoritative and they expect subordinates to reciprocate their
protection, care and guidance by showing loyalty and deference (Aycan, 2006).
Paternalistic leadership may be defined as a hierarchical relationship in which the role
of the leader is to provide care, protection, and guidance in work and non-work areas of
employees’ lives and the role of the subordinate is to be loyal and deferent towards the
leader. Recent evidence has shown that; PL is welcome in cultures in which
collectivism and power distance are high, and is an effective leadership style for
motivating employees and enhancing organizational effectiveness (Aycan, 2006; Kim,
1994; Soylu, 2011; Yukongdi, 2010). Despite its prevalence, paternalistic leadership
received little attention in the Western literature. As a culture-specific leadership style,
PL is highly prevalent in Turkish organizational and political contexts and is likely to be
strongly associated with perceived leader group-prototypicality in the Turkish cultural
context which is characterized by high collectivism and power distance (Aycan, 2006;
Erben & Giineser, 2008; Hofstede, 1980, 1991, 1993; Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008;
Sinan-Kepirgil & Aycan, 1998; Soylu, 2011; Yukongdi, 2010). It is suggested that in
the traditional Turkish family, which exists in a larger cultural context defined as
collectivistic and high power distance (Aycan et al., 2000), harmony between and
dependency among family members are very important and obedience with the father’s

rules and decisions is one of the major norms. Father who provides security is
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trustworthy and dependable; at the same time demanding and disciplinarian. Aycan et
al. (2000) suggested that embraced in this cultural milieu, a paternalistic leader behaves
like an elder/senior family member toward his employees and provides guidance,
protection, care and nurturance to his or her followers and is personally interested in the
subordinates’ personal lives.Aycan (2006) reported findings of three field studies on
paternalistic leadership (Aycan, 2000, 2006). These studies suggested that paternalistic
leadership can be conceptualized as being composed of five dimensions:

Family atmosphere at workplace: Paternalistic leaders create a family
atmosphere by behaving like an elder family member to their subordinates; they give
advice to their subordinates in a manner that resembles an elder family member both on
matters related to professional and personal lives.

Individualized relationships with subordinates: Paternalistic leaders show
individual concern for each subordinate, know every subordinate very closely, and are
genuinely concerned with their subordinates’ well-being in professional and personal
life.

Involvement in non-work lives of employees: Paternalistic leaders attend
important occasions such as wedding or funeral ceremonies of their subordinates and
their immediate family members; they tend to give advice and both emotional and
financial support when subordinates need to solve their personal problems or problems

that concern their families.
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Loyalty expectation: Paternalistic leaders expect loyalty and deference from
their subordinates, and they think that employees should be willing to engage in
personal compromises and sacrifices for the sake of the company when needed.

Status hierarchy and authority: Paternalistic leaders give importance to position
ranks and expect their subordinates to behave in an appropriate manner; since they
believe that they know what the best is for their employees, they do not want anyone to
doubt their authority.

Furthermore, PL was found to be positively associated with identification with
the group as well as organizational identification in recent research conducted in Turkey
(GOnctdi, et al., 2009). Aycan (2006) asserts that the perception and actual effectiveness
of paternalistic leadership vary across cultures. To illustrate, PL is perceived as
negatively in Western cultures in such a way that it represents a leadership style which
is exploitative, repressing, authoritarian, ineffective and relatively immoral. However,
PL is welcome in cultures in which collectivism and power distance are high.
Therefore, it is likely that followers who are high on collectivism perceive a match
between their value orientations and those of the paternalistic leader who emphasize
collective well-being, interpersonal relationships in the group, protect in-group
members or followers against criticisms of out-group members and act as a protective
family member towards his or her subordinates. This match is likely to predict positive
follower and group outcomes which are reflected as enhanced organizational or social

identification, trust, and organizational citizenship behaviors among followers (e.g.,
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Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Kim, 1994). Consistent
with these, paternalistic leaders are more likely to be perceived as prototypical or
representative of the group especially when group members are high on collectivistic
orientation since their leadership style is more in line with collectivism than
individualism. Since they emphasize individualized relationships over task
accomplishments, provide care, protection, and guidance to their followers just like a
father or mother figure, and expect loyalty and deference, paternalistic leaders are also
more likely to satisfy followers’ need for affiliation and/or approval than need for
achievement. Therefore, it is suggested that positive relationships of PL with perceived
leader prototypicality and social identification with the group are stronger among
followers with high need for affiliation and/or approval than those with high need for
achievement.
1.3.2 Relationship-Oriented and Task-Oriented Leadership Styles

Another categorization of leadership styles is more global in nature and it
capitalizes on the focus of the leader during the leadership process (Yukl, 1998). A
leader may focus on the quality of the relationship with followers (i.e., relationship
orientation) or on task accomplishment (i.e., task-orientation). Both T-O and R-O
leadership behaviors were found to be effective in collectivistic societies (Smith &
Peterson, 1988) and they were common leadership styles existing across widely

different cultural contexts (Ozmen, 2005; Yukongdi, 2010).
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Similar to paternalistic leaders, R-O leaders are mainly concerned with the
establishing and maintaining good relationships with their followers. They treat
subordinates with kindness and respect and show a genuine concern for the
relationships. Moreover, they emphasize communication with and listening to
subordinates, show trust and confidence in subordinates and provide recognition and
show appreciation for subordinates’ contributions (Fleishman, 1953, Halpin & Winer,
1957; Likert, 1961; Yukl, 1998). Since R-O leaders emphasize interpersonal
relationships over task performance and collective or the group over personal
accomplishments, their style is more in line with collectivistic tendencies than
individualistic orientation. Moreover, R-O leadership style is more likely to satisfy
subordinates’ affiliation needs rather than achievement needs.

In contrast, T-O leaders emphasize task accomplishment. The results and getting
things done are crucially important for them; therefore, they provide guidance, structure
and resources, so that their subordinates can perform their task to the best of their
ability. They are particularly task driven and are less concerned with interpersonal
aspects of their relationship with their followers and do not necessarily inspire
followers. They establish order and help subordinates to set performance goals and to
attain high performance (Fleishman, 1953; Judge et al., 2004). In this way, they convey
the message that they emphasize personal accomplishments over interpersonal

relationships or cohesion of the group. Therefore, it can be suggested that T-O
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leadership style is more in line with individualism than collectivism and it is more likely
to satisfy subordinates’ achievement needs rather than affiliation needs.
1.3.3  Cultural Orientations and Motivational Tendencies as Individual
Differences Factors
1.3.3.1 Cultural Orientations: Collectivism and Individualism
As suggested above, paternalistic, relationship-oriented, and task-oriented
leadership styles are likely to evoke different levels of perceptions of leader group-
prototypicality and follower identification depending on followers’ cultural orientations
and motivational tendencies. The two relevant cultural orientation dimensions included
in the present research are collectivism and individualism. Collectivism and
individualism are cultural value systems that reflect shared norms, roles, and attitudes as
well as the relative emphasis people give to personal interests and to shared benefits
(Triandis, Chan, Bhawuk, lwao, & Sinha, 1995). Collectivism represents a condition in
which priority is given to the needs and interests of the group rather than personal
interests and demands of individuals. Individuals high on collectivism are concerned
with affiliation with the members of their in-group, well-being of the group, and
collective outcomes. Individualism, on the other hand, is the condition when the needs
of the individuals are given greater importance than that of the group. Therefore,
independence, personal accomplishments, and well-being are more important than
interdependence, collective achievements, and well-being for those with high

individualism.
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Paternalistic leaders, who emphasize and try to create a family atmosphere in
work place, form individualized relationships with their followers, and are involved in
non-work lives of their followers or employees, are likely to be perceived as more
prototypical by followers high on collectivism. They are also more likely to evoke a
sense of identification with the group among followers with high collectivism compared
to those low on collectivism orientation. Similarly, R-O leaders who emphasize
interpersonal aspects of leadership and are concerned with interdependency among
group members are more likely to be perceived as prototypical and to enhance follower
identification among individuals high on collectivism orientation compared to those low
on collectivism orientation.

In contrast, T-O leaders who emphasize task accomplishments, independence,
and exchange-oriented relationships rather than social or interpersonal relationships
among group members are more likely to be perceived as congruent in and
representative of values by followers who are high on individualism. Therefore, they are
expected to be perceived as more prototypical of the group and more likely to evoke a
sense of identification among individuals high on individualism compared to those low
on individualism. In line with the suggestions presented above, the following
hypotheses are generated:

Hypothesis 1a: Leaders who are rated high on PL or R-O leadership are more
likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers who score high on

collectivistic orientation compared to those who score low on collectivistic orientation.
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Hypothesis 1b: PL and R-O leadership are more likely to be associated with
social identification with the group among followers who score high on collectivistic
orientation compared to those who score low on collectivistic orientation.

Hypothesis 2a: Leaders who are rated high on T-O leadership are more likely to
be perceived as group-prototypical by followers who score high on individualism
orientation compared to those who score low on individualism orientation.

Hypothesis 2b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social
identification with the group among followers who score high on individualism
orientation compared to those who score low on individualism orientation.

1.3.3.2 Motivational Tendencies: Need for Affiliation, Need for Approval,

and Need for Achievement

Consistent with the SIT, Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, and Garud (2001) suggest that
individuals identify themselves with social contexts they are in (e.g., their
organizations) as a way to express their characteristics and values. The literature
suggests that people’s motivational tendencies may be driving forces behind such
identifications (Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). One of these motivational tendencies that has
important implications in social relationships is need for affiliation (nAff). Need for
affiliation is defined as a dispositional characteristic which implies individuals’ desire
for belongingness and social contact (Veroff & Veroff, 1980; Wiesenfeld et al., 2001).
Specifically, those who are high on need for affiliation tend to have social reward from

harmonious relationships and from a sense of communication with others in their social
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environment. High need for affiliation reflects dominance of interdependent self-
construal over independent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) and is consistent
with Imamoglu’s (2003) related self-construal. In organizational contexts, individuals
with high need for affiliation are expected to express and satisfy their need to belong by
forming strong identification with the group and the organization (Glynn, 1998). Those
with low need for affiliation tend to perceive themselves as independent from others
and are expected to be less motivated to form identification with the group members.

Paternalistic and relationship-oriented leaderships are more self-consistent for
individuals who are oriented towards group membership and who value membership to
a particular group (Aycan, 2006). More specifically, individuals who are high on need
for affiliation can be expected to be more responsive to paternalistic and relationship-
oriented leaders who focus more on personal relationships than task accomplishments
since they would feel that they are valued and respected members of their group, and
that their values and needs are congruent with those of the leader’s. Therefore, they are
more likely to perceive paternalistic and relationship-oriented leaders as more group-
prototypical compared to task-oriented leaders, and are more likely to identify with their
group when their leader is paternalistic or relationship-oriented.

People who are low on need for affiliation, nonetheless, are likely to see
themselves as independent from others and have less intrinsic need to belong to a group
(Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). Hence, they may perceive less value congruence with

paternalistic and relationship-oriented leaders and are more likely to be responsive to
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task-oriented leaders who focus on accomplishment of tasks rather than personal
relationships with followers. Consistently, they are more likely to perceive task-oriented
leaders as more group-prototypical than paternalistic and relationship-oriented leaders
and are more likely to identify with their group when their leader is task-oriented. In
line with the theory and the suggestions presented above, the next hypotheses are
generated:

Hypothesis 3a: Leaders who are rated high on paternalism or relationship-
orientation are more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with high
need for affiliation compared to those with low need for affiliation.

Hypothesis 3b: PL and R-O leadership are more likely to be associated with
social identification with the group among followers with high need for affiliation
compared to those with low need for affiliation.

Hypothesis 4a: Leaders who are rated high on task-orientation are more likely to
be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with low need for affiliation compared
to those with high need for affiliation.

Hypothesis 4b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social
identification with the group among followers with low need for affiliation compared to
those with high need for affiliation.

Another motivational tendency included in the present research is need for
approval. Need for approval represents a genuine concern for getting the approval of

others and performing behaviors that can assure acceptance by others (Demirutku,
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2000). McClelland (1965) asserts that acquisition and persistence of certain needs are
affected by cultural context and need for approval is likely to be positively associated
with collectivism dimension of culture. According to Triandis et al. (1995), in
collectivist cultural contexts individuals are shame-oriented and in such societies
external control of actions is highly prevalent. Consistent with these, opinions of others,
especially those of in-group members (such as the leader) are particularly important for
individuals. In Western contexts, need for approval may be closely associated with need
for affiliation. However, in collectivistic contexts, it is found to be independent from
need for affiliation (Demirutku, 2000). Unlike Western contexts, need for approval in
collectivistic contexts reflects a tendency to monitor and manipulate behaviors in order
to meet others’ expectations and a chronic desire for being accepted and approved.
Need for approval is particularly relevant in our context which has a collectivistic
orientation. Demirutku (2000) found that although it was not as prevalent as need for
achievement, need for approval was another common need among Turkish managers,
and was positively associated with an important work-related outcome, namely, job
satisfaction.

As mentioned above, paternalistic leaders can create a family atmosphere in
work place and emphasize individualized relationships with followers. They expect
loyalty and deference from their followers and think that they know the best for their
followers. To illustrate, although paternalistic leaders inform their followers on matters

that involve them, the final decision belongs to the leader. Therefore, they create an
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atmosphere in which followers feel a need to get approval from the leader just like a
child needs to get approval of his or her parents for his or her deeds. Followers with
high need for approval may be comfortable with such a leadership style and feel a
value-congruency with the leader. Therefore, they may perceive the paternalistic leader
as prototypical and have a high identification with the group he or she leads. However,
individuals with a low need for approval are less likely to be comfortable with PL style.
They are expected to perceive the leader with PL style as less group-prototypical and to
have lower levels of identification compared to followers with high need for approval.

Hypothesis 5a: Leaders who are rated high on paternalism are more likely to be
perceived as group-prototypical by followers with a high need for approval compared to
those with a low need for approval.

Hypothesis 5b: PL is more likely to be associated with social identification with
the group among followers with high need for approval compared to those with low
need for approval.

The final motivational tendency included in the present study is need for
achievement (nAch). Need for achievement has been found to predict important
outcomes in social and organizational contexts (e.g., Ang & Chang, 1999; Nathawat,
Singh, & Singh, 1997). It can be defined as being concerned with performing behaviors
that will assure accomplishment with a standard of excellence (McClelland et al., 1953).
Individuals with high need for achievement continuously seek feedback about their

performance, they request challenging tasks, and desire to master new skills. It is
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suggested here that T-O leaders who provide guidance, structure and resources;
emphasize accomplishments and provide feedback to improve performance are more
likely to be endorsed and perceived as prototypical leaders by followers with high need
for achievement than those with low need for achievement. Moreover, T-O leadership is
more likely to be positively associated with followers’ social identification when
followers are high on need for achievement than they are low on need for achievement.
Therefore, the hypotheses concerning the moderating role of need for achievement are
as follows:

Hypothesis 6a: Leaders who are rated high on T-O leadership are more likely to
be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with high need for achievement
compared to those with low need for achievement.

Hypothesis 6b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social
identification with the group among followers with high need for achievement
compared to those with low need for achievement.

1.4 Follower Outcomes of Leader Group Prototypicality: Model 11

The second aim of the present research is to investigate the association of
perceived leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification with the
group with positive follower outcomes and partial mediators involved in these
relationships. Perceived leader group prototypicality has been found to be related to a
number of positive follower outcomes including leadership endorsement and perceived

leadership effectiveness (e.g., Hains et al., 1997; Fielding & Hogg, 1997; Hogg et al.,
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1998; Hogg et al., 2006), perceived fairness in in-group contexts (e.g., Haslam &
Platow, 2001a, 2001b; Platow, Mills, & Morrison, 2000; Platow & van Knippenberg,
2001), trust in leader (e.g., van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & van Knippenberg, 2007),
perceived procedural fairness (e.g., van Dijke & De Cremer, 2008), cooperation with
the leader (e.g., De Cremer & van Vugt, 2002), job satisfaction (e.g., Cicero et al.,
2007; Pierro et al., 2005; Pierro et al., 2009), and creative effort and performance (Hirst
et al., 2009). However, mediating processes in these relationships have not been subject
to empirical investigation yet. The second theoretical model in the present research
suggests that leader prototypicality is positively associated with general leadership
effectiveness both directly and through its effects on social attraction as well as personal
attraction towards the leader (social attraction hypothesis; Hogg, 2001). General
leadership effectiveness which is conceptualized as follower perceptions of leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader is, in turn, suggested to be related to job satisfaction
and task performance. Moreover, in line with the attribution hypothesis of SIT of
leadership (Hogg, 2001), social attraction is suggested to mediate the relationship
between leader group prototypicality and responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors. Followers who perceive the leader as high on group prototypicality are
expected to be socially attracted towards the leader, and in turn, to be less likely to
attribute responsibility to the leader for negative behaviors. In the following sections,
social attraction and attribution hypotheses are explained in detail and proximal and

distal follower outcomes included in the present research are explained.
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1.4.1 Leader Group Prototypicality, Social Attraction, and Proximal Follower
Outcomes

According to Hogg (2001), followers’ perceptions of leader group
prototypicality and their social identification with the group are the two important
determinants of followers’ social attraction towards the leader. There are at least two
reasons as to why this might be the case. First, social attraction is consensual liking
based on perceived prototypicality of a group member rather than personal relationships
with that individual. According to the theory, in group contexts more prototypical
members are liked more than less prototypical members and leaders who are perceived
to be highly representative of the group prototype would be more attractive and
influential than less prototypical leaders.

Second, social attraction is particularly high among highly identified members
of a group. In a group context, highly identified individuals are more likely to form
depersonalized relationships with others, in which individuals are perceived as matches
to the relevant in-group prototype, compared to less identified members. Moreover,
members who are highly identified with their group are more sensitive to cues regarding
the group membership and representativeness (i.e., prototypicality). Consistent with
these, depersonalization and identification affect individuals’ feelings in such a way that
perceived prototypicality rather than idiosyncratic preferences becomes the basis of
attraction which implies social rather than personal attraction especially among

followers with high social identification with the group.
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In the case of social attraction, “...in-group members are liked not as unique
individuals but as embodiments of the group — the more prototypical they are perceived
to be, the more they are liked” (Hogg & Hains, 1996, p. 295). However, in the case of
personal attraction, liking is independent of group-membership-based processes and is
based on idiosyncratic preferences of individuals. Previous research consistently
showed that social attraction was influenced and enhanced by individuals’ social
identification with the group and that personal identification was affected by
interpersonal similarities (Hogg, Cooper-Shaw, & Holtzworth, 1993; Hogg & Hains,
1996, 1998; Hogg & Hardie, 1991).

Although social attraction as an in-group process has been reviewed intensively
in previous literature (e.g. Hogg, 2001; Hogg et al., 1993; Hogg & Hains, 1996, 1998;
Hogg & Hardie, 1991; Hogg, Hardie, & Reynolds, 1995; Levin, Whitener, & Cross,
2006), majority of the studies have been conducted in context of small groups, and
social attraction towards members (rather than leaders) of in-groups and out-groups
have been investigated. However, social attraction hypothesis concerning the
leadership, which states that leader group prototypicality is associated with social
attraction especially among high identifiers, and that social attraction, in turn, is related
to leadership endorsement and effectiveness has yet to be empirically studied.

Hogg (2001) suggests that depersonalized social attraction, which is predicted
by leader prototypicality and enhanced by followers’ social attraction, is associated with

a number of positive outcomes other than leadership endorsement and effectiveness.
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These outcomes include followers’ trust in leader, and external attributions for negative
leadership behaviors. Related to these outcomes it is suggested here that followers
whose social attraction towards the leader is high are more likely to trust the leader, and
less likely to attribute responsibility to the leader for negative behaviors than those
whose social attraction is low.

Similarly, leader group prototypicality can also increase personal attraction
towards the leader through its effect on social attraction especially after a period of
time. Followers who are not attracted to the leader due to their idiosyncratic preferences
or match between their personality and that of the leader (i.e., personal attraction) may
develop social attraction due to the leaders’ representativeness of the group. In time,
social attraction may result in a generalized liking between the follower and the leader.
Therefore, although leader prototypicality is more strongly associated with
depersonalized social attraction towards the leader, it may also predict personal
attraction towards the leader in long term dyads. Personal attraction, in turn, is expected
to result in the same positive follower outcomes with social attraction, namely,
perceived leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader (Levin, Whitener, & Cross,
2004). Therefore, hypotheses concerning the relationship between leader group
prototypicality, social attraction, and personal attraction are as follows:

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between leader group prototypicality and
positive follower outcomes are partially mediated by depersonalized social attraction

and personal attraction towards the leader in such a way that leader group
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prototypicality is positively associated with perceived leadership effectiveness, and trust
in leader both directly and through its effects on social and personal attraction.
1.4.2 Leader Prototypicality, Social Attraction, and Proximal Follower
Cognitions: Attributions for Leader Behavior

Following the social attraction hypothesis, Hogg (2001) asserts that
“...prototypicality and social attraction work in conjunction with attribution and
information processing to translate perceived influence into active leadership” (p. 190).
Attributions serve to sense making about others’ behaviors. In group contexts, highly
prototypical members are figural against the background; they are more influential due
to both perceived prototypicality and social attraction. Social cognition literature
suggests that individuals are likely to attribute such members’ behaviors to internal or
dispositional factors. However, the nature of dispositionally attributed behavior is likely
to vary depending on the perceived prototypicality of the leader and followers’ social
identification level. More specifically, prototypical leaders’ positive behaviors are more
likely to be internally attributed whereas negative behaviors or failures of a prototypical
leader are more likely to be externally attributed particularly by followers with high
identification.

In relation to attributions and leadership prototypicality, Giessner and van
Knippenberg (2008) asserted that failure to achieve group-based goals was an important
factor that decreased follower endorsement of leaders since; in general, such failures

were often attributed to leaders. Building on SIT of leadership, the authors suggested
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that there might be some conditions under which leaders had a “license to fail” and did
not suffer bad outcomes after failures. Giessner and van Knippenberg proposed that
group-prototypical leaders would be more trusted by their followers, which in turn,
would be positively associated with perceptions of leadership effectiveness even under
failure condition. As hypothesized, prototypical leaders were more trusted and were
given more credit than non-prototypical leaders under failure to achieve (maximal)
goals.

Although the amount of empirical evidence is scarce, at least one previous study
showed that leader group prototypicality might have a buffering effect for leaders under
conditions of failure. One possible explanation for this is associated with attribution
hypothesis. On the one hand, when the leader is perceived as high on group-
prototypicality, followers (i.e., especially high identifiers) may be likely to attribute his
or her positive behaviors and outcomes related to the group (i.e., successes) to internal
characteristics of the leader. On the other hand, when he or she fails or perform negative
leadership behaviors, followers may be likely to make external attributions such as
attributing the outcome to the contextual constrains. As stated by Hogg (2001), along
with prototypicality, social attraction towards the leader is also expected to positively
affect followers’ cognitions. That is, individuals are more likely to make positive
attributions for others’ behaviors when they like or are attracted towards the target.

Leader group prototypicality is likely to be associated with social and personal
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attractions, which in turn, is negatively associated with responsibility attributions for
negative leader behaviors. Therefore, the next hypothesis is generated as follows:
Hypothesis 8: Leader group prototypicality is negatively associated with

responsibility attributions for negative leadership behaviors both directly and through
social attraction and personal attraction towards the leader.
1.4.3 Follower Outcomes of Leader Group Prototypicality: The Moderating Role
of Followers’ Social Identification

The basic assumption of SIT of leadership is that positive effects of leader group
prototypicality on follower outcomes are moderated by followers’ social identification
with the group. Social identification implies perception of belonging to the group and
internalization of group values and norms (Hogg, 2001; Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). When
individuals are highly identified with the group, the leaders’ representativeness gains
significance and they are more sensitive to the cues reflecting the leader’s
prototypicality. For followers whose identification with the group is low, prototypicality
of the leader is not the primary concern since they do not internalize the group’s
identity, values and norms. Rather, personal preferences for leadership styles or
behaviors gain significance and the match between these preferences (or Implicit
Leadership Theories; Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984) and
the actual leader characteristics determine the quality of leader-follower relationships as

well as follower outcomes. In other words, positive effects of leader prototypicality on
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follower outcomes and cognitions are likely to be stronger among high identifiers than
low identifiers. Therefore, the next hypothesis is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 9: The relationships of leader group prototypicality with positive
follower outcomes and cognitions are moderated by followers’ social identification with
the group.

1.4.4 Relationship between Follower Attributions for Leader Behavior and
Follower Outcomes

Attributions may act as a secondary partial mediator between leader group
prototypicality and follower outcomes. However, there is no direct evidence that
follower attributions for leader behaviors affect outcomes such as leadership
effectiveness, and trust in leader. Yet, social psychological research suggest that
attributions are important predictors of interpersonal and personal outcomes such as
relationship satisfaction, aggression, and emotions (e.g., Fincham, Beach & Baucom,
1987; Fincham & Bradbury, 1992; Fincham, Bradbury, Arias, Byrne, & Karney, 1997;
Fincham, Paleari, & Regaila, 2002). In general, when individuals think that the other
party intentionally performs a negative behavior and that she or he should be blamed for
the given act (responsibility attributions) they are more likely to report anger, and to be
dissatisfied from the relationship.

Leader-follower relationship is a dyadic relationship which is interpersonal in
nature; therefore, similar suggestions for this relationship can be made. To illustrate,

followers are less likely to perceive leadership effectiveness when they attribute his or
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her negative behaviors to internal factors such as personality than when they attribute
these behaviors to external factors such as situational requirements or effects of others.
Consistent with this, internal attributions rather than external attributions for positive
leader behaviors are likely to enhance followers’ trust to the leader since they think that
his or personality is the reason of such positive behaviors (rather than contextual
factors). Providing some indirect support for these arguments, Harvey and Martinko
(2009) found that followers’ self-serving bias (i.e., attributing success to internal factors
and failures to external factors) in organizational contexts predicted reduced job
satisfaction and conflict with the supervisor. Taking into account the fact that
individuals who are likely to make self-serving bias frequently are also likely to
attribute others’ success to external factors and failures to internal factors, it is plausible
to suggest that these individuals would be more likely to make responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors. Hence, they are likely to have low
perceptions of leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, and job satisfaction. However, as
suggested above, although it is theoretically sound and there exists some support for the
above specified relationships in the literature regarding leaders’ attributions for follower
behaviors (e.g., Martinko, Harvey, & Dasborough, 2011; Martinko, Harvey, & Douglas,
2007), there is no direct evidence up to date that suggesting a link between follower
attributions for leader behaviors and follower outcomes. Yet, the effect of attributions

for leader behaviors on followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness, trust in
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leader, and job satisfaction are worth to investigate and constitute the exploratory part
of the present research.
1.4.5 Distal Follower Outcomes: Job Satisfaction and Task-Performance

Finally, job satisfaction and supervisory-rated task performance are included as
the distal follower outcomes which are likely to be predicted by more proximal
outcomes of perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader. Job satisfaction
is among the most widely investigated employee attitudes and it can be defined as
satisfaction that arises from general positive work experience (Kalleberg, 1977). Job
satisfaction is associated with overall well-being and has important implications for
general life experience (Kalleberg, 1977).

The early literature suggested a number of variables that predicted or were
associated with job satisfaction including (but not limited to) employee traits (e.g.,
Vroom, 1964), job characteristics (e.g., Shepard, 1970); and organizational structure
(e.g., Porter & Lowler, 1965). More recent studies focused on leader-subordinate
relationships, specific leadership styles, and follower perceptions of leader behaviors as
predictors of job satisfaction (e.g., Bono & Judge, 2003; Code & Langan-Fox, 2001;
Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998). The interaction with the leader at the
workplace is essential and it constitutes an important part of work experience.
Therefore, it is suggested that the quality of the dyadic relationship between the leader
and the followers and satisfaction with this relationship positively affect overall job

satisfaction. To illustrate, in a study that employed a longitudinal design, Epitropaki and
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Martin (2005) found that the mismatch between implicit theories of leadership and
actual leadership behaviors were negatively associated with the quality of leader-
member exchange, which in turn, predicted job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and well-being of subordinates.

Trust is another key variable that has many positive effects on employee
outcomes such as organizational identification and psychological empowerment (Goncl
et al., 2009). Trust can be defined as “a psychological state comprising the intention to
accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of
another” (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, Camerer, 1998, p. 395). Inelmen (2006) defined four
factors that are required for building trusting relationship with supervisor which are
competence, communication, consistency and credibility/integrity. Rather than being
the indicator of professional job knowledge only, competence is argued to reflect a
combination of traits such as decision making skills and personality. Communication is
suggested to be the essential part of a trusting relationship. Consistency and credibility
are very much related with subordinates’ perceptions about leaders’ integrity, morality,
sense of justice and perceptions regarding the extent to which leader’s behaviors are
consistent with what he or she says.

Similarly, Weichun, May, and Avolio (2004) argued that trust in leader has two
main aspects: belief in behavioral consistency of the leader with his or her words and
benevolence towards others. The authors also suggested that leaders who are trusted by

their followers would be those who appreciate and protect the rights of their followers
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and who behave in a manner which allows others to benefit from their actions.
Consistently, followers who trust in their leaders are more likely to be loyal to him or
her than those who do not trust in their leaders. Moreover, credibility aspect of trust is
associated with perceived leadership effectiveness and those who work with effective
leaders have a more positive work experience than those who work under supervision of
ineffective leaders. Therefore, it is suggested that trust, and perceived leadership
effectiveness, also likely to positively affect overall job satisfaction.

Perceptions of leader group prototypicality as well as employees’ perceptions of
leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader may also affect task performance through
increased effort and motivational processes that directly enhance effort and performance
such as psychological empowerment. To illustrate, Hirst et al. (2009) found that highly
identified followers who perceived high leader group prototypicality were more likely
to show creative effort, which, in turn, was associated with high creative performance.
Goncu et al. (2009) found that trust was positively associated with psychological
empowerment which was related to extra-role behaviors. It can be argued that those
who are motivated in part by trust and psychological empowerment to perform extra-
role behaviors would also perform necessary behaviors to accomplish assigned tasks
(i.e., task performance). Similarly, followers who trust in the leader would be willing to
maintain positive relationships with the leader and to reciprocate the trust by meeting
the performance expectations. Therefore, they are expected to put more effort for the

assigned tasks than less trusting employees especially when they lack necessary skills.
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This attitude and effort is likely to be associated with high task performance. Moreover,
van Knippenberg, Lossie, & Wilke (1994) suggested that especially high identifiers
would be more attentive to highly prototypical leaders and be more willing to be
persuaded by them since they trust in those leaders more than non-prototypical leaders.
Hirst et al. (2009) asserted that such willingness was likely to be influenced by the
leader and attentiveness to his or her appeals would be reflected in both increased effort
to meet performance expectations and task performance. Suppoting these arguments
and findings, Simmons, Gooty, Nelson, and Little (2009) found that among the
investigated variables of hope, burnout, and trust in supervisor, the only variable that
had a positive relationship with supervisory-rated task performance was trust.
Moreover, in a very recent research Schaubroeck, Lam, and Peng (2011) showed that
both cognitive and affect-based trust in leader which were predicted by transformational
and servant leadership behaviors were positively associated with team performance
through team potency and psychological safety. Therefore, the final hypothesis of the
present research is as follows:

Hypothesis 10: Followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and trust in
leader (i.e., general leadership effectiveness) are positively associated with job
satisfaction and task-performance.

In summary, the second model suggests that followers’ perceptions of leader
group prototypicality are positively related to perceptions of leadership effectiveness,

trust in leader, and negatively associated with responsibility attributions for negative
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leader behaviors, both directly, and through social and personal attraction towards the
leader. The positive effects of leader group prototypicality on proximal follower
outcomes and cognitions are hypothesized to be enhanced by followers’ social
identification with the group. The proximal follower outcomes of perceptions of
leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader are, in turn, are proposed to predict distal

follower outcomes of job satisfaction and task performance.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
2.1 Participants and the Procedure

Data were obtained from a sample of 581 white-collar employees from five different
private organizations operating in construction (N = 130), financial and architectural
consulting (N = 47), service (N = 14), and metal (N = 10) sectors and six different
administrative units of a public university (N = 380) located in Ankara, Turkey. The top
managers of the organizations operating in private sector were contacted personally by
the researcher and they were informed about the aims and the method of the study via e-
mail. The managers who agreed their employees to be informed about the study were
personally informed further by the researcher. Next, the employees were informed
about the study and the data collection dates via e-mail. The surveys were given in
envelopes to the employees personally by the researcher and the employees were
informed that the surveys would be collected in closed envelopes by the researcher on
an agreed date and time.

The directors of the administrative units of the university were contacted through
the head of the personnel department in that university. Again, the employees of these
administrative units were informed about the research and data collection process via e-
mail. The data were collected two to four days after the e-mails were sent. Out of 1050
surveys, 581 were completed and the overall response rate was 54%. Participation was

voluntary; and the participants were assured of confidentiality by the researcher.
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The survey package for the employees was consisted of fifteen scales and a separate
section in which demographic information regarding the participants’ gender, age,
education, tenure at the current position, tenure with the current immediate manager,
schedule of the job (part-time vs. full-time), contract type of job (whether permanent or
temporary), sector, department, and the type of the organization was assessed
(Appendix A).

The immediate supervisors of the voluntary participants, who agreed to write their
names on the survey and let the researcher collect matched data regarding their task
performance from their supervisors, were contacted (N = 173). The manager package
included a measure of task performance along with demographic questions (Appendix
B). Among 581 participants, 173 agreed their supervisors to evaluate their task
performance (Nuniversity = 47; Nprivate = 126). The supervisors were contacted personally
by the researcher and administered the surveys that included the names of their
employee(s). Fourteen immediate supervisors rejected to participate in the study.
Therefore, 159 supervisory-rated task performance data were collected.

Since the main variables of the present research were leadership style and follower
identification with the group, having worked with the immediate supervisors for at least
three months and working in a group environment were the critical conditions to be
included in the study sampleTherefore, participants who had at least three months of

tenure with their immediate supervisors and who worked in a group of at least three
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employees were included in the final analyses. Hence, the final data set included 515
employees and 159 supervisors.

The demographic characteristics of the final sample are presented in Table 2.1. As
can be seen, the participants were generally young adults at their 30s. The sample was
balanced in terms of gender. Overall, the participants were well-educated. Tenure with
the current manager was high; therefore, employees had enough opportunity to observe
their immediate supervisors for providing accurate information regarding their
leadership styles.

2.2. Measures

Leader group prototypicality. Leader group prototypicality was assessed with van
Knippenberg and van Knippenberg’s (2005) 5-item scale and additional 10 items
developed by the researcher in Turkish. A sample item of the original scale is “The
program leader is a good example of the kind of people that are members my team” and
a sample item developed by the researcher is “In general, my supervisor gives the
impression that s/he is one of us).” The participants are asked to evaluate each item on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” In a
recent study, Hirst et al. (2009) reported an internal reliability of o = .94 for van
Knippenberg and van Knippenberg’s (2005) 5-item leader group prototypicality scale
and that the scores on this measure were positively correlated with followers’ team

identification. The leader group prototypicality scale was used for the first time in
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Table 2.1 Demographic characteristics of the participants

Mean SD Range N %
Age 36.01 9.97 18 -84
Gender
Male - - - 294 57.1
Female - - - 191 37.1
Education
Primary school - - - 26 5.0
High school - - - 117 22.7
Two-year college - - - 72 14.0
Four-year college - - - 191 37.1
M.S. or M.A - - - 56 10.3
Ph.D. - - - 5 1.0
Positional tenure (years) 5.16 5.97 0.25-30 - -
Tenure with the supervisor 3.65 4.32 0.25-25 - -
(years)
Sector
Education - - - 315 61.2
Construction - - - 129 25.0
Metal - - - 10 1.9
Service - - - 14 2.7
Consulting - - - 47 9.1

Turkey; therefore, the scale was subjected to conventional translation/back-translation
procedure.

Followers’ social identification. Followers’ social identification with their work
group was assessed with a reworded version (Gonci et al., 2009) of Mael and

Ashforth’s (1992) measure of organizational identification in the present study. The
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scale consists of six items that are rated on a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from “1 =
strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” Higher scores indicate higher level of
identification. The original six-item organizational identification scale was translated
into Turkish by Bayazit, Aycan, Aksoy, Goncii, and Oztekin (2006). A sample item of
the original scale is “This organization’s successes are my successes” and is reworded
by Goncii et al. (2009) as “This work group’s successes are my successes” in order to
reflect social identification with the work group. According to Mael and Ashforth
(1992) the coefficient alpha of the original scale ranged from a = .81 to .89. Goncii and
colleagues reported an internal reliability estimate of o = .84 for the Turkish version of
the scale. Regarding the validity of the measure, the authors found that followers’ social
identification with the work group was positively associated with trust in leader and
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) directed towards work group.
Paternalistic leadership. Paternalistic leadership was measured by the Paternalistic
Leadership Scale originally developed by Aycan (2006). The scale is composed of 21
items assessing paternalism in five dimensions: family atmosphere at work,
individualized relationships, involving in employees’ non-work lives, loyalty
expectations, and status hierarchy and authority. Family atmosphere at work is based
on five items (e.g., “Behaves like a family member (father/mother or elder
brother/sister) towards his/her employees™). Individualized relationships dimension is
assessed by 4 items (e.g., “Places importance to establishing one-to-one relationship

with every employee”). Involve in employees’ non-work lives is based on four items
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(e.g., “Attends special events of employees (e.g., weddings and funeral ceremonies,
graduations etc.)”). Loyalty expectation is assessed with three items (e.g. “Expects
loyalty and deference in exchange for his or her care and nurturance”). Status hierarchy
and authority is measured with five items (e.g., “Asks opinion of employees about
work-related issues, however, makes the last decision himself or herself”’). Responses
were obtained on a 5-point Likert scale from “1 = never” to “5 = always.” Higher scores
indicate increased paternalism. Aycan (2006) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .87.
Paternalistic leadership as assessed by this measure was found to be positively
associated with individuals’ vertical collectivism orientation (Aycan, 2006), followers’
trust in leader, organizational identification, psychological empowerment, impression
management, and OCBs (Goncti et al., 2009), and decreased incidents of bullying in the
workplace (Soylu, 2011) in Turkish samples; and followers’ preference for leadership
style in military jobs in an American sample (Goncu & Johnson, 2009).
Relationship-oriented and task-oriented leadership styles. Fleishman’s (1953)
Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) was used to assess employee perceptions of
leadership orientation. The scale consists of 40 items of which 20 items measure the
leader’s people or relationship orientation, and 20 items assess the task orientation. A
sample item for people-orientation scale is “S/he gets the approval of the staff on
important matters before getting ahead,” and a sample item for task-orientation scale is
“S/he pushes the staff for greater effort.” Responses were obtained on a 5-point Likert

scale ranging from “1 = never” to “5 = always.” Fleishman (1953) reported reliability
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coefficients of o = .89 and o = .88 for the people-orientation and task-orientation scales,
respectively. The questionnaire was translated into Turkish by Stimer and Bilgi¢ in an
unpublished research. In a more recent study, Ozmen (2005) reported that internal
reliabilities of people-oriented and task-oriented leadership styles as assessed by
subordinates were .83 and .84, respectively. Subordinate-rated people-orientated
leadership style was found to be positively associated with employees’ job satisfaction
(r = .51, p <.01), affective commitment (r = .22, p < .01), normative commitment (r =
.16, p < .05), and self-rated contextual performance (r = .16, p <.05). Task-oriented
leadership style was positively related to followers’ job satisfaction (r = .38, p <.01),
affective commitment (r = .26, p < .01), normative commitment (r = .27, p < .01),
supervisory-rated general performance (r = .22, p < .01), self-rated task-performance (r
= .27, p <.01), self-rated contextual performance (r = .37, p <.01), and self-rated
general performance (r = .34, p < .01).

Collectivism/individualism. Individuals’ cultural orientations of collectivism and
individualism were measured with Triandis and Gelfand’s (1998)
individualism/collectivism scale. The scale includes 16 items assessing four sub-
dimensions: horizontal individualism (HI), vertical individualism (V1), horizontal
collectivism (HC), vertical collectivism (VC). The scale was translated into Turkish by
Robert and Wasti (2002) and the subscales were used in a number of studies in Turkey
(e.g., Aycan, 2006). A sample item is “Family members should stick together, no matter

what sacrifices are required (VC).” The responses were given on a 5-point Likert scale
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ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” High scores mean high
collectivism or individualism orientation. Robert and Wasti (2002) reported reliability
coefficients of a = .68 and a = .67 for collectivism (allocentrism) and individualism
(idiocentrism) scales, respectively.

Motivational tendencies. The items of need for affiliation, need for approval, need
for power, and need for achievement subscales of the Manifest Needs Scale developed
by Demirutku (2000) and further modified and improved by Aydin (2002) were used to
assess motivational tendencies of employees. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” The need for
affiliation subscale consists of eleven items (e.g., “I establish close relationships with
my coworkers”). The need for approval subscale consists of ten items (e.g., “I change
the way I express myself depending on the expectation of people around me”). The
need for power subscale consists of eight items (e.g., “I would like to lead rather than to
follow”). The need for achievement subscale consists of twelve items (e.g., “I seek for
excellence when it is a matter of work/job”). Demirutku (2000) reported reliability
coefficients of a = .59, a = .64, and a = .73; and Aydin (2002) reported internal
reliabilities of o = .65, a.= .74, and o = .78 for the subscales of need for affiliation, need
for approval, and need for achievement, respectively.

Social attraction towards the leader. Social attraction towards the leader was
assessed with eight items developed by the researcher. The items were developed to tap

into the depersonalized social attraction towards the leader which was defined as liking
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based on group membership rather than idiosyncratic preferences in interpersonal
relationships (Hogg, 2001). These items were: “I think I would like my immediate
supervisor even if s/he was not a member of this organization (reverse coded);” “I think
that my immediate supervisor’s membership to this organization is an important basis
for my positive feelings towards him/her;” “I think that my supervisor’s membership to
this organization has an important effect on my positive attitudes towards him/her;” “I
feel that I would not like my immediate supervisor if s/he was not from this
organization;” “I would like my immediate supervisor even if s/he was not from this
organization (reverse coded);” “My supervisor’s identity as a member of this
organization is very important for me;” “I don’t think that I would get along well with a
leader who is not a member of this organization;” “The identity of my supervisor as an
employee of this organization is very important for me.” The responses were obtained
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.”
Personal attraction towards the leader. Personal attraction towards the leader was
assessed with three items adapted from Hogg and Hains (1996). In order to provide
consistency with the format of other items in the survey, original items which were in
question format (e.g., “How much you would like your immediate supervisor to join
you for a social activity ... (such as) going on holiday, attending a movie or concert —
something (you) would like to do with a personal friend?”’) were converted to
statements. A sample item is “I would like my immediate supervisor to join me for a

social activity ... (such as) going on holiday, attending a movie or concert — something |
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would like to do with a personal friend.” Responses were obtained on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” Regarding the
discriminant validity of the measure, Hogg and Hains noted that personal attraction
based on similarity was independent of prototypicality-based social attraction.

General leadership effectiveness. General leadership effectiveness is
conceptualized as follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader.
Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness were assessed with perceived
leadership effectiveness scale adapted from van Knippenberg and van Knippenberg’s
(2005) study, which included five items. A sample item is “My Supervisor is an
excellent supervisor” and the responses were obtained on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” van Knippenberg and van
Knippenberg (2005) reported an internal consistency of a = .93 for the scale. The scale
was translated in Turkish using traditional translation/back-translation procedure.

Trust in leader was assessed with “trust to supervisor scale” developed by Inelmen
(2006). The scale involves eight items that are aimed to assess trustworthiness,
positional power, fairness in performance evaluation, protection and loyalty of
subordinates. The responses were obtained by using 6-point Likert scale ranging from
“1 = strongly disagree” to “6 = strongly agree.” Inelmen (2006) reported an internal
consistency of .82. The measure was used in a previous study regarding the leadership
outcomes in Turkey by Goncl et al. (2009). Regarding the statistical properties of the

scale, these authors reported a single factor explaining 52 % of the variance, after
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excluding one item with negative loading. The reliability of the scale was found to be
.83. Goncl and colleagues suggested that the item with negative loading had a
problematic wording which caused misunderstanding of the intended meaning and
should be reworded. In the present study, this item (i.c., “There are some situations that
I would prefer to consult a higher level supervisor (R)”) was reworded as “There are
some situations in which his/her expertise is not enough to solve (R).” The authors
found that trust in the leader was positively associated with followers” organizational
identification, identification with the leader, social identification with the work group,
psychological empowerment, and OCBs. In the present study, responses were obtained
by using 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly
agree” in order to provide consistency with the other scales.

Attribution processes. Attributions for negative leader behaviors were assessed with
two modified items of the Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM) developed by
Fincham and Bradbury (1992) and additional four items developed by the researcher to
tap into negative leader behaviors. Originally, the RAM assesses the attributions made
for eight hypothetical romantic partner behaviors of which six are negative and two are
positive filter items. A sample behavior in RAM is “Your wife criticizes something you
do.” This item is reworded as “Your supervisor criticizes something you do” in order to
assess attributions for leader behaviors. A sample item for negative leader behaviors

developed by the researcher is “Your supervisor does not reward you for good work.”
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Participants were asked to rate their agreement with each of the six items designed
to assess responsibility attributions (locus, stability, globality, intent, selfish motivation,
and blame) for each hypothetical leader behavior on a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from
“1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly agree.” Causal attributions are measured with
locus, stability, and globality ratings; responsibility attributions are assessed with intent,
selfish motivation, and blame ratings. A sample item is “My supervisor did this on
purpose rather than unintentionally” (intent). The RAM was adapted to Turkish and
used by a number of researchers (e.g., Tutarel-Kislak, 1997). Recent studies revealed
that the Turkish version of the RAM had high internal reliability (e.g., a = .91, Géncii &
Siimer, in press).

In addition, attributions for positive leader behaviors were assessed in the present
research. The six negative leader behaviors presented in the attributions for negative
leader behaviors measure were reworded to represent positive leader behaviors. A
sample behavior is “Your supervisor rewards you for a good work.”

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with the one-item faces scale
(Kunin, 1955). The participants were asked to indicate which of the facial impressions
best reflected their general satisfaction with their job on a 7-point scale. Both women
and men facial impressions were provided to the participants on the same scale. In a
recent study conducted in Turkey, Erol (2010) reported that the faces scale had test-

retest reliability of .79 in two-week interval and it was positively associated with
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positive affective states at the workplace and was negatively correlated with turnover
intentions.

Task performance. Beffort and Hattrup’s (2003) task performance measure that was
translated into Turkish by Karakurum (2005) and further developed by Bilgic et al.
(2010) was used in the present study. The measure consists of eleven items and a
sample item is “I think that (this employee) performs well at work.” The responses were
obtained on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “1 = never” to “5 = always.” Internal

consistency estimate of the scale as reported by Bilgic et al. was o = .88.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

Overview

Analyses are conducted in five steps and hence the results are presented under
five corresponding headings. In the first step, following an initial data screening for out
of range values, exploratory factor analyses and/or reliability analyses are conducted on
the measures used. The second step involves further data screening and cleaning
procedures as well as testing of the assumptions underlying the statistical techniques to
be used in hypotheses testing. In the third step correlations and other descriptive
statistics are computed. The forth step includes testing of the hypotheses using
moderated multiple regression and structural equation modeling techniques. The final
step includes some post-hoc analyses that are exploratory in nature.

3.1 Factor Structures and/or Reliability Analyses of the Study Measures

Prior to the computation of scale scores, descriptive statistical analyses and
testing of the hypotheses, reliability analyses of the study measures were carried out.
Principle component analyses were conducted to examine the factor structure of the
translated/back-translated and recently developed measures used in the present study.
Cronbach’s alpha was used as the estimate of reliability.

Leader group prototypicality. A principle component analysis with varimax
rotation revealed two factors explaining 61.2% of the variance. However, five of the

fifteen items cross-loaded on the first and the second factors. A subsequent exploratory
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factor analysis after excluding the cross-loaded items revealed two factors explaining
65.4% of the variance. Ten items loaded on the first factor in the proposed direction;
one reverse coded item (item 4) loaded on the second factor. The same pattern was also
found when the leader group prototypicality scale was factor analyzed separately for the
samples from public and private sectors. After excluding the reversely coded item
loading on the second factor, the single factor explained 61.1% of the variance. In order
to find out whether the cross-loading pattern would change or not, an exploratory factor
analysis with promax rotation was conducted. Four of the five cross-loading items
revealed the same pattern. After excluding these four items, exploratory factor analysis
with promax rotation revealed a one-factor solution explaining 57.5% of variance.
Therefore, the final scale included 11 items and the internal consistency of the leader
group prototypicality was .92. Two of the items in the 11-item final scale were from van
Knippenberg and van Knippenberg’s (2005) 5-item measure and the nine of the
remaining items were from those 10 items developed by the researcher. The final
version of the scale is presented in Appendix C.

Follower identification with the group. An exploratory factor analysis on the
five item scale with varimax rotation revealed one factor explaining 42.4% of the
variance. The internal reliability of the scale was somewhat lower than expected (o =
.64), yet acceptable considering the relatively small number of items. Factor analysis

results and item loadings are presented in Appendix D.
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Paternalistic leadership. The Cronbach’s alpha of the 21-item scale was .92.
However, the reliability analysis of the paternalistic leadership scale revealed that the
item-total correlations of the items 7, 9, and 12 were lower than the expected value of
.30 (i.e., .26, .06, and .24, respectively). After eliminating these three items, the
reliability of the resulting 18-item scale was .94. Since the reliability estimates of the
two versions were not very different, a decision was made to use the original 21-item
scale in the final analyses.

Relationship-oriented and task-oriented leadership style. The reliability
analysis revealed that the relationship-oriented leadership scale had a satisfactory
internal consistency estimate (a = .88). However, item-total correlations of three of the
items were very low; and, more importantly, one of the items had a negative item-total
correlation (.06, -.26, and .29; Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted .91, .89 and .90,
respectively). Therefore, these items were excluded from the final scale. The
Cronbach’s alpha of the 17-item relationship-oriented leadership style scale was found
to be .91.

The Cronbach’s alpha of the task-oriented leadership scale was .77. Item-total
correlations were examined and three items that were found to have low or negative
correlations (.21, -.25, and -.32; Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted .77, .80, and .81,
respectively) were detected. After excluding these items, internal consistency of the 17-
items task-oriented leadership style scale was .84. Final versions of both R-O and T-O

leadership scales and the eliminated items are presented in Appendix E.
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Collectivism/Individualism. The collectivism scale which had eight items had
an internal reliability of .71. The Cronbach’s alpha of the 8-item individualism scale
was .64. The reliability estimates of these scales were consistent with those reported by
previous researchers (e.g., a = .67 for collectivism scale, and o = .68 for individualism
scale; Robert & Wasti, 2002).

Need for affiliation. The reliability analysis of the eleven-item scale revealed
that the internal consistency was .69 and that three items (i.e., items 6, 8, and 11) had
low item-total correlations (i.e., Cronbach’s alphas if item deleted were .72, .70, and
.70, respectively). After excluding these three items, the internal consistency of the 8-
item scale was .74. The items included in the final scale and excluded items are
presented in Appendix F.

Need for approval. The 10-item need for approval scale had an internal
reliability of .66. The results showed that one item (i.e., item 9) had very low inter-item
correlation (Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted was .70). The final scale including nine
items had an internal reliability estimate of .70. The items in the final scale and the
eliminated item are presented in Appendix G.

Need for power. Need for power which is not one of the main variables was
assessed along with other motivational tendencies for exploratory purposes in the
present study. The original eight-item scale had an internal reliability of .74. After

excluding one item with very low inter-item correlation (i.e., item 8), the Cronbach’s
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alpha of the scale was .76. The items in the final scale and the eliminated item are
presented in Appendix H.

Need for achievement. Reliability analysis showed that the internal consistency
of the original twelve-item scale was .75. Item analyses revealed that two items (i.e.,
items 5 and 12) had low item-total correlations (.09 and .20, respectively). After
excluding these items, the reliability of the final 10-item scale was a = .81. The items in
the final scale and the eliminated items are presented in Appendix I.

Social attraction and personal attraction towards the leader. In order to reveal
whether or not social attraction and personal attraction towards the leader were
conceptually different constructs, a principal component analysis with direct oblimin
rotation was conducted on the eight items of the social attraction towards the leader
scale and the three items of the personal attraction towards the leader scale adapted
from Hogg and Hains (1996). The initial analyses revealed a three-factor solution
explaining 62.9% of the total variance. The first factor included three of the personal
attraction towards the leader scale and the two reverse coded items of the social
attraction towards the leader scale. The second factor included the items that reflect the
organization as the cause of participants’ positive attitudes towards their immediate
supervisors. The third factor was composed of the items that directed the participants to
indicate what their attitude towards their supervisors would be if s/he was not a member
of their organization. Following this analysis, another factor analysis in which the items

were forced on two factors was conducted. The results showed that the two factors
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explained 52.9% of the variance and the item loadings were in the expected direction
(Appendix J).

In order to investigate whether social and personal attraction were conceptually
different from each other, confirmatory factor analyses using LISREL 8.51 were also
conducted. The fit indices revealed that the single factor solution had worse fit to the
data [¢? (44, n = 515) = 1126.39, p < .001, RMSEA = .22, GFI = .72, AGFI = .57, NNFI
= .52, CFI = .62] than the two factor solution [)(2 (43, n=515) =924.774, p < .001,
RMSEA = .20, GFI =.75, AGFI = .62, NNFI = .62, CFIl =.70]. Then, the alternative
two factor solutions in which model fit improved after eliminating the items having
non-significant t-values one by one were tested. Further confirmatory factor analyses
showed that the two factor solution including seven items had the best fit to the data [x?
(13, n =515) =53.04, p <.001, RMSEA = .08, GFI = .97, AGFI = .94, NNFI = .95, CFI
=.97]. The first factor included items that represented personal attraction towards the
leader (i.e., the three items of the original personal attraction scale and one reverse
coded item of the original social attraction scale) whereas the second factor included
items that represented social attraction towards the leader (i.e., the three items of the
original social attraction scale). Hence, these factors were named as “personal attraction
towards the leader” and “social attraction towards the leader”, respectively.

In line with the results, personal attraction towards the leader scale included the
three personal attraction towards the leader items and one reverse coded item of the

original social attraction scale (5), and the scale had an internal consistency of o = .84.
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The social attraction towards the leader scale consisted of three of the social attraction
items (3, 7, and 8), and the internal consistency of the scale was a =.65. Factor loadings
of the items in the final social and personal attraction scales and the eliminated items
are presented in Appendix K.

Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness. A principle component
analysis on the 5-item leadership effectiveness scale revealed a one-factor solution
explaining 81.4% of the variance and the reliability of the scale was .94 Appendix L
shows the factor loadings of items in the leadership effectiveness scale.

Trust in leader. An exploratory factor analysis of the 8-item trust in leader scale
with varimax rotation revealed two factors explaining 68.7% of the variance. The two
items that loaded on the second factor were the two reverse coded items of the scale and
the reliability analysis also showed that these items had low inter-item correlations. The
exploratory factor analysis after excluding these two items revealed a one factor
solution explaining 67.7% of the variance with an internal consistency estimate of o =
.90. Factor loadings of the items in the final scale and the eliminated items are presented
in Appendix M.

Attributions for negative and positive leader behaviors. As stated in the method
section, overall responsibility attributions were measured on six dimensions (i.e., locus,
stability, globality, intent, selfish motivation, and blame) for six different positive and
negative leader behaviors. Overall responsibility attributions are composed of two broad

dimensions: causal attributions and responsibility attributions. Causal attribution for
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negative or positive leader behaviors score of an individual is calculated by taking the
mean of the ratings made for the three dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, globality) for
six different leader behaviors. Responsibility attribution for negative or positive leader
behaviors score of an individual is calculated by taking the mean of the ratings made for
the other three dimensions (i.e., intent, motivation, blame) for six different leader
behaviors.

Causal attributions for negative leader behaviors subscale had an internal
consistency of o = .96 and responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors
subscale had a reliability of a = .98. The reliability of the causal attributions for positive
leader behaviors subscale was a = .89; the internal consistency of the responsibility
attributions for positive leader behaviors subscale was o = .92. Items in the subscales
are presented in Appendix N.

Supervisor-rated task performance. A principle component analysis on the 11-
item task performance measure with varimax rotation suggested existence of a single
factor that explained 63.6% of the variance. The reliability of the scale was a = .94.
Factor loadings of the items in the final scale are presented in Appendix O.

Self-rated task performance. In the present study, along with the supervisor-
rated task performance, self-rated task performance was used mainly for exploratory
purposes. A principal component analysis with varimax rotation on the 11-item self-
rated task performance scale revealed a two-factor solution, explaining 52.2% of the

variance. The second factor included the only reverse coded item of the scale and the
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reliability analysis showed that this item had very low item-total correlation (.03). After
excluding this item, the exploratory factor analysis revealed one factor explaining
47.1% of the variance and the reliability estimate of the scale was .81. However, in
order to be able to compare supervisory-rated task performance item scores with self-
rated task performance item scores with paired samples t-test analysis, all items were
kept in the final self-rated task performance scale and the final 11-item scale had a
reliability of .82. Factor loadings of the items in the scale are presented in Appendix P.

3.2 Data Screening and Assumption Testing

Investigation of the data entries for missing values revealed that out of 14420
data points, there were 269 missing data points (1.86%), and 107 of the missing values
were for the demographic variables of gender and age. According to Tabachnick and
Fidell (1996), in cases where missing data points are less than 5% of the total data set,
any procedure designed to handle the missing values reveal similar results. Therefore,
the missing values of the computed scale scores were replaced by the mean values of
the scales, in order to keep the sample size as high as possible. The final sample
included 515 cases.

In order to meet the assumptions of multivariate analysis, the normality and
linearity of the measures were also checked. The histograms for the study variables
showed that all of the variables had acceptable distributions in terms of normality. The

scatter plots were examined for determining the linearity of the relationships between
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the variables and these analyses revealed that the linearity assumption was, in general,
met.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics

Means and standard deviations as well as range of the scores on the study
variables are presented in Table 3.1. The correlation matrix and the alpha coefficients of
the measures are given in Table 3.2.

Table 3.1 Descriptive statistics of the study variables

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Age 36.13 10.07 18 84
Group size 11.13 11.14 3 65
Tenure with supervisor (years) 3.59 4.34 .25 25
Leader group prototypicality 3.33 .83 1.00 5.00
Follower identification with group 3.83 .64 1.80 5.00
Paternalistic leadership” 3.31 75 1.00 5.00
Relationship-oriented leadership style” 3.14 75 1.17 4.83
Task-oriented leadership style” 3.49 53 1.82 5.00
Collectivism 411 43 2.50 5.00
Individualism 3.51 .56 2.00 5.00
Need for affiliation 4.15 46 2.00 5.00
Need for approval 3.38 52 1.78 4.89
Need for power 3.25 .68 1.00 5.00
Need for achievement 4.16 51 1.00 5.00
Social attraction towards the leader 244 .85 1.00 4.83
Personal attraction towards the leader 311 .99 1.00 5.00
Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness 3.64 1.03 1.00 5.00
Trust in leader 3.49 .85 1.00 5.00
Causal attributions for negative leader behaviors 2.88 .83 1.00 5.00
Responsibility attributions for negative leader

behaviors 247 .92 1.00 5.00
Causal attributions for positive leader behaviors 3.11 57 1.00 4.67
Responsibility attributions for positive leader

behaviors 3.07 .67 1.00 4.83
Job satisfaction 4.97 1.52 1.00 7.00
Supervisor-rated task performance” 3.79 .64 1.73 491
Self-rated task performance” 4.06 .50 1.00 5.00

Note. ~ Paternalistic leadership, relationship-oriented and task-oriented leadership, supervisor-rated and
self-rated task performance are assessed with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = Never” to “5 =
Always.” Job satisfaction (faces) scale values are based on a 7-point scale. All other variables are
assessed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = Strongly disagree” to “5 = Strongly agree.”
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Table 3.2 Correlations among the study variables and reliabilities of the scales

69

# of items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Age - -
2. Group size - A3** -
3. Tenure with supervisor - 24**  14* -
4. Leader group prototypicality 11 -.08 .00 -14* .94
5. Follower identification with group 5 -.08 .06  -.10* 21%* .64
6. Paternalistic leadership 21 -.05 .02 -.05 J0** 27 .92
7. Relationship-oriented leadership 17 .06 .02 -.08 67+ .08 5h** 91
8. Task-oriented leadership 17 -.01 .03 -.06 33**  28**  Gl** .09* .84
9. Collectivism 8 -.04 .03 -.04 256%*  41%* 24%%  12%*  34**
10. Individualism 8 -15*%* 01 -.03 0% 20%*  12%* .00 23%*
11. Need for affiliation 8 -.03 -04  -03 A3F* 39%*  14%* .07 27
12. Need for approval 9 -11* .05 -.00 A7** 33F* 24%* -.01 34**
13. Need for power 7 -17** 01 -.08 20%*  28**  23*%* -.00 29**
14. Need for achievement 10 .10* .01 -.01 09*  43*%*  15** .04 28**
15. Social attraction towards the leader 3 -.05 .04 .01 -.18** .05 -.06 -.21** -.03
16. Personal attraction towards the leader 4 .01 .04 -.03 JO** 21**  60** B61** 22%*
17. Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness 5 -.04 -01  -.06 J8**F 24**  70*%* .63** .36**
18. Trust in leader 6 -.02 05 -14%*  77R 0 21%% 72%%  69**  30**
19.Causal attributions for negative leader behaviors 18 -.07 .01 .05 -50**  -02  -46** -62** -12**
20.Responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors 18 -.08 .03 .06 -54** .05  -49** -62** -16**

Note. Internal consistency reliability estimates are presented on the diagonal. * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation
is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3.2 Correlations among the study variables and reliabilities of the scales (continued)

# of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
items
21. Causal attributions for positive leader behaviors 18 -09* .03 -04 29%* -01 @ .26** .24** 20**
22. Responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors 18 -13**  -01 -10* .35** .02 33**F 20%*  23**
23. Job satisfaction 1 .07 .06 -10* .39%* 17** 33** 39 15**
24. Supervisor-rated task performance 11 .03 -04 .16* A1 -.04 .06 21%*  -04
25. Self-rated task performance 11 .04 -07 -01 .12** 28** .10* A0* .25**

Note. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3.2 Correlations among the study variables and reliabilities of the scales (continued)

# of 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
items
9. Collectivism 8 71
10. Individualism 8 34 .64
11. Need for affiliation 8 S58** 15%* 74
12. Need for approval 9 39%*  46*%*  30** .70
13. Need for power 7 24%*  K2*k  18**  bh** .76
14. Need for achievement 10 S1x* 32%*%  B8F*  27**  26** 81
15. Social attraction towards the leader 3 -.09 09* - 13** .08 2% .06 .65
16. Personal attraction towards the leader 4 25** .04 A9** 18** 18**F  14*%* - 17** .84
17. Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness 5 21%* .03 A6**  17** 16%*  16** - 15**  73**
18. Trust in leader 6 23%*  11* A4%* 0 18**F  22%% 7R - 19%*F  68**
19. Causal attributions for negative leader behaviors 18 -07  .13** .01 5% 11* .04 24%* . B1**
20. Responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors 18 -10*  .09* -.02 A1* .08 -.01 23*%* - B1**
21. Causal attributions for positive leader behaviors 18 .06 A3** -.04 A8**  17**  -08 .08 21%*
22. Responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors 18 16** 07 .03 A7**F 12%* .00 .01 27
23. Job satisfaction 1 A8**  -.04 16** .06 A% 11* -.09* .32**
24. Supervisor-rated task performance 11 -17*  -19* -.08 -19* -1 .05 -15 .08
25. Self-rated task performance 11 36**  27F*  34**F 15** 2B**F  41** -.04 A1*

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation is

significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3.2 Correlations among the study variables and reliabilities of the scales (continued)

# of 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
items

17. Follower perceptions of leadership

effectiveness 5 .94

18. Trust in leader 6 T .90

19. Causal attributions for negative leader

behaviors 18 -54** - Bh** .96

20. Responsibility attributions for negative leader

behaviors 18 -59** L B7** gqr* .98

21. Causal attributions for positive leader

behaviors 18 21%* 8% -.07 -14** .89

22. Responsibility attributions for positive leader

behaviors 18 .28** B4%* S 16%r - 14%* T1x* .92

23. Job satisfaction 1 39%* A40*%*  -34*%*  -35%*  16*  .19**

24. Supervisor-rated task performance 11 A2 A7* -16*  -.22** .09 .05 A1 .94

25. Self-rated task performance 11 A1* A7 .05 .05 .08 .05 JA18** .06 .82

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation is

significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The leader group prototypicality, relationship-oriented leadership style, need for
power to convince others, and personal attraction scale scores were close to the
midpoint (3.00). For social attraction towards the leader, the sample mean was slightly
lower than personal attraction towards the leader sample mean. Follower identification
with group, paternalistic leadership style, task-oriented leadership style, need for
affiliation, need for approval, need for power, need achievement, follower perceptions
of leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, and job satisfaction sample scores were
slightly higher than the midpoint of the scales. The causal and responsibility attribution
sample means for negative leader behaviors were lower than the causal and
responsibility attribution sample means for positive leader behaviors. Finally, as would
be expected, the sample mean of supervisor-rated task performance was slightly lower
than the sample mean of self-rated task performance.

The scale means obtained from participants from public sector and private sector
were also compared with independent-samples t-tests. Since the subsample from the
private organizations included 200 individuals, a random sample of 200 participants
were selected from the total subsample of 315 participants from the public organization
included in the present study. The results revealed that among twenty five main
variables, the means of only five variables were significantly different among two
groups and two of these variables were motivational tendencies. Specifically, the means
of task-oriented leadership style, followers’ identification with the work group, need for

achievement, need for power, and leadership effectiveness perceptions were higher
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among the subsample from private sector than those among the subsample from public
sector (Appendix R). The differences obtained were in line with the general
expectations taking into account more competitive and achievement-oriented nature in
private organizations compared to public organizations in Turkey. However, since only
three of the means regarding the main variables were significantly different, the data
from these two samples were combined in the main analyses.

In general, correlations among the study variables were in the expected direction
and none of the correlations were above .90 which could be interpreted as an indication
of absence of multicollinearity, which could be a potential threat to multivariate
analysis and model testing. The demographic variable of age was significantly and
negatively correlated with individualism, need for approval, need for power, and causal
and responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors; and was positively
correlated with need for achievement. Interestingly, tenure with supervisor was
negatively associated with leader group prototypicality, follower identification with
group, trust in leader, responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors, and job
satisfaction; but it was positively related to supervisor-rated task performance.

Leader group prototypicality was positively correlated with paternalistic,
relationship-oriented, and task-oriented leadership styles and positive perceptions,
attributions and attitudes towards the leader (i.e., personal attraction towards the leader,
follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, causal and

responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors) as well as job satisfaction.
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Leader group prototypicality was negatively associated with causal and responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors. Contrary to expectations, the correlation
between leader group prototypicality and social attraction towards the leader was not
significant.

It is important to note that the leadership style that had the highest correlation
with leader group prototypicality was paternalistic leadership, followed by relationship-
oriented leadership. This finding supports the emic approach to leadership since it
implies that the definition of leadership prototypicality in the Turkish cultural context is
strongly associated with a common and welcome leadership style as well as a culture-
specific behavior pattern in collectivistic and high power distance contexts, namely,
paternalism. Paternalistic leaders are likely to be perceived as prototypical of the in-
group since their behavioral style is in line with the shared belief regarding protective
role of those with higher power and status, and norms and values regarding the distant
or hierarchical yet genuine relationship with those in superior positions in theTurkish
context.

Follower identification with the group was significantly and positively
correlated with leader group prototypicality, paternalistic and task-oriented leadership,
collectivism and individualism, all of the motivational tendency variables in the study,
personal attraction towards the leader, follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness,

and trust in leader, job satisfaction, and self-rated task performance.
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The three leadership styles included in the present study (i.e., paternalistic,
relationship-oriented, and task-oriented leadership styles) were also positively
associated and, as expected, the highest correlation was found between paternalistic and
relationship-oriented leadership styles (r = .55, p <.01). All of the leadership styles
were positively related to personal attraction towards the leader, follower perceptions of
leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, causal and responsibility attributions for
positive leader behaviors, and job satisfaction and they were negatively associated with
causal and responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors. Paternalistic
leadership style and task-oriented leadership style were also positively associated with
social attraction towards the leader. Interestingly, the only leadership style that had
positive correlation with supervisor-rated task performance was relationship-oriented
leadership style.

The cultural orientations of collectivism and individualism were significantly
and positively correlated with each other and with the entire motivational tendency
variables included in the study (i.e., need for affiliation, need for approval, need for
power, and need for achievement). In general, the correlations were in the expected
direction. More specifically, collectivism had higher correlation with need for affiliation
than individualism whereas individualism had higher correlations with need for power
than collectivism. An interesting finding was that individualism was positively related
to social attraction but not to personal attraction towards the leader, and collectivism

was significantly associated with personal attraction but not to social attraction towards

76



the leader. Collectivism was negatively associated with causal and responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors whereas individualism was positively related
to these attributions. Both of the cultural orientations were positively related to
attributions for positive leader behaviors, except that collectivism was not significantly
associated with causal attributions for positive leader behaviors. Collectivism was
positively associated with job satisfaction whereas individualism was not. Finally, both
collectivism and individualism were negatively correlated with supervisor- rated task
performance and this correlation was slightly higher for individualism than collectivism
(r=-.19,p<0.05vs. r=-.17, p <0.05). Finally, both of these cultural orientations
were positively correlated with self-rated task performance.

Need for affiliation was found to be positively associated with other
motivational tendencies. It was also positively related to job satisfaction. Need for
approval was positively correlated with other motivational tendencies, positive
perceptions, and attitudes towards the leader, and causal and responsibility attributions
for both negative and positive leader behaviors. Interestingly, the correlation between
need for approval and supervisor-rated task performance was negative and significant.
Need for power was positively related to need for achievement. The correlations
between need for achievement and trust in leader were positive and significant. Similar
to need for affiliation, need for power and need for achievement were also positively

associated with job satisfaction.
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Contrary to the expectations, social attraction towards the leader was negatively
correlated with follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and was positively
associated with causal and responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors. The
reverse was true for personal attraction towards the leader. Moreover, social attraction
was negatively and significantly associated with job satisfaction whereas personal
attraction was positively related to job satisfaction. Personal attraction towards the
leader was positively associated with leadership effectiveness variables (i.e., follower
perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader), causal and responsibility
attributions for positive leader behaviors, job satisfaction, and self-rated task
performance. To sum, followers’ social attraction towards the leader or attraction based
on solely on organizational membership had negative influence over followers’ attitudes
towards the leader and perceptions of leadership effectiveness whereas personal
attraction towards the leader which was based on similarities in personality or interests
had positive effects on follower attitudes towards and perceptions of leaders as well as
attitudes towards the job.

Follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader were
positively related to causal and responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors,
job satisfaction, and self-rated task performance and they were negatively associated
with causal and responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors.

As expected, causal and responsibility attributions for negative and positive

leader behaviors were significantly and negatively correlated. Among the attribution
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measures, only the responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors were
negatively associated with supervisor-rated task performance. The correlations between
attributions and job satisfaction were also in the expected direction. That is, causal and
responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors were negatively correlated with
job satisfaction and causal and responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors
were positively associated with job satisfaction.
3.4 Hypothesis Testing

Hypotheses are tested in three steps. In the first step, moderated relationships
suggested in the first model were tested. In the second step, mediated relationships
proposed in the second model were analyzed through mediated path analyses using
AMOS 5.0. The final step included exploratory analyses in which expanded models
were tested through structural equation modeling. Each step and the results of the
hypothesis testing are described in detail below.

3.4.1 Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses

In order to examine the moderating roles of cultural and motivational tendencies
in the relationship of leadership styles (i.e., PL, R-O, and T-O) with followers’
perceptions of leader group prototypicality and identification with the work group, a
series of moderated multiple regression (MMR) analyses were carried out.

MMR analysis consists of three steps (Baron & Kenny, 1986). In the first step,
criterion variable is regressed on the predictor variable. In the second step, criterion

variable is regressed on the moderator. In the final step, criterion variable is regressed
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on the cross-product of the predictor and moderator variables (the interaction term). If
R? change is significant after the inclusion of the interaction term, this provides
evidence for the existence of moderation. In the present analysis, as suggested by Aiken
and West (1991), predictor and the presumed moderator variables were centered by
subtracting the mean score from each raw score and making the mean 0 for all
variables.

In the present study, an additional initial step was added to all moderated
regression analyses. Tenure with current supervisor and work group size were entered
in the first step as control variables. The decision to control these two variable was
based on both theoretical and empirical concerns. Tenure with supervisor was
significantly correlated with the main variables of leader group prototypicality (r = -.14,
p <.05), followers’ identification with the work group (r =-.10, p < .05), trust in leader
(r =-.14, p < .01), responsibility attributions for positive leader behaviors (r =-.10, p <
.05), job satisfaction (r = -.10, p < .05), and supervisor-rated task performance (r = .16,
p < .05) as well as with group size (r = .14, p < .05). Therefore, in the first step of all
MMR analyses tenure with supervisor and group size were entered in the regression
equation. The results of these MMR analyses are summarized in Table 3.3.

Hypothesis 1a stated that leaders who were rated high on PL or R-O leadership
were more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers who score high on
collectivistic orientation compared to those who score low on collectivism orientation.

MMR results showed that the independent variable of paternalistic leadership which
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Table 3.3 MMR analyses testing the moderating effect of cultural tendencies of
individualism and collectivism and motivational tendencies of need for affiliation in the
link of leadership styles with leader group prototypicality and identification with the

work group

Criterion B St. g T R®  R®change F F change

Criterion: Leader Group
Prototypicality

Step 1. Tenure with Manager (Control  -.00 -14"  -3.19  .020 10.208™
Variable)

Group Size (Control Variable) -00 -06  -129  .023 .003 5.953" 1.683"
Step 2. Paternalistic Leadership (IV) 78 707 22307 505 482 173.604™"  497.365
Step 3. Collectivism (moderator) 16 097 281" 512 .008™  133.920™"  7.868™
Step 4. Paternalistic Leadership x
Collectivism A5 .07 231" 517 0057 109.1077"  5.319™
Criterion: Leader Group
Prototypicality
Step 1. Tenure with Manager (Control  -.00 -.14"  -3.19  .020 10.208™
Variable)

Group Size (Control Variable) -00 -06  -1.29  .023 .003 5.953" 1.683"
Step 2. Paternalistic Leadership (V) 78 707 2230™ 505 482 173.604™"  497.365""
Step 3. Individualism (moderator) 02 01 43 505 .000 130.041" 184
Step 4. Paternalistic Leadership x
Individualism 19 1™ 355 517 01277 108.906"  12.5697"
Criterion: Leader Group
Prototypicality
Step 1. Tenure with Manager (Control  -.00 -.14"  -3.19  .020 10.208™
Variable)

Group Size (Control Variable) -.00 -06  -129  .023 .003 5.953" 1.683"
Step 2. Task-Oriented Leadership 48 3277 772 125 102 24284 59585
(V)
Step 3. Individualism (moderator) .04 .03 .59 125 .001 18.277 .349
Step 4. Task-Oriented Leadership x
Individualism 20 .09° 215" 133 .008" 15.654™" 4.637"
Criterion: Followers’ Identification
with the Work Group
Step 1. Tenure with Manager (Control
Variable) -00 -10° -2.28"" 010 5.184"

Group Size (Control Variable) .00 .09 193  .017 .007 4.472" 3.733
Step 2. Task-Oriented Leadership 34 287 6587 094 077 17.660™"  43.298™
(V)
Step 3. Need for Affiliation
(moderator) 46 347 821™ 200 106" 31.820™"  67.412™
Step 4. Task-Oriented Leadership x
Need for Affiliation 23 100 2517 210 .010" 26.983"" 6.311"

Note. p<.05 p<.01; p<.001
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was entered into the analysis in the second step had a positive and significant
relationship with leader group prototypicality (B = .78, p <.001). The unstandardized
regression coefficient for moderator variable of collectivism was .16 (p <.01), meaning
that there was a significant positive relationship between followers’ collectivism
orientation and their perceptions of leader group prototypicality. The unstandardized
regression coefficient for the interaction term of PL and collectivism was .15 (p < .01).
The R? change associated with the interaction term was .005 and it was significant at the
conventional .05 level. In other words, the interaction between leaders’ paternalistic
leadership style and followers’ collectivism orientation explained an additional .5% of
the variance in leader group prototypicality perceptions over and above the .8%
explained by the first-order effects of paternalistic leadership and collectivism alone.

To understand the form of the interaction, followers who were at low (-1 SD
from the mean) and high (+1 SD from the mean) values of collectivism were chosen and
the scores were plotted. Moreover, simple slopes t-tests were conducted to understand
whether each slope differs from zero. The unstandardized simple slope for employees
1 SD below the mean of collectivism was .68 (t(511) = 13.47, p < .001), and the
unstandardized simple slope for employees 1 SD above the mean of collectivism was
.82 (t(511) = 18.83, p <.001). Employees who scored high on collectivism were
significantly more likely to perceive the leader as group prototypical when the leader

was perceived as high on paternalistic leadership; and they were significantly less likely
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to perceive leader group prototypicality when the leader was low on paternalistic
leadership. Employees who were low on collectivism were also significantly more
likely to perceive the leader as group prototypical when the leader was high on
paternalistic leadership; and they were less likely to perceive the leader (i.e., supervisor)
as high on leader group prototypicality when s/he is low on paternalistic leadership.

In line with the hypothesis regarding the interaction, employees who scored high
on collectivism orientation perceived the leader as more group-prototypical when their
leader was high on paternalistic leadership than those who scored low on collectivism.
Participants with high collectivism orientation were also significantly less likely to
perceive the leader as group prototypical when the leader was low on PL than those

with low collectivism scores (AR? = .005, F(1, 511) = 109.107, = .07, p < .01) (see

Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Moderating role of collectivism in the relationship between paternalistic
leadership and leader group prototypicality
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In order to test the second part of the hypothesis 1a, the moderator role of
followers’ collectivism orientation on the relationship between R-O leadership and
leader group prototypicality was tested. The results showed that R-O leadership style
which was entered in the regression equation in the second step after entering two
control variables, was positively associated with leader group prototypicality (£ = .65,

p <.001). Collectivism orientation was also significantly associated with leader group
prototypicality (£ = .18, p <.001). However, the effect of interaction term of R-O
leadership and collectivism on leader group prototypicality was not significant (AR? =
.001, F(1, 488) = 153.005, = .03, p > .05). The second part of the hypothesis la
suggesting that employees’ collectivism orientation would moderate the relationship
between R-O leadership and leader group prototypicality was not supported. Regardless
of followers’ collectivism orientation, highly R-O leaders were perceived as more group
prototypical than leaders who scored low on R-O leadership. Therefore, Hypothesis la
was partially supported.

Although it was not hypothesized that individualism orientation would moderate the
relationship between PL and leader group prototypicality, the moderating effect of
followers’ individualism orientation in that relationship was also tested. The effect of
individualism on leader group prototypicality was not significant (5= .02, p > .05).
Interestingly, the effect of the interaction term of PL and individualism on leader group
prototypicality was significant (AR? = .012, F(1, 511) = 108.906, 5= .11, p < .001).
Specifically, the interaction between PL and followers’ individualism orientation
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explained an additional 2% of the variance in leader group prototypicality. Therefore, it
was concluded that individualism orientation also moderated the relationship between
PL and leader group prototypicality.

In order to understand the form of the interaction, followers who were at low (-1
SD from the mean) and high (+1 SD from the mean) values of individualism were
chosen and the scores were plotted (see Figure 4). Moreover, simple slopes t-tests were
conducted to understand whether each slope differs from zero. The unstandardized
simple slope for employees 1 SD below the mean of individualism was .65 (t(511) =
13.39, p <.001), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees 1 SD above the

mean of individualism was .89 (t(511) = 20.09, p < .001). Simple slopes analysis
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Figure 4. Moderating role of individualism in the relationship between
paternalistic leadership and leader group prototypicality
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revealed that employees who scored high on individualism were more likely to perceive
their supervisors as group-prototypical when their supervisors were highly paternalistic;
and they were less likely to perceive the leader as group prototypicality when the leader
was low on PL. Similarly, employees who scored low on individualism were more
likely to perceive leader group prototypicality when the leader was high on PL; and they
were less likely to perceive the leader as group prototypical when their leader was low
on PL. Employees who scored high on individualism orientation were significantly
more likely to perceive the leader as high on leader group prototypicality when their
leader was high on PL than those who scored low on individualism. Participants with
high individualism orientation were also significantly less likely to perceive the leader
as group prototypical when the leader was low on PL than those with low individualism
scores.

An additional analysis was conducted to examine the moderating effects of both
collectisvism and individualism at the same time in the relationhip between PL and
leader group prototypicality. In this analysis, after entering tenure with supervisor and
group size in the first step, PL (second step), individualism and collectivism (third step),
and the interaction terms (PL x collectivism and PL x individualism - forth step) were
entered in the following steps. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.4. As
can be seen, parallel to the analysis where moderating effects of collectivism and

individualism were examined separately, moderating effects of collectivism and
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individualism were significant in this analysis as revealed by the significant interaction
effects.
Table 3.4. Moderating effects of both collectisvism and individualism at the same

time in the relationhip between PL and leader group prototypicality

Criterion B St. g T R®  R®change F F change

Criterion: Leader Group
Prototypicality

*k

Step 1. Tenure with Manager (Control -.00 -.14 -3.11
Variable)

Group Size (Control Variable) .00 -06  -1.30  .023 5.953™
Step 2. Paternalistic Leadership (IV) 78 707 22307 505 482 173.604™"  497.365
Step 3. Collectivism (moderator) 16 097 281" 512 .008™ 1339207  7.868™
Step 4. Individualism (moderator) -02  -02 -50 513 .000 107.030"" 254
Step 5. Paternalistic Leadership x
Collectivism A5 077" 232" 518 .005" 90.855™" 5.377"
Step 6. Paternalistic Leadership x
Individualism A7 107 2997 526 .008™ 80.386™"  8.993"

Note. p<.05,~ p<.01; p<.001

Hypothesis 1b suggested that PL and R-O leadership were more likely to be
associated with social identification with the group among followers who score high on
collectivistic orientation compared to those who scored low on collectivism orientation.
This hypothesis was not supported. Both PL (£ =.19, p <.001) and followers’
collectivism orientation (4 = .37, p <.001) were positively and significantly associated
with followers’ identification with the work group. However, interaction term did not
found to have a significant effect on followers’ identification (AR2 =.002, F(1,503) =
43.327, f=-.04, p > .05). Therefore, it was concluded that PL was positively associated
with follower identification with the work group regardless of employees’ collectivism

orientations.
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The moderated multiple regression analyses were carried out in order to test the
second part of the hypothesis 1b which suggested that collectivism would moderate the
relationship between R-O leadership and followers’ identification with the work group.
However, R-O leadership did not have a significant effect on followers’ identification
with the work group (8 = .08, p >.05).Therefore, the second part of the hypothesis 1b
was not supported.

Hypothesis 2a proposed that leaders who were rated high on T-O leadership
were more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers who scored high on
individualism orientation compared to those who score low on individualism
orientation. The MMR results revealed that T-O leadership style was positively
associated with followers’ perceptions of leader group prototypicality (8 =.32, p <
.001). Individualism orientation did not have a significant relationship with leader group
prototypicality (8= .03, p > .05). However, the interaction term of T-O leadership and
individualism had a significant effect on leader group prototypicality and the R? change
was significant (AR? = .008, F(1, 511) = 15.654, #= .09, p < .05). Simple slopes
analysis and t-tests revealed that the unstandardized simple slope for employees
1 SD below the mean of individualism was .36 (t(511) = 4.21, p <.001), and the
unstandardized simple slope for employees 1 SD above the mean of individualism was
.60 (t(511) = 7.26, p < .001). Employees who scored high on individualism were
significantly more likely to perceive their highly task-oriented leaders as group

prototypical than leaders who were low on T-O leadership. Employees who were low
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on individualism were also significantly more likely to perceive leader group
prototypicality for leaders who were high on T-O leadership than for leaders who were
low on T-O leadership. Regarding the interaction effect, employees who scored high on
individualism orientation were more likely to perceive task-oriented leaders as leader
group prototypical than those who scored low on individualism dimension. When the
supervisors were evaluated as low on task-oriented leadership, employees with high
individualism orientation were less likely to evaluate their supervisors as group

prototypical than employees with low individualism orientation (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Moderating role of individualism in the relationship between task-
oriented leadership and leader group prototypicality

Hypothesis 2b suggested that T-O leadership was more likely to be associated
with social identification with the group among followers who score high on
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individualism orientation compared to those who score low on individualism
orientation. Both T-O leadership (£ = .25, p <.001) and followers’ individualism
orientation (= .14, p < .01) were positively associated with followers’ identification
with the work group. However, the interaction term of T-O leadership and
individualism orientation did not have a significant effect on followers’ identification
(AR? = .001, F(1, 503) = 18.911, 5= -.04, p > .05). It was concluded that regardless of
employees’ individualism orientation, T-O leadership predicted followers’ social
identification with the work group. Therefore, hypothesis 2b was not supported by the
data.

Hypothesis 3a suggested that leaders who were rated high on PL or R-O were
more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with high need for
affiliation compared to those with low need for affiliation. The independent variable of
PL was significantly associated with leader group prototypicality (4= .70, p <.001)
whereas the moderator variable of followers’ need for affiliation was not significantly
associated with leader group prototypicality (£ = .04, p > .05). Interaction term did not
have significant effect on dependent variable of leader group prototypicality (AR? =
.001, F(1, 461) =173.993, p > .05). Therefore, the first part of the hypothesis was not
supported by the data.

The effects of R-O leadership and need for affiliation on leader group
prototypicality in the regression equation testing the moderating effect of need for
affiliation in the relationship between R-O leadership and leader group prototypicality
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were positive and significant (8 = .66, p <.001, and g = .08, p < .05, respectively).
However, again the interaction term did not have significant effect on dependent
variable and R? change was not significant (AR? = .001, F(1, 488) = 139.16, 8= .04, p >
.05). Therefore, the second part of the Hypothesis 3a was not supported by the data.

Hypothesis 3b proposing that PL and R-O leadership were more likely to be
associated with social identification with the group among followers with high need for
affiliation compared to those with low need for affiliation was also not supported. The
results of the regression analyses revealed that both PL and need for affiliation were
significant predictors of followers’ identification with the work group (8= .23, p <.001,
and £ = .36, p <.001, respectively). However, the interaction term did not have
significant effect on dependent variable and R? change was not significant (AR? =
.005, F(1, 503) = 44.314, p=-.07, p > .05). As mentioned above, the effect of
independent variable of R-O leadership on the dependent variable of followers’
identification was not significant (£ = .08, p > .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not
supported by the data.

Hypothesis 4a proposed that leaders who were rated high on task-orientation are
more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with low need for
affiliation compared to those with high need for affiliation. Although T-O leadership
was positively associated with leader group prototypicality (8= .32, p <.001), the
moderator variable of need for affiliation did not have a significant relationship with

leader group prototypicality (£ = .05, p > .05). The effect of interaction term of T-O and
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need for affiliation on leader group prototypicality was also not significant (AR® =
.000, F(1, 488) = 20.237, p=.01, p > .05). Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported
by the data.

Hypothesis 4b suggested that T-O leadership was more likely to be associated
with social identification with the group among followers with low need for affiliation
compared to those with high need for affiliation. The reverse of the hypothesis was
supported by the data. Both T-O leadership and need for affiliation had positive effects
on followers’ identification with the group (= .28, p <.001, and = .34, p <.001,
respectively). The interaction term also had significant effect on followers’ social
identification with the group and the R? change was significant; however the direction
of the relationship was the opposite of the hypothesized direction (AR? = .010, F(1, 479)
=26.983, £ =.10, p <.05). Simple slopes and t-test analyses revealed that the
unstandardized simple slope for employees 1 SD below the mean of need for affiliation
was .10 (t(511) = 1.36, p > .05), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees
1 SD above the mean of need for affiliation was .32 (t(511) = 5.15, p <.001). Since the
slope for participants with low need for affiliation was not significantly different from
zero, it was concluded that employees who had low levels of need for affiliation did not
have significantly different identification scores when they have leaders low or high T-
O leadership styles. However, in contrast to Hypothesis 4b, employees who scored high
on need for affiliation were more likely to report social identification with the work

group when they perceive their supervisors as high on T-O leadership than when they
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perceive that their leaders were low on T-O leadership. In addition, employees with
high need for affiliation were significantly more likely to be identified with their work
group when they have highly T-O leaders compared to employees who scored low on
need for affiliation. Employees who scored low on need for affiliation had almost equal
levels of social identification with the work group regardless of the supervisors’ task-
orientation and their identification scores were lower than those with high need for

affiliation (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Moderating role of need for affiliation in the relationship between
task-oriented leadership and followers’ social identification with the work group

Hypothesis 5a proposed that leaders who were rated high on paternalism were
more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with a high need for

approval compared to those with a low need for approval. The results of the regression
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analyses showed that, although PL was positively associated with leader group
prototypicality (8= .71, p <.001), the moderator variable of need for approval did not
have a significant relationship with leader group prototypicality (£ = .00, p > .05). The
effect of interaction term of PL and need for approval on leader group prototypicality
was also not significant (AR? = .001, F(1, 488) = 162.902, 8= .03, p > .05). Therefore,
Hypothesis 5a was not supported. It was concluded that highly paternalistic leaders
were perceived as more group-prototypical than less paternalistic leaders regardless of
the subordinates’ need for approval levels.

Hypothesis 5b stated that PL would be more likely to be associated with social
identification with the group among followers with high need for approval compared to
those with low need for approval. The results of the regression analyses revealed that
both PL and followers’ need for approval were significantly and positively associated
with followers’ identification with the work group (£ = .39, p <.001, and = .05, p <
.001, respectively). However, the effect of the interaction term of PL and need for
approval did not have significant effect on followers’ social identification with the work
group (AR? =.000, F(1, 503) = 28.249, 8= .06, p > .05). Therefore, this hypothesis was
also not supported by the data. It was concluded that PL style was positively related to
followers’ identification with the work group regardless of the subordinates’ need for
approval levels.

Hypothesis 6a suggested that leaders who were rated high on T-O leadership
were more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by followers with high need for
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achievement compared to those with low need for achievement. The results of the
regression analyses showed that, T-O leadership was positively associated with leader
group prototypicality (£ = .33, p <.001); however, the moderator variable of need for
achievement did not have a significant relationship with leader group prototypicality (3
=.01, p > .05). The interaction term of T-O leadership and need for achievement also
did not predict employees’ perceptions of leader group prototypicality (AR? = .002, F(1,
488) = 20.198, = .04, p > .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 6a was not supported.

Finally, Hypothesis 6b proposed that T-O leadership was more likely to be
associated with social identification with the group among followers with high need for
achievement compared to those with low need for achievement. The results revealed
that both T-O leadership and need for achievement positively predicted followers’
identification with the work group (= .17, p <.001, and = .40, p <.001,
respectively). However, the interaction between T-O leadership and need for
achievement did not have a significant effect on identification level (AR? = .001, F(1,
503) = 47.176, = .03, p > .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 6b was not supported by the
data. It can be speculated that T-O leadership style was effective on employees’ social
identification with the work group regardless of followers’ need for achievement. Also,
employees with high need for achievement were more likely to be identified with their

work group than those with low need for achievement.
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3.4.2 Testing the Mediated Relationships and Moderating Role of Follower
Identification in Mediated Relationships

Each of the hypothesized mediated relationships is tested using AMOS 5.0
(Analysis of Moment Structures) software in which Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) encompasses the path analysis technique. Hypothesis 7 suggested that the
relationship between leader group prototypicality and positive follower outcomes would
be partially mediated by depersonalized social attraction and personal attraction towards
the leader in such a way that leader group prototypicality would be positively associated
with perceived leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader both directly and through its
effects on social and personal attraction. Since perceptions of leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader were highly and positively correlated (r = .77, p <.01), the error
terms of these variables were allowed to covary in the examined model. The model in
which social and personal attraction partially mediated the relationship of leader group
prototypicality with perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader provided
good fit to the data [¢ (1, n = 515) = 2.58, p > .05, RMSEA = .06, GFI = .99, AGFI =
.97, NNFI = .99, CFI = .99]. However, contrary to expectations, the path from leader
group prototypicality to social attraction towards the leader was negative and
significant; and the path from social attraction to leadership effectiveness and trust in
leader was not significant. The unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients
as well as standard errors of the estimates are depicted in Table 3.5. Specifically, leader

group prototypicality was positively related to personal attraction, which in turn, was
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Table 3.5 Standardized and unstandardized regression weights and standart errors of the

tested paths between the study variables

Unstandardized S.E.  Standardized
Estimates Estimates

Leader group prototypicality > Social attraction towards -.18 .04 -187
the leader
Leader group prototypicality > Personal attraction towards .83 .04 707
the leader
Leader group prototypicality - Perceptions of leadership .68 .05 537"
effectiveness
Social attraction towards the leader - Perceptions of .00 .03 .00
leadership effectiveness
Personal attraction towards the leader > Perceptions of 40 .04 377
leadership effectiveness
Leader group prototypicality > Trust in leader .65 .04 577
Social attraction towards the leader - Trust in leader -.04 .03 -.04
Personal attraction towards the leader = Trust in leader 27 .04 28"
Leader group prototypicality - Responsibility attributions -.38 .06 -347
for negative leader behaviors
Social attraction towards the leader = Responsibility 13 .04 127
attributions for negative leader behaviors
Personal attraction towards the leader - Responsibility -.24 .05 -267"
attributions for negative leader behaviors
Leader group prototypicality = Causal attributions for -27 .05 -217
negative leader behaviors
Social attraction towards the leader - Causal attributions 13 .04 147
for negative leader behaviors
Personal attraction towards the leader > Causal attributions -.25 .04 -297
for negative leader behaviors
Trust in leader > Job satisfaction 39 10 267
Perceptions of leadership effectiveness = Job satisfaction .25 .08 19”

Note. p<.05~ p<.01;  p<.001
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positively associated with leadership effectiveness and trust in leader. Therefore,
Hypothesis 7 which suggested that both social and personal attraction would partially
mediate the relationship of leader group prototypicality with leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader was not fully supported. Leader group prototypicality was found to
be strongly and positively associated with leadership effectiveness and trust in leader
both directly and through its positive effect on personal attraction towards the leader.
The relationship between leader group prototypicality and social attraction towards the
leader was in the reverse direction suggested by the hypothesis and the link of social
attraction with both leadership effectiveness and trust in leader was not significant.
Standardized regression estimates of the findings are depicted in Figure 7.

Hypothesis 8 stated that leader group prototypicality would be negatively
associated with responsibility and causal attributions for negative leadership behaviors
both directly and through social attraction and personal attraction towards the leader.
The path analysis testing this hypothesis provided good fit to the data [x2 (1,n=515) =
2.57, p > .05, RMSEA = .06, GFI =.99, AGFI = .97, NNFI = .99, CFI = .99]. However,
as stated before, contrary to expectations, leader group prototypicality was negatively
and significantly associated with social attraction towards the leader, which in turn, was
positively and significantly related to responsibility and causal attributions for negative
leader behaviors. Leader group prototypicality, on the other hand, was positively
associated with personal attraction towards the leader, which in turn, was negatively

associated with followers’ responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader
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Figure 7. Mediating role of followers’ personal attraction towards the leader in
the relationship of leader group prototypicality with followers’ perceptions of leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader
behaviors. Therefore, the first part of the Hypothesis 8 suggesting a positive partial
mediating effect of social attraction towards the leader in the relationship between
leader group prototypicality and responsibility and causal attributions for negative
leader behaviors was not supported. Rather, leader group prototypicality was found to
be negatively associated with social attraction towards the leader, which in turn,
positively predicted responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors.

On the other hand, the second part of the Hypothesis 8 which proposed that leader

group prototypicality was negatively associated with responsibility and causal
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attributions for negative leader behaviors both directly and through its positive effect on
personal attraction towards the leader was supported. Standardized regression estimates

of the findings are depicted in Figure 8.
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Figure 8. Mediating role of followers’ social and personal attraction towards the
leader in the relationship of leader group prototypicality with followers’ responsibility
and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors

Hypothesis 9 proposed that direct the relationships of leader group

prototypicality with positive follower outcomes (i.e., perceptions of leadership

effectiveness, and trust in leader) and cognitions (i.e., few responsibility attributions for
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negative leader behaviors) would be moderated by followers’ social identification with
the group. The results of the moderated multiple regression analyses revealed that
followers’ identification with the work group moderated only the relationship between
leader group prototypicality and attributions for negative leader behaviors. The results
of the moderated multiple regression analysis testing the moderating role of follower
identification in the relationship between leader group prototypicality and responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors are presented in Table 3.6.

Leader group prototypicality which was entered in regression equation in the
second step after entering two control variables had a significant negative effect on
responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors (£ =-.54, p <.001). Moderator
variable of follower identification with the work group did not have a significant effect
on responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors (8 =.06, p > .05); however,
the interaction of leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification did
and the R? change was significant (AR? = .006, F(1, 470) = 44.742, 8= -.08, p < .05).
Simple slopes and t-test analyses revealed that the unstandardized simple slope for
employees 1 SD below the mean of need for affiliation was -.52 (t(511) =-9.19, p <
.001), and the unstandardized simple slope for employees 1 SD above the mean of need
for affiliation was -.68 (t(511) = -12.90, p <.001).

As seen in Figure 9, the results revealed that employees who had high level of
identification with the work group were significantly less likely to make responsibility

attributions for leaders who were high on leader group prototypicality than for leaders
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Table 3.6 Moderated multiple regression analyses testing the moderating role of
followers’ identification with the work group in the relationship between leader group

prototypicality and responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors

Criterion B stp T R® R F F change

change

Criterion: Responsibility
Attributions for Negative Leader
Behaviors

Step 1. Tenure with Supervisor

(Control Variable) 0.00 .06 1.33 .003 1.770

Group Size (Control
Variable) 0.01 .08 1.71 .009 .006 2.351 2.926
Step 3. Leader Group Prototypicality
(Iv) 059 -5477 144177 295 286"  71.418™" 207.653™
Step 4. Followers’ Identification
with the Work Group (moderator) 0.08 .06 1.59 299 003 543627 2.546

Step 5. Leader Group Prototypicality
x Followers’ Identification with the
Work Group 012 -08° 217" 305 .006" 44,7427 4.691"

Note. p<.05 p<.0l, p<.01

who were low on leader group prototypicality. Similarly, employees with low
identification were less likely to make responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors when the leader was high on leader group prototypicality compared to
occasions when the leader was low on leader group prototypicality.

In terms of interaction effect, employees whose identification level was high
were significantly less likely to make responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors than those with low identification level, especially when they perceive high

leader group prototypicality in their supervisors. Employees who were highly identified
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Figure 9. Moderating role of followers’ identification with the work group in the
relationship between leader group prototypicality and followers’ responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors
with their work group were significantly more likely to make responsibility attributions
for negative leader behaviors than those with low identification level when they
perceive low leader group prototypicality. In contrast, those with low identification
level were more likely to make responsibility attributions for negative behaviors than
those with high identification level when the leader was high on leader group
prototypicality. They were also less likely to make responsibility attributions than
highly identified individuals when the leader was low on leader group prototypicality.
Since the moderating effect of followers’ identification with the group was found only
in the relationship between leader group prototypicality and followers’ responsibility

attributions for negative leader behaviors, and was not evident in the relationship of
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leader group prototypicality and other follower outcomes (i.e., perceptions of leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader, as well as other attribution processes), Hypothesis 9
was partially supported.

Finally, Hypothesis 10 suggested that followers’ perceptions of leadership
effectiveness, and trust in leader (i.e., general leadership effectiveness) would be
positively associated with job satisfaction and supervisory-rated task-performance.
Analyses for the mediating roles of leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust in the
relationship of leader group prototypicality and job satisfaction were conducted with the
whole sample including 515 participants. Analyses for the mediating roles of leadership
effectiveness perceptions and trust in the relationship of leader group prototypicality
and supervisory-rated task performance were conducted with the subsample including
159 participants whose supervisors provided the data regarding their task performance.
Regression analyses revealed that both leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust in
leader was significantly and positively associated with employees’ job satisfaction (f =
.39, t(515) = 9.55, p <.001, and g = .40, t(515) = 9.99, p < .001, respectively).
However, perceptions of leadership effectiveness did not significantly predict
supervisor-rated task performance (f = .12, t(159) = 1.51, p > .05). Therefore,
leadership effectiveness perceptions were excluded from the path analysis. In line with
the expectations, trust in supervisor was positively and significantly associated with
supervisory-rated task performance (5 = .17, t(159) = 2.16, p < .05). Another finding

which was not hypothesized was that responsibility attributions for negative leader
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behaviors significantly and negatively predicted both supervisory-rated task
performance and followers’ job satisfaction (5 = -.22, t(159) =-2.82, p <.01, and f = -
.35, t(515) = -8.34, p < .001).

The mediating roles of followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and
trust in leadership in the relationship between leader group prototypicality and job
satisfaction were tested via path analyses utilizing AMOS 5.0. The results showed that,
the partially mediated model did not revealed good fit to the data [x* (1, n = 515) =
106.38, p <.001, RMSEA = .45, GFI = .92, AGFI = .15, NNFI = .91, CFI = .91]; and
that the direct effects of leader group prototypicality on job satisfaction was not
significant (# = .13, p > .05). The results of the tested partially mediated model are

depicted in Figure 10.
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Figure 10. Partially mediated model: Followers’ perceptions of leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader mediating the relationship between leader group
prototypicality and followers’ job satisfaction
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The modification indices suggested that error terms of leadership effectiveness
perceptions and trust in leader should have been allowed to covary. After allowing these
error terms to covary and removing the direct path from leader group prototypicality to
followers’ job satisfaction, fully mediated model revealed acceptable fit to the data [x?
(2,n=515) = 3.48, p > .05, RMSEA = .07, GFI = .99, AGFI = .97, NNFI = .99, CFI =
.99]. Since the partially mediated model tested in the first step and fully mediated model
tested in the second step were nested models, chi square difference test was also
conducted to examine whether the fully mediated model provided significant
improvement in terms of goodness-of-fit statistics. The results revealed that fully
mediated and more parsimonious model provided better fit to the data than the partially
mediated model (Ay* (1, n = 515) = 102.90, p < .001). Therefore, it can be concluded
that the association between leader group prototypicality and followers’ job satisfaction
was fully mediated by both perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader.

Standardized regression estimates in the model are depicted in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Mediating roles of followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader in the relationship between leader group prototypicality and
followers’ job satisfaction

Finally, the mediating roles of trust in leader and responsibility attributions for
negative leader behaviors in the relationship of leader group prototypicality with
supervisory-rated task performance were examined through path analysis. The results
showed that, the model provided relatively poor fit to the data [XZ (2,n=159) =20.79, p
<.001, RMSEA = .24, GFI = .88, AGFI = .40, NNFI = .88, CFI = .88]. Specifically, the
paths from trust in leader and responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors to

supervisory-rated task performance were not significant. It was concluded that although

trust in leader was positively, and responsibility attributions were negatively related to
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supervisory-rated task performance, leader group prototypicality was associated with
supervisory-task performance neither directly nor through its effects on trust and
responsibility attributions among the present subsample (Figure 12). Therefore,
Hypothesis 10 was partially supported. Summary of the findings regarding the all

hypotheses are presented in Table 3.7.
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Figure 12. Fully mediated model: Followers’ trust in leader and responsibility

attributions for negative leader behaviors mediating the relationship between leader
group prototypicality and supervisory-rated task performance
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Table 3.7 Summary table for the hypotheses

Hypothesis

Result

la: Leaders who are rated high on PL or R-O leadership are more likely to be perceived as group-
prototypical by followers who score high on collectivism orientation compared to those who score
low on collectivism orientation.

1b: PL and R-O leadership are more likely to be associated with social identification with the
group among followers who score high on collectivism orientation compared to those who score
low on collectivism orientation.

Ns

2a: Leaders who are rated high on T-O leadership are more likely to be perceived as group-
prototypical by followers who score high on individualism orientation compared to those who
score low on individualism orientation.

2b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social identification with the group among
followers who score high on individualism orientation compared to those who score low on
individualism orientation.

Ns

3a: Leaders who are rated high on paternalism or relationship-orientation are more likely to be
perceived as group-prototypical by followers with high need for affiliation compared to those with
low need for affiliation.

Ns

3b: PL and R-O leadership are more likely to be associated with social identification with the
group among followers with high need for affiliation compared to those with low need for
affiliation.

Ns

4a: Leaders who are rated high on task-orientation are more likely to be perceived as group-
prototypical by followers with low need for affiliation compared to those with high need for
affiliation.

Ns

4b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social identification with the group among
followers with low need for affiliation compared to those with high need for affiliation.

Ns

5a: Leaders who are rated high on PL are more likely to be perceived as group-prototypical by
followers with a high need for approval compared to those with a low need for approval.

Ns

5b: PL is more likely to be associated with social identification with the group among followers
with high need for approval compared to those with low need for approval.

Ns

6a: Leaders who are rated high on T-O leadership are more likely to be perceived as group-
prototypical by followers with high need for achievement compared to those with low need for
achievement.

Ns

6b: T-O leadership is more likely to be associated with social identification with the group among
followers with high need for achievement compared to those with low need for achievement.

Ns

7: The relationship between leader group prototypicality and positive follower outcomes are
partially mediated by depersonalized social attraction and personal attraction towards the leader.

8: Leader group prototypicality is negatively associated with responsibility attributions for
negative leadership behaviors both directly and through social attraction and personal attraction
towards the leader.

9: The relationships of leader group prototypicality with positive follower outcomes and
cognitions are moderated by followers’ social identification with the group.

10: Followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness, and trust in leader (i.e., general leadership
effectiveness) are positively associated with job satisfaction and task-performance.

Note. S = Fully supported, ~S = Partially supported, NS = Not Supported.

109




3. 4. 3 Exploratory Path Analyses

As mentioned in the introduction section, the effects of responsibility and causal
attributions for negative leader behaviors on follower perceptions of leadership
effectiveness, trust in leader, and job satisfaction constituted the exploratory part of the
present study. The results revealed that leader group prototypicality had high negative
correlations with responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors (r =
-54,p <.001, and r = -.50, p <.001, respectively). Responsibility attributions for
negative leader behaviors were significantly and negatively associated with perceptions
of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader (r = -.59, p <.001, and r = -.57, p < .001,
respectively). Similarly, causal attributions for negative leader behaviors were
negatively related to leadership effectiveness and trust (r = -.54, p <.001, and r = -.55,
p <.001, respectively). In addition, as mentioned above, responsibility and causal
attributions for negative leader behaviors were negatively associated with job
satisfaction (r =-.35, p <.001, and r = -.34, p < .001, respectively). Therefore, a series
of path analyses were conducted in order to answer the question that whether or not
responsibility and causal attributions mediated the relationship of leader group
prototypicality and job satisfaction together with perceptions of leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader.

The model in which the relationship between leader group prototypicality and
job satisfaction was partially mediated by leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, and

responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors provided poor fit to the data [y
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(2,n=515) =71.52, p <.001, RMSEA = .26, GFI = .95, AGFI = .63, NNFI = .95, CFI
=.95]. The direct paths from leader group prototypicality to job satisfaction and from
followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness to job satisfaction were not
significant. The modification indices suggested paths from leadership effectiveness and
trust in leader to responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors.

The modified model provided acceptable fit to the data [x* (2, n = 515) = 5.74, p
> .05, RMSEA = .06, GFI = .99, AGFI = .97, NNFI = .99, CFI = .99]. The modified
model also revealed that perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader fully
mediated the association of leader group prototypicality with responsibility attributions
for negative leader behaviors. Standardized regression estimates of the tested model are

shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 13. Mediating roles of responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors, followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader in the
relationship between leader group prototypicality and followers’ job satisfaction
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Similarly, leader group prototypicality was associated with followers’ causal
attributions for negative leader behaviors via perceptions of leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader [y (2, n = 515) = 4.32, p > .05, RMSEA = .05, GFI = .99, AGFI =
.98, NNFI = .99, CFI =.99]. While positive attitudes towards the leader (i.e.,
effectiveness perceptions and trust) predicted job satisfaction positively, causal
attributions for negative leader behaviors were associated with low levels of satisfaction

among participants (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Mediating roles of causal attributions for negative leader behaviors,
followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader in the relationship
between leader group prototypicality and followers’ job satisfaction
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In summary, exploratory analyses revealed that, leader group prototypicality
was negatively associated with responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader
behaviors through its positive effects on perceived leadership effectiveness and trust in
leader. Followers’ responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors, in
turn, were negatively related to followers’ job satisfaction, which is among the most

important follower outcomes.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

4.1 Overview of the Findings

The main aim of the present study was to investigate both antecedents and
consequences of leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification with
the work group through empirical tests of two separate theoretical models generated in
the light of the propositions of Social Identity Theory (SIT) of leadership. In the first
model, the effects of three different leadership styles (i.e., paternalistic, relationship-
oriented, and task-oriented leadership) on followers’ perceptions of leader group
prototypicality and identification with cultural orientations and motivational tendencies
as the presumed moderator variables were examined. In the second model, the effects of
leader group prototypicality on follower attitudes towards and perceptions of leaders as
well as responsibility and causal attributions for (negative) leader behaviors were tested
through mediational analyses. Moreover, the associations of both leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader, which were proposed to be positively predicted by
leader group prototypicality, with followers’ attitudes towards the job (i.c., job
satisfaction) and performance were investigated. Finally, the moderating role of
followers’ social identification with the work group in the relationhips between leader
group prototypicality and positive and negative follower outcomes were examined.

The findings related to the first theoretical model revealed that the effects of

different leadership styles included in the study on leader group prototypicality were
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likely to change depending on the followers’ cultural value orientations of collectivism
and individualism. In general, followers’ cultural orientations were found to be more
likely to act as moderators in the relationship between specific leadership styles and
leader group prototypicality than were followers’ personal motivational tendencies.
Followers’ motivational tendencies or need orientations were more likely to be
associated with their social identification with the work group than their perceptions of
leader group prototypicality. However, only one of the motivational tendencies included
in the study (i.e., need for affiliation) moderated the relationship between one of the
leadership styles (i.e., task-oriented leadership) and followers’ identification with the

work group. The summary of the findings related to the first model are shown in Figure

15.
Followers’ Followers’
Collectivism Individualism
Orientation (+) Orientation (+)
Paternalistic | Leader Group
Leadership / Prototypicality
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Oriented
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Note. The solid arrows represent the positive paths between the variables.

Figure 15. Summary of the findings related to the Model |
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Results concerning the second model showed that, as suggested, leader group
prototypicality was positively associated with positive follower outcomes such as
followers’ increased effectiveness perceptions regarding the leader and decreased
responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors through its positive effect on
personal attraction towards the leader. These positive follower outcomes, in turn, were
found to be positively predictive of followers’ job satisfaction. However, in contrast to
propositions of SIT of leadership, leader group prototypicality was negatively
associated with depersonalized social attraction towards the leader. Moreover,
followers’ social attraction towards the leader was a positive predictor of responsibility
and casual attributions for negative leader behaviors which were found to be negatively
associated with followers’ job satisfaction in the exploratory analyses. Findings
regarding the Model 11 are presented in Figure 16.

4.2 Evaluation of the Key Findings of the Study

4.2.1 Model I: Specific Leadership Styles, Leader Group Prototypicality,
and Followers’ Identification with the Work Group: Moderating Roles of
Followers’ Cultural Orientations and Motivational Tendencies

The findings concerning the first part of Hypothesis 1a revealed that, in line with
the expectations, followers’ collectivism orientation moderated the relationship between
supervisors’ PL style and followers’ perceptions of leader group prototypicality in a
positive way. That is, supervisors who were high on PL were significantly more likely

to be evaluated as group prototypical by followers who were high on collectivism than
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those who were low on collectivism. However, followers’ collectivism was not a
significant moderator of the relationhip between R-O leadership style and perceived
leader group prototypicality, and R-O leadership style was associated with leader group
prototypicality independent of followers’ collectivism/individualism orientation.
Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was supported for PL but not for R-O leadership. These
findings in a way confirm the previous literature suggesting that PL is a culture-specific
leadership style which is welcome in a cultural context characterized mainly by high
collectivism and an effective approach for positively motivating employees and
increasing organizational as well as leadership effectiveness (Aycan, 2006; Kim, 1994).
The results of the present study regarding the significant moderating role of
followers’ collectivism orientation in the relationship between PL and perceptions of
leader group prototypicality seem to support the emic approach to leadership. Leaders
who are high on PL are more likely to convey the message that they value collectivistic
values compared to those who are low on PL. Followers who are high on collectivism
may perceive a value-fit between themselves and the leader or the supervisor when the
leader is perceived as high on PL. This congruence between values, in turn, may
contribute to the perceived leader group prototypicality which results in positive
follower and organizational outcomes. These findings are consistent with the literature
supporting the culture-specific perspective and suggesting that culture exerts direct
effect on leadership styles by emphasizing the unique characteristics (Hofstede, 1993;

Ronen & Shenkar, 1985; Triandis, 1993) and that successful leaders are those who
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exhibit leadership styles that are reflective of the cultural values and characteristics of
the society (e.g., Yukongdi, 2010).

On the other hand, the findings regarding the relationship of R-O leadership and
leader group prototypicality suggest that when followers or subordinates perceive that
their leader emphasize interpersonal relationships, harmonious communication and
work environment over task performance, they are more likely to be perceived as highly
prototypical of the group since they highly value and give priority to well-being of in-
group members. Because of the emphasis that leaders with a R-O style put on high
quality of relationships among group members and act in a manner that fosters equity
between them and subordinates, they are likely to promote psychological well-being of
individual group members as well as the overall group. Leaders high on R-O leadership
may be perceived as representative of the group since they are not likely to distance
themselves from the group and/or act as a pure authority figure. Therefore, they may be
perceived as high on leader group prototypicality independent of followers’ cultural
orientations.

One of the interesting findings was that followers’ individualism orientation
moderated the relationship between PL and follower perceptions of leader group
prototypicality in the same pattern with collectivism orientation. This finding indicates
that PL style is responsive to both collectivistic and individualistic orientations of
followers. At this point, it should be noted that collectivism and individualism are two

distinct cultural value systems that reflect shared norms, roles, and attitudes, and the
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relative importance individuals give to personal interests and benefits (Triandis et al.,
1995) and they are not the opposite poles of a continuum. Therefore, an individual may
score high on both collectivism and individualism and vice versa. In fact, collectivism
and individualism orientations were found to be positively and significantly correlated
in the present study (r = .34, p <.01). Consistent with the cultural models of Kagit¢ibasi
(1997) and Imamoglu (2003), this finding suggests that in the Turkish cultural context,
individualist and collectivist tendenceies may coexist. Turkish participants of the the
present study seem to give importance to well being of the members of their in-groups
and significant others, protecting harmony within the group while, at the same time,
emphasizing their individuality, personal well-being, and accomplishments.

Regarding the moderating roles of both followers’ collectivism and
individualism in the link between PL and leader group prototypicality, it can be argued
that while creating a family-like atmosphere in the workplace, loyalty expectation, and
status hierarchy and authority dimensions of PL style may be welcome by followers
who are high on collectivism orientation (and probably power distance), individualized
relationships and attention by a paternalistic leader may be welcome by followers who
are high on individualism orientation. More specifically, highly paternalistic leaders
provide individual care, protection, and guidance to their followers or subordinates, and
they show interest and personal consideration. PL style may be value-congruent for
employees who are high on individualism as well because of the individualized

attention provided. Hence, perceived value-congruence between the paternalistic leader
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and subordinates who are high on individualism is likely to contribute to perceived
group prototypicality of the leader.

Contrary to Hypothesis 1b, followers’ collectivism orientation did not moderate
the relationships of PL style and R-O leadership style with followers’ social
identification with the group. Indeed, both PL style and followers’ collectivism
orientation were significant and positive predictors of followers’ social identification
with the work group whereas R-O leadership style did not have a significant effect on
followers’ identification levels. The positive relationship between PL and social
identification was found in a previous study conducted in Turkey (Goncu et al., 2009).
In line with Goncii et al.’s conclusions it is suggested here that paternalistic leaders are
likely to enhance the feeling that the members of the work group as well as the
organization are tied to each other like family members and that just like family
members protect the family and share the responsibility at home, employees of
paternalistic leaders are likely to defend their work group and organization against
criticisms, and say “we” rather than “I” while talking about their organization and feel
proud when someone praises the work group and the organization which contributes to
their social identification.

Also, it is not surprising that highly collectivistic individuals, who are concerned
with the interpersonal harmony among the members of the in-group, well-being of the
in-group, and collective outcomes over personal well-being, are more likely to establish

social identification with the work group they belong to. However, although R-O
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leaders are also successful in establishing good and intimate relationships with their
subordinates/followers, this may not be transformed into the development of a sense of
identification with the work group. As mentioned above, paternalistic leaders emphasize
family-like structure in organizations while acting as an older parental figure or
authority. By doing this, they are likely to evoke a sense of identification similar to
individuals’ identification with their families. Leaders high on R-O form a more
egalitarian relationship with their followers than those high on PL. Although leaders
high on R-O are considerate, kind, and friendly towards their subordinates, this style of
leadership seem not necessarily to foster identification with the broader work group.
Future studies are needed in order to understand the ways highly R-O leaders can also
enhance followers’ social identification.

Hypothesis 2a which suggested that leaders high on T-O leadership style would
be more likely to be perceived as group prototypical by followers who were high on
individualism orientation than those who were low on individualism orientation was
fully supported. As suggested before, T-O leadership style is more in line with
individualistic orientation than collectivistic orientation. Highly T-O leaders are likely
to be perceived as representative of the group by highly individualistic followers since
they value personal accomplishments and performance over interpersonal harmony and
relationships just as leaders high on T-O do. Moreover, they may appreciate the
structure and guidance provided by the T-O leaders for successful task accomplishment

more than followers low on individualism. This, in turn, may contribute to the perceived
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value-congruence as well as the belief that this kind of a leader is more likely to be
representative of their work group’s values and norms. In contrast, under the
circumstances that the leader is low on T-O leadership, highly individualistic
subordinates are less likely to perceive the leader as group prototypical compared to
those who are low on individualism.

Contrary to Hypothesis 2b, followers’ individualism orientation did not
moderate the relationship between T-O leadership and social identification with the
work group. It can be speculated that, the observed positive relationship between
individualism and identification with the work group may be partly explained by
likelihood of enhancement in self-esteem for highly individualistic followers which may
stem from group-based self-esteem (e.g., Riggio, 2009). However, supervision by a
highly T-O leader may suppress the positive effect of individualism on social
identification with the work group by increasing the salience of personal identity and
personal achievement-related self-esteem.

Need for affiliation, as a motivational tendency, was not a significant moderator,
in the link of PL and R-O leadership style with perceived leader group prototypicality
(Hypothesis 3a) and social identification with the work group (Hypothesis 3b). Both PL
and R-O leadership style had positive main effects on followers’ perceptions of leader
group prototypicality; however, moderating variable of need for affiliation was not
significantly related to leader group prototypicality. The supervisors’ PL style and

followers’ need for affiliation were positively associated with followers’ identification
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with the work group whereas the main effect of R-O leadership style on followers’
social identification was not significant. In addition, the moderating effects of need for
approval in the relationship of PL with leader group prototypicality (Hypothesis 5a) and
followers’ social identification with the work group were not significant. Taken together
with the results regarding the Hypotheses 1a and 1b, these results suggest that,
followers’ cultural orientations of collectivism and individualism had stronger effects

on leader group prototypicality than individual motivational tendencies especially when
the leader was high on PL style. This finding is in line with the notion that PL reflects a
culture-specific perspective in management for positively motivating employees (e.g.,
Aycan, 2006).

Need for affiliation also did not moderate the association of T-O leadership style
with leader group prototypicality; therefore, Hypothesis 4a was not supported. The link
between T-O leadership and followers’ social identification with the work group was
moderated by followers’ need for affiliation. However, the direction of the moderating
relationship was the opposite of the direction suggested in Hypothesis 4b. It was
suggested that, since T-O leaders who were particularly task-driven and have
performance-orientation, followers who were low on need for affiliation would be more
responsive to T-O leaders and have higher level of identification with the group when
the leader is high on T-O leadership compared to those high on need for affiliation.
Those who were high on need for affiliation were expected to be less motivated by a T-

O leader and they would report lower levels of identification compared to followers
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with low need for affiliation. Contrary to Hypothesis 4b, it was found that followers
who were high (rather than low) on need for affiliation were more likely to be identified
with the work group compared to those with low need for affiliation when the leader
was high on T-O leadership style. Followers who had low level of need for affiliation
were less identified than those with high need for affiliation and they had almost equal
levels of identification with the work group independent of the leaders’ T-O leadership
style. Hypotheses 6a and 6b suggesting that need for achievement would positively
moderate the link of T-O leadership style with perceptions of leader group
prototypicality and followers’ social identification with the work group were not
supported by the data either.

These results suggest that future attempts are required to understand why
subordinates high on need for affiliation are more likely to be identified with their work
group when they work with leaders high on T-O than those low on need for affiliation.
As a plusable explanation, this finding may be related to more directive leadership style
of highly T-O leaders or supervisors compared to highly paternalistic and/or
relationship-oriented leaders. Individuals who have a strong need for affiliation may
expect close supervision and guidance from their leaders. They are also likely to have
higher identification with the group than those with low need for affiliation probably
because of relatively high related-identity (rather than individuated-identity) they have
(e.g., Imamoglu, 2003). They may perceive authoritarian and directive leadership

behaviors as serving to the well-being and success of the group they are identified with.
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Therefore, followers with high need for affiliation may have higher identification with
the work group compared to those with low need for affiliation especially when their
leader is high on task-orientation. But, as stated above this finding requires further
investigation.

Both T-O leadership style and followers’ need for achievement were positively
associated with followers’ identification with the group. In addition, the association
between need for achievement and followers’ identification with the work group was
stronger than the one between T-O leadership style and followers’ identification with
the work group (i.e., = .40, p <.001, and g =.17, p <.001, respectively). As a
plausible explanation, it may be argued that, the relatively high positive main effects of
both T-O leadership style and followers’ need for achievement on followers’
identification may have masked a potential interaction effect of these two variables on
follower identification with the work group. Moreover, those with high need for
achievement may be more likely to be identified with the work group in order to
enhance group cohesion which would contribute to group success regardless of the
leadership style of their supervisors. Yet, as stated, further research is needed to
understand the underlying mechanisms for the observed findings.

4.2.2. The Model I1: Leader Group Prototypicality and Proximal and Distal
Follower Outcomes

Hypothesis 7 suggested that the link of leader group prototypicality with

perceived leadership effectiveness and trust in leader would be mediated by social and
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personal attraction towards the leader. The results showed that leader group
prototypicality was positively associated with leadership effectiveness and trust in
leader both directly and through its positive effect on personal attraction towards the
leader. Moreover, the relationship of leader group prototypicality with responsibility
and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors was positively and partially
mediated by personal attraction towards the leader as suggested by Hypothesis 8.
However, interestingly, leader group prototypicality was negatively associated with
social attraction towards the leader, which in turn, was positively related to both
responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors providing a partially
mediated relationship in the opposite direction to the one suggested by Hypothesis 8.
These results were contrary to the proposition of SIT of leadership that the effect of
leader group prototypicality on positive outcomes such as low level of responsibility
and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors would be enhanced by increased
social identity salience or identification with the group.

The correlation between social and personal attraction towards the leader was
also negative and significant. Therefore, social attraction and personal attraction were
found to be both distinct and negatively related constructs for the current sample. More
specifically, participants who were socially attracted to the leader were less likely to be
personally attracted to the leader. Overall, these findings indicate that social attraction,
which stems from organizational membership only, is related with negative employee or

follower perceptions and attributions regarding the leader. Rather, followers in the
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present sample were more likely to have positive perceptions of attitudes towards the
leader and were less likely to make negative attributions regarding the leader behaviors
when they form a personal and intimate relationship with the leader based on
similarities in attitudes, preferences, and characteristics. Personal attraction towards
someone seems more likely to be resulted from free choice which is likely to trigger
positive feelings and attitudes than social attraction. Social attraction, however, may
imply a mandatory process which may contribute to individuals’ negative attitudes
towards the target person.

Another interesting observed pattern was that followers’ individualism
orientation was significantly and positively associated with social attraction towards the
leader whereas their collectivism orientation had a significant positive relationship with
personal attraction towards the leader. This finding may indicate that followers with
high individualism orientation may prefer to have a rather distant and professional
relationship with their leaders or supervisors in which the basis of intimacy is shared
organizational identity or membership. This kind of limited intimacy and distant
relationship may contribute to their responsibility and causal attributions for negative
leader behaviors. Followers with a collectivistic orientation, however, may be more
likely to see the leader as an in-group member. Hence they make self-disclosure,
establish intimate and close relationship with the leaders which are likely to contribute

to personal attraction towards the leader on the basis of interpersonal similarities.
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Furthermore, it was found that social attraction towards the leader was
significantly and negatively associated with employees’ job satisfaction whereas the
relationship between personal attraction towards the leader and job satisfaction was
significant and positive. It is argued here that, maintaining a relationship and liking the
leader solely on the basis of shared organizational identity has a negative effect on
employees’ satisfaction whereas working with a leader or supervisor who is personally
liked and perceived to be similar to the self is likely to promote job satisfaction.

In line with SIT of leadership, Hypothesis 9 suggested that the positive effects of
leader group prototypicality on follower outcomes of perceived leadership
effectiveness, trust in leader, and few responsibility and causal attributions for negative
leader behaviors would be enhanced by followers’ social identification with the work
group. Followers’ identification with the work group moderated the relationship of
leader group prototypicality with only responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors. Therefore, Hypothesis 9 was partially supported. Overall, these findings
support the main proposition of the SIT of leadership that highly identified group
members are likely to evaluate leaders’ behaviors in a more favorable fashion even if
the behavior itself is not positive to the extent that leader is prototypical of the group.
However, when membership of the group is not a salient part of the self-concept of
individuals (i.e., condition of low identification with the group), people are likely to
perceive those who conform to the general leadership schemas as effective leaders (e.qg.,

Hogg & Hains, 1996).
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Both followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader were
significantly and positively related to job satisfaction. However, only followers’ trust in
leader was positively associated with supervisory-rated task performance. Therefore,
Hypothesis 10 suggesting positive relationships of perceived leadership effectiveness
and trust in leader with followers’ job satisfaction and supervisor-rated task
performance was partially supported. As expected, followers’ perceptions of leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader were also significantly and positively related (4 =
42, p <.001).

The finding related to the positive relationship between trust in leader and
supervisory-rated task performance was consistent with the results of two recent studies.
Simmons et al. (2009) found that trusting relationship with the supervisor enhanced task
performance. The authors argued that followers who trust their supervisors did not have
to “watch their backs” (p. 242) and hence they could focus more effectively on their
tasks. Such followers were also argued to benefit from social support from their
supervisors in overcoming daily problems at the workplace which would contribute to
their increased effort, motivation, and performance. In a more recent research,
Schaubroeck et al. (2011) showed that transformational and servant leadership
behaviors were positively related to team performance through its effects on cognitive
and affective-based trust. Overall, these findings highlight the importance of

establishing a trust-based relationship for leaders or managers with their followers not
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only for enhancing job satisfaction and other positive employee attitudes but also for
improving job performance.

Findings indicate that leader group prototypicality was not directly associated
with followers’ job satisfaction. Rather, leader group prototypicality was likely to
enhance followers’ perceptions of leadership effectiveness. It was also effective in
promoting trust in leader. These two proximal outcomes of leader group prototypicality
were, in turn, positive predictors of followers’ job satisfaction. The regression estimate
of the path from trust in leader and followers’ job satisfaction was higher than the
estimates of the path from leadership effectiveness to job satisfaction (8 = .26, p < .001,
and £ =.19, p < .01, respectively). These findings indicate that, although perceived
leadership effectiveness and trust in leader were highly correlated, building a trusting
relationship with the leader has a more positive effect on followers’ positive attitudes
towards their jobs than their belief in their leaders’ or supervisors’ effectiveness in the
workplace. Taking into account that followers’ identification with the work group did
not moderate the relationships of leader group prototypicality with perceived leadership
effectiveness and trust in leader, it is argued here that, leader group prototypicality is an
important determinant of both proximal outcomes of leadership effectiveness
perceptions and trust as well as the distal outcome of job satisfaction through its effects
on these variables, regardless of followers’ identification levels. Therefore, being group

prototypical seems to have utmost importance for organizational leaders or supervisors
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for improving both positive attitudes and perceptions towards the leader as well as
positive attitudes towards the job and the workplace.

An important finding revealed by the exploratory analyses was that both
leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust in leader was significantly and negatively
related to followers’ responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors,
which in turn, was negatively associated with followers’ job satisfaction. One
explanation for these findings can be derived from cognitive dissonance theory
(Festinger, 1957). The theory proposes that individuals tend to seek consistency among
their cognitions and that when there is an inconsistency (dissonance), something should
be changed to eliminate the dissonance. One way to reach consistency is to change the
dissonant cognition. Making responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader
behaviors creates dissonance for employees who trust their supervisors and perceive
them as effective leaders. Therefore, it is likely that employees who have high levels of
leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust are less likely to attribute responsibility
and causality for leader behaviors which are negative in nature and more likely to make
external attributions for such behaviors than those with low levels of leadership
effectiveness perceptions and trust.

Overall, findings regarding the follower outcomes of leader group
prototypicality and moderating role of followers’ identification in these relationships as
well as the results of exploratory analyses can be discussed within motivation-cognition

framework of social behavior (Fiske, 2004). Especially relevant follower outcome at

132



this point is followers’ responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader
behaviors. According to Fiske (2004), social behavior can be predicted by certain
motives including belonging, shared social understanding, mutual social controlling,
enhancing the self, and trusting. These motives influence cognitions regarding ingroup
members (as well as outgroup members). Belonging motivates people to conform to the
norms of the ingroup since the ingroup “...determines one’s fate” (p. 123). Therefore,
individuals are likely to be positively biased towards ingroup members and negatively
biased towards outgroup members. Social controlling motive refers to “...predictable
contingency between one’s actions and one’s outcomes” (p. 123). The literature showed
that when an individual’s outcomes were dependent or contingent on another’s, the
person is likely to learn more about that person. Therefore, probability of actor-observer
bias which implies that individuals are likely to attribute the causes of their own
behaviors to the situational factors, while observers are likely to attribute the actor’s (or
the other’s) behaviors to inherent characteristics is diminished when the person’s
outcomes are dependent on the other (Jones & Nisbett, 1971). In organizational
contexts, employees’ outcomes are, at least partly, dependent on their immediate
supervisors. Therefore, employees who are highly identified with the work group and
perceive the supervisor as highly prototypical of the work group may be more likely to
attribute the supervisor’s negative leadership behaviors such as not taking into
consideration a suggestion for solution of a work problem to external/situational factors

rather than stable, global characteristics and/or bad intentions of the supervisor.
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Moreover, employees who trust their supervisors and perceive their leaders as effective
are likely to have a positive perception regarding the intent and internal factors
regarding the supervisor’s negative behavior since they are likely to refer to their
positive past experiences with him/her which formed the basis of their trust and
leadership effectiveness perceptions.
4.3 Theoretical Contributions of the Study

The present study is believed to make a number of contributions to the relevant
literature. The first contribution is a conceptual one. That is, in the present study the
effects of three specific leadership styles (i.e., PL as an emic leadership approach, R-O,
and T-O as two global leadership styles) on leader group prototypicality as well as on
followers’ social identification with the work group were examined in two separate
theoretical models. Recent research has revealed that, both leader group prototypicality
and social identification with the work group have important follower and
organizational outcomes (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Lord & Brown,
2004; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). However, to our knowledge there was no
empirical study up to date investigating the specific leadership styles as antecedents of
leader group prototypicality. Moreover, although the principles of SIT in general were
successfully adapted to organizational settings and antecedents and consequences of
organizational identification were examined in the recent social and
industrial/organizational psychology literatures (e.g., Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003;

Mael & Asforth, 1992; Lord et al., 2004), only a limited number of studies investigated
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different leadership styles as predictors of followers’ social identification with the work
group (e.g., Goncl et al., 2009). Moreover, the possible moderating roles of cultural
orientations (i.e., collectivism and individualism) and motivational tendencies (i.e., need
for affiliation, need for approval, need for achievement) in the association of different
leadership styles with leader group prototypicality and followers’ social identification
with the work group were tested in the present study. By this way it was possible to
explore the interaction between specific leader behaviors or leadership styles with
follower characteristics in enhancing positive follower and organizational outcomes.

Second contribution of the study is that, the present research intended to
examine not only the antecedents of leader group prototypicality but also proximal and
distal outcomes of leader group prototypicality. Although the literature provides
evidence regarding the positive relationship between leader group prototypicality and
perceived leadership effectiveness; the ways in which group prototypical leaders exert
their influence over followers’ leadership effectiveness perceptions had not been
explored extensively. Similarly, the link between leader group prototypicality and
followers’ trust in leader as well as the underlying mechanisms in this relationship had
not been subjected to empirical research.

The third contribution is related to the examination of the distinction between
social and personal attraction constructs. The present study showed that social and
personal attraction were not only theoretically distinct constructs, as revealed by

confirmatory factor analyses, but also they were significantly and negatively associated
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(r =-.17, p <.01). Moreover, social attraction was negatively associated with leader
group prototypicality whereas personal attraction towards the leader was positively
related to leader group prototypicality. Overall, these findings challenge Hogg and
Hains’s (1996) proposition generated by SIT of leadership that depersonalized social
attraction would be positively predicted by followers’ perceptions of leader group
prototypicality. It is plausible to argue that the operational definition of the construct of
social attraction as implied by SIT of leadership may need further clarification and
refinement. Another challenge may be taking steps to develop further measures to
assess the construct after these clarifications.

Another contribution of the present study is related with the empirical
investigation of the mediating role of followers’ responsibility and causal attributions
for leader behaviors. Follower attributions for leader behaviors have been examined in
very few studies (e.g., Martinko et al., 2011; Martinko et al., 2007). The present study
tried to contribute to the literature by examining the effects of follower attributions on
the workplace outcomes in a comprehensive theoretical model. The results also revealed
how followers’ attributions related to leader behaviors can negatively affect an
important employee outcome, namely, job satisfaction.

Fifth contribution is related to the establishment of the identification with the
work group as a moderator of the relationship between leader group prototypicality and
various follower outcomes. SIT of leadership suggests that the positive effects of leader

group prototypicality on follower outcomes are enhanced by followers’ social
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identification. However, most of the studies investigated followers’ endorsement of the
leader and perceptions of leadership effectiveness as outcome variables (e.g., Hogg,
2001; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Lord & Brown, 2004; van Knippenberg et al.,
2004). The present study revealed that followers’ identification moderated the
relationship of leader group prototypicality with an important cognitive outcome,
namely, responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors. These attributions
were significant predictors of employees’ job satisfaction. Therefore, providing
evidence for the significant moderating role of followers’ identification in the link
between leader group prototypicality and attributions also contributes to the broader

literature regarding these variables.

Finally, an important contribution of the present study is that the results
provided support for different propositions of both SIT of leadership and leader-
member exchange theory. SIT of leadership proposes that when social identity is
salient, a depersonalized leadership style in which group members are treated equally
will be more effective, whereas an individualized leadership style will be more effective
when members are low on social identification (Hogg & Martin, 2003). According to
LMX, on the other hand, leaders form various levels of individualized relationships
with different followers and followers perceive the leader as effective to the extent that
they form positive individualized relationship with the leader. The present study found
support for both of the theories. That is, the finding that followers’ social identification
with the group did not moderate the relationships between leader group prototypicality

137



and social attraction as well as with leadership effectiveness and trust in leader was
more in line with the propositions of LMX theory. However, supporting SIT of
leadership, the negative effects of leader group prototypicality on responsibility
attributions for negative leader behaviors were enhanced by followers’ social
identification. Therefore, it is concluded here that the moderating role of social identity
in the relationship of leader group prototypicality may be found to be significant for
different outcome variables other than leadership endorsement among different samples

and contexts.

4.4 Practical Implications of the Findings

There are a number of practical implications of the study findings. First, the
positive moderating effects of both follower collectivism and individualism in the
relationship between PL and follower perceptions of leader group prototypicality
suggest that organizational leaders with a PL style may exert their positive influence
over subordinates with both cultural orientations, perhaps through different dimensions
of PL style. Similarly, T-O leaders may be more effective in enhancing leader group
prototypicality perceptions, which would predict other positive results such as increased
leadership effectiveness perceptions and trust, especially among followers with
individualism orientation. Taking into account the findings revealing that especially
young employees in the Turkish work force are becoming increasingly individualistic
(e.g., Aycan et al., 2000), this finding may be particularly important for managers and

superiors leading a young population. Organizational leaders should be sensitive to
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followers’ dominant or common cultural orientations such as collectivism/individualism
and/or power distance. Furthermore, managers may benefit from improving their skills
to adapt to various expectations of subordinates who differ in these cultural orientations.
These findings also indicate that both organizational and social leaders may exert their
influence over their followers by either emphasizing certain cultural values and norms
or by increasing the salience of different orientations.

As an unexpected finding, the relationship between T-O leadership style and
followers’ identification with the work group was positively moderated by followers’
high need for affiliation. It is suggested that T-O leaders may need to show more
individualized as well as group-based concern for success especially when they
perceive that their followers are high on need for affiliation since such an approach
would enhance their sense of identification with the group. Again, leaders who want to
be more influential and effective in the workplaces as well as in other organizational
and social contexts are advised to be sensitive and responsive to follower characteristics
and motivational tendencies.

The strong positive effects of leader group prototypicality on desirable outcomes
of follower perceptions of leadership effectiveness, trust in leader, low responsibility
and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors, high responsibility and causal
attributions for positive leader behaviors, and job satisfaction indicate that when
employees perceive that leader is one of them, and s/he is a typical member of the group

representing their values and norms they are likely to endorse the leader and have a
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positive approach to the leader as well as the job itself. These findings have two
implications. First, rather than making external managerial assignments, organizational
leaders and managers should be raised and selected from work group members. By this
way, subordinates’ recognition of the individual as their leader or superior can be
enhanced. Second, in order to employ such a practice more effectively, organizational
leaders may be encouraged to offer formal leadership programs to their employees in
order to increase the chance of promoting the best possible canditates among the in-
group members to the leadership positions.

Taking into account the positive effects of personal attraction towards the leader
and negative effects of social attraction based on shared organizational identity on the
follower outcomes in the present sample, it is also advisable that personal similarities
should be emphasized in order to enhance employees’ trust and effectiveness
perceptions. Finally, the finding that the negative effect of followers’ leader group
prototypicality perceptions on responsibility attributions for negative leader behaviors
are enhanced by followers’ identification with the work group suggests that leaders
should also try to increase cohesiveness in the work groups and to emotionally bind
followers to each other. In order to do that, they may benefit from activities that would
increase communication among work group members which would give opportunity to
discover personal similarities among themselves. It is also suggested that leaders should
attribute successes to whole work group rather than to a few individuals’ efforts and

give this message clearly to all members. By this way, they are likely to increase sense
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of being “us” among followers as well as improved sense of group identity and group-
based self-esteem all of which are expected to contribute to social identification with
the work group as well as compliance with the leader. Consistent with this suggestion,
Imamoglu (1991) showed that a group member’s expressions of pride for joint team
success had important positive effects on other member’s affective, cognitive, and
behavioral responses. These effects included —but not limited to- team members’
intentions to work with that member in the future, team harmony, and complying with
the suggestions of the member who attributed group success to the joint effort of the
team.
4.5 Methodological Strengths and Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for
Future Research

One of the methodological strengths of the study was that supervisory-task
performance was measured with a matched-sample design. This design was thought to
improve the credibility of the findings since self-rated task performance has been found
to be more lenient and positive than supervisory ratings (e.g., Martinko et al., 2009).
Self-ratings of task performance were also collected in order to check the validity of this
assumption and it was found that mean self-ratings of task performance were higher
than mean supervisory-ratings of task performance.

Secondly, a number of measures were adapted to Turkish and although few in
number, original scales were developed in Turkish for some of the constructs. Leader

group prototypicality scale and social and personal attraction towards the leader scales
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were adapted to Turkish and new items were developed for the present research.
Although the reliability of the social attraction scale was lower than desirable level of
.70 (i.e., a. = .65), the development of the scale is a first attempt to measure the construct
in Turkish and the scale is open to improvement in future studies.

In addition, for attributions for leader behaviors, two modified items of the
Relationship Attribution Measure (RAM) developed by Fincham and Bradbury (1992)
and additional four items developed by the researcher to tap into negative leader
behaviors were used. Behavioral statements representing the negative leader behaviors
were converted into positive behaviors and six dimensions assessing the responsibility
and causal attribution evaluations were reworded accordingly. To our knowledge, this is
the first attempt to assess followers’ responsibility and causal attributions for both
negative and positive behaviors. Another strength of the study is the relatively high
response rate resulting in a relatively large sample size. Although a systematic,
repsentative sampling procedure was not employed, inclusion of participants from a
variety of public and private organizations seems to have contributed to the credibility
of the findings.

Despite these strengths, there are a number of limitations of the present study.
An important limitation concerns the self-report nature of the majority of the measures
collected. Except for supervisory-rated task performance, self-report measures of all
critical variables were used in testing the hypotheses. Subordinates were used as the

major source of data. Employment of the common method may have resulted in the
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inflation of the relationhips reported in this study. Future studies may employ self-
assessments of leadership style which would help to eliminate same source bias that
would stem from getting ratings of both leadership style and other leader-related
variables from subordinates (Ayman, Karabik, & Morris, 2009). Supporting this,
Ayman et al. (2009) suggest that leaders are more aware of their own leadership style
than their subordinates. Therefore, despite the fact that self-ratings of leadership style
may be more inflated than subordinate ratings, the authors argued that it is a meaningful
approach in leadership research.

A related limitation concerns the level of analysis employed in the present
reserach. In this study, individual level of analysis was used. That is, data were
collected from individual subordinates in assessing leaderhip style, prototypicality,
identification, attraction, effectiveness, trust, attribution, and job satisfaction variables.
Future research can also benefit from work-group level of analysis especially in the
assessment of leadership style.

Another limitation is related with the measurement and hence construct validity
of social attraction towards the leader. As mentioned above, social attraction was
measured with the items developed by the researcher. Although the items were tried to
be generated in light of Hogg’s (2001) definition of the construct as depersonalized
attraction based solely on group membership, they might have implied opposite of
personal attraction for the participants. In fact, one of the reverse coded items in the

social attraction scale loaded on personal attraction scale in the factor analyses. Also,
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contrary to the theoretically based expectations, social attraction was negatively
associated with leader group prototypicality, personal attraction towards the leader, and
was positively related with responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader
behaviors. These findings indicate that, both measurement and definition of the
construct may be problematic. Future attempts are needed to explore the core meaning
of depersonalized social attraction preferably using qualitative methods. Along the same
lines, future research may benefit from exploring the construct of depersonalized social
attraction in alternative samples who are members of highly cohesive groups such as
political parties and/or sports teams. Investigating the construct in such samples rather
than with samples from the same organizational work groups may be more beneficial
for understanding the difference between personal attraction stemming from similarities
in interests and preferences and social attraction based on group identity and
membership since the salience of group identity may be higher in such groups.

A final limitation concerns the effect sizes found in the moderated analyses.
Although only the significant moderation effects were reported in the present study,
generally the effect sizes were small despite a relatively large sample size being used.
Therefore, the findings regarding the moderated models should be evaluated cautiously
and should be replicated in future studies.

Consistent with the discussed limitations of the study, a number of suggestions
for future research can be made. First, the present study revealed that cultural

orientations of collectivism and individualism were important moderators enhancing the
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positive effects of PL and T-O leadership styles on follower perceptions of leader group
prototypicality. Future studies may benefit from exploring other cultural orientations
that were found to strength or inhibit the effects of PL and other leadership styles on
preferred leadership styles and other positive follower outcomes (Yukongdi, 2010). To
illustrate, power distance which is defined as “the degree of inequality in power
between superiors and subordinates and the extent to which members in the society
accept that power is distributed unequally in organizations” (Hofstede, 1984; cited in
Yukongdi, 2010, p. 162) may be another moderator in the relationship between PL and
leader group prototypicality perceptions. Consistently, Yukongdi (2010) asserts that in
cultures characterized by high power distance such as Thailand, employees who are
accustomed to receive orders and not expressing their ideas may feel uncomfortable
working with a participative leader and may be more satisfied with paternalistic leaders
since involvement in decision-making is incompatible with the cultural norms. Also,
Hofstede (1983) argues that high power distance in the society and organizations may
satisfy the psychological needs for dependence of those without power. Therefore, it
can be argued that the relationship between power distance orientation and followers’
satisfaction with PL style may be stronger for individuals with high need for approval
and affiliation than those with low need for approval and affiliation.

In the present study, the composite score of the five theoretical dimensions of
PL was used in final analysis in line with the previous studies (e.g., Aycan, 2006).

However, there is recent evidence showing that distinct dimensions of PL may predict
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the same follower outcomes differentially. To illustrate, Soylu (2011) found that
creating family atmosphere at work, building individualized relationships with
followers, and involvement in followers’ non-work lives dimensions were significantly
and negatively associated with followers’ bullying behaviors; however, loyalty
expectation dimension of PL was positively associated with employee bullying in a
Turkish sample. Hence, one of the future steps may involve exploring the relationship
of each five theoretical dimensions of PL with different follower outcomes.

As suggested above, there has been little systematic effort to explore the roles
and consequences of followers’ attribution processes within the context of leadership
(e.g., Martinko et al., 2011; Martinko et al., 2007). Martinko et al. (2011) asserted that
“the recent dominance of transformational leadership and LMX theories combined with
a movement away from trait approaches has likely discouraged the use of attribution
theory in this domain (p. 146).” However, Martinko et al. (2007) demonstrated that
incompatible attribution styles of supervisors and subordinates were negatively
associated with LMX quality perceptions among subordinates. In line with this finding,
in the present study it was found that subordinates’ personal attraction towards the
leader was negatively associated with both responsibility and causal attributions for
negative leader behaviors. Martinko et al. (2011) called for future studies that would
investigate the subordinates’ attribution styles on their evaluations of leaders.
Specifically, they suggested that subordinates with self-serving bias tendency would be

more likely to evaluate legitimate criticisms from their leader or supervisors as unfair.
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The present study can be evaluated as an early attempt to answer Martinko et al.’s
(2011) call. Future studies are needed to investigate the effects of subordinates’
attribution styles on the proximal and distal follower outcomes included in the present
study as well as on different outcomes such as employees turnover intentions (e.g.,
Harvey & Martinko, 2009), counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) and
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) especially directed towards the
supervisors.

Another important and interesting line of research inferred from the findings of
the present study seems to be the effects of subordinates’ attributions for leader
behaviors on supervisors’ ratings of subordinates’ task performance. Supervisor-rated
task performance was significantly and negatively associated with followers’
responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors whereas it was
positively associated with followers’ trust. Consistently, previous studies showed that
trust in supervisor was positively related to better sales rates, higher profitability, and
individual task performance (e.g., Harvey, Martinko, & Douglas, 2009). Further studies
are needed to explore whether supervisors tend to evaluate task performance of
employees who have a highly negative attribution style (especially for leader behaviors)
and reveal low trust in leader more negatively than performance of those who have a
more positive attribution style and high level of trust in leader.

Finally, subordinate and supervisor attributions are also likely to affect each

other and this interaction may be related with negative experiences in the workplace
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such as low job satisfaction. Supporting this argument, Martinko and Gardner (1987)
asserted that when supervisors make poor performance evaluations and these
evaluations are related to internal and stable attributions regarding the followers,
followers were more likely to make similar attributions for their own performance and
develop a sense of learned helplessness. Future studies may explore the relationships
specified above as well as the effects of interaction between supervisors’ and
subordinates’ attributions on the dyadic relationship between leader and followers,
which is a topic investigated in few studies (e.g., Harvey & Martinko, 2009; Martinko,
Moss, Douglas, & Borkowski, 2007).
4.6 Conclusion

Guided by SIT of leadership (Hogg, 1996) and broader leadership literature in
the fields of social and industrial/organizational psychology, the present study was an
attempt to explore the effects of PL, R-O, and T-O leadership styles on followers’
perceptions of leader group prototypicality and their social identification with the work
group. The moderating roles of followers’ cultural orientations of collectivism and
individualism as well as their motivational tendencies of need for affiliation, approval,
and achievement in these relationships were also investigated. Secondly, the effects of
followers’ perceptions of leader group prototypicality on positive proximal outcomes of
social and personal attraction towards the leader, leadership effectiveness perceptions
and trust in leader and distal outcomes of job satisfaction and supervisory-rated task

performance were examined.

148



The results generally supported the hypothesized relationships by revealing that
both followers’ collectivism and individualism orientation moderated the relationship of
PL with leader group prototypicality. Also, the effect of T-O leadership style on leader
group prototypicality was moderated by followers’ individualism orientation.
Followers’ high need for affiliation enhanced the positive effects of T-O leadership
style on followers’ identification with the work group. Leader group prototypicality was
positively associated with perceived leadership effectiveness and trust in leader through
its positive effect on personal attraction towards the leader, but not through social
attraction towards the leader. Perceived leader group prototypicality was also negatively
related to responsibility and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors via social
and personal attraction towards the leader; however, contrary to expectations the effects
of social attraction on these attributions were positive. The relationship between leader
group prototypicality and followers’ job satisfaction was fully mediated by follower
perceptions of leadership effectiveness and trust in leader as well as by responsibility
and causal attributions for negative leader behaviors. Finally, followers’ social
identification with the work group was found to enhance the negative relationship of
leader group prototypicality with responsibility attributions for negative leader
behaviors supporting the moderating role of social identity salience in the relationship
of leader group prototypicality and positive follower outcomes suggested by SIT of

leadership (Hogg, 1996).
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Expected and unexpected findings are evaluated along with findings and
suggestions from the related literature. Theoretical and practical implications of the
results are discussed along with limitations and suggestions for future research. The
present study is aimed to contribute researchers’ as well as practitioners’ understanding
of SIT of leadership. Although as a relatively recent theory, the SIT of leadership has
been subject to a number of empirical studies, to our knowledge this is the first
comprehensive attempt to explore the relationships suggested by the theory in Turkish
cultural context. It is hoped that the present study and the findings can guide future
researchers in conducting empirical studies and contribute to theoretical advancements
in the field of leadership and, more specifically, in the SIT theory of leadership which is

a fruitful research area.
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CALISANLARIN TUTUM VE ALGILARININ IS YASAMINDAKI
DAVRANISLARINA OLAN ETKILERI ARASTIRMASI

Sayin katilimci,

Bu anket Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Bslimii Sosyal
Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Ash Goncii tarafindan yiiritilen bitirme tezi
kapsamindadir. S6z konusu tez galismasinin amact, galisanlarin ise, galisma grubuna
ve amirlerine yonelik digiince, tutum ve algilarinin galisma ortaminda gosterdikleri
davranislara olan etkilerini arastirmaktir.

Bu arastirmaya katilim tamamen goniillilik esasina dayanmaktadir.

Anketin cevaplanmasinda siire sinirlamasi yoktur; ancak anketin
doldurulmasi, yaklagik 20-25 dakika siirmektedir.

Litfen her soruyu dikkatle okuyunuz ve higbir soruyu yanitsiz birakmayiniz.
Bos birakilan maddelerin oldugu anketler gegersiz sayilacaktir.

Higbir sorunun dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Sizin igtenlikle vereceginiz
cevaplar bizim igin en yararli olanlardir.

Anketten elde edilecek bilgiler, yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacak,
kesinlikle higbir kisi veya kurumla paylasiimayacaktir.

Calismamiza katiliminiz ve yaptiginiz katki bizim igin gok degerlidir. Bu
anketi doldurmak igin zaman ayirdiginiz igin tesekkir ederiz.
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BOLUM 1.

Asagida, CALISMA GRUBUNUZ ve SU ANDA BERABER CALISTIGINIZ
AMIRINIZ/YONETICINIZ hakkindaki gériglerinizle ilgili maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her
maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddede ifade edilen gériise ne derecede katildiginizi

verilen 5 basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde igin, dlgekte goriigiiniize uygun

olan ifadenin lzerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3 4

5

Kesinlikle katilmryorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1.  Birisi calisma gurubumu 6vdiigiinde, bana iltifat edilmis gibi hissederim.

2. Suanki yoneticim, bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasaydi da ondan hoslanirdim.

3. Calisma gurubumun basarilart benim bagarilarimdir.

4. Bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasi, su anki yoneticimden hoslanmam igin énemli bir
sebeptir.

5. Baska bir kurumdan olsaydi, su anda beraber galistigim yoneticiden gok da hoslanmayacagimi
diisiinliyorum.

6. Baskalarinin calisma gurubum hakkinda ne diisiindiigii ile gok ilgilenirim.

7. Suanki ygneticime olan olumlu tutumlarimda bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasinin
onemli etkisi oldugunu diigiiniyorum.

8. Birisi calisma grubumu elestirdiginde, bunu sahsima yapilmis bir saldiri olarak algilarim.

9. Bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasayd: da su anki yéneticimi tanimay: isterdim.

10. Suanda beraber galistigim yéneticimin bu kurumun galisani/personeli olarak kimligi benim igin
gok onemlidir.

11. Calisma gurubum hakkinda konusurken genellikle “onlar” yerine "biz" derim.

12. Bu kurumun galisani/personeli olmayan bir lider/yénetici ile gok iyi anlasamayabilecegimi
diigiinliyorum.

13.  Su anki ysneticim bu kurumun bir ¢alisani/personeli olmasaydi ona kanimin isinmasi zor olurdu.

BOLUM 2.

Asagida yoneticilere yonelik gesitli algilar verilmistir. Litfen, su anda beraber galistiginiz,

dogrudan bagh oldugunuz yéneticiyi disiindiigiiniizde asagida belirtilen maddelere ne é&lgiide

katildiginizi verilen 5 basamakl 6lgegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz. Her bir madde igin, dlgekte
gordsiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin {izerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3 4

5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Amirimin/ysneticimin iyi bir lider oldugunu diigiiniyorum.
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1

2 3 4

5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

2. Amirim/ydneticim bir lider olarak son derece etkilidir.
3. Amirimin/ygneticimin yonetim sekli ¢alisanlari (olumlu yénde) motive eder.
4. Amirimle/yoneticimle beraber galismaya ok istekliyimdir.
5. Amirim/ydneticim beni galisma grubum igin fedakarlikta bulunma konusunda motive
eder.
BOLUM 3.

Litfen, asagidaki maddelerde yazan ifadelerin SIZI NE GLCUDE TANIMLADIGINI verilen 5
basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde igin, dlgekte gérisiiniize en uygun olan
ifadenin lzerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katilryorum
1. Isarkadaglarima destek olmak igin 6zel zaman ayiririm.
2.  Bir ise baglamadan 6nce plan yaparim.
3. Isarkadaglarimla is diginda da gériigiirim.
4. Bir isi en iyi sekilde yapmanin yollarini ararim.
5.  Caligtigim kigilerle sicak iligkiler kurarim.
6. Basladigim bir isi iyi sekilde bitirememek beni gok mutsuz eder.
Sevdiklerimi 6zel giinlerde mutlaka ararim.
8. Planli programli hareket etmek yerine kendimi olaylarin akisina birakmay tercih
ederim.
9. Insanlarla sicak iligkiler kurarim.
10. Ne kadar yorucu da olsa kendi emegimle elde ettigim bir basariyi sansa bagh
basariya tercih ederim.
11.  Nadiren es, dost, akraba ziyaretlerine giderim.
12. Bir isi gergekten iyi yapmis olmaktan aldigim tatmini hayatta higbir seyden almam.
13. Sevdiklerimden ayri kalmak beni ok iizer.
14. Genellikle yaptigim plani takip ederim.
15. Sevdiklerimin fotograflarini daima goziimiin 6niinde tutarim.
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1

2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

16. Bir igin planladigim sekilde gergeklesmemesi beni rahatsiz eder.

17. Bagkalarinin dertlerine ¢oziim bulmak beni mutlu eder.

18. Isim s6z konusu oldugunda miikemmeliyetgiyimdir.

19. Bir is yerinde verimliligin temel sarti insan iliskilerinin iyi olmasidir.

20. Yaptigim isin igime sinmesi, degerlendirme sonucu kadar Ghemlidir.

21. TIsle ilgili aksakliklardan gok, insani iligkilerle ilgili aksakliklar ¢alismami olumsuz
yénde etkiler.

22. Basaril oldugum zaman yasadigim sevincin yerini hig bir sey futmaz.

BOLUM 4.

Asagida su anda birlikte ¢alistiginiz yoneticiye ydnelik algilarinizi yansitan maddeler verilmistir.
Litfen, su anda beraber galistiginiz, dogrudan bagh oldugunuz yéneticiyi disiindiigiiniizde asagida
belirtilen maddelere ne &lgiide katildiginizi verilen 5 basamakl 6lgegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz.
Her bir madde igin, dlgekte gériisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin iizerindeki rakami maddenin
sonunda verilen situna yaziniz.

1

2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim

Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. $Suanda beraber galistigim amirimle/yoneticimle bir arkadasimla yapmak
isteyecegim (beraber tatile, sinemaya veya konsere gitmek gibi) bir sosyal
aktivitede bulunmayi isterim.

2. Suanda beraber galistigim amirimi/yoneticimi bir arkadas gibi goririm.

3. Suanda beraber galistigim amirimin/y6neticimin genel futumlar ve begeniler
agisindan bana gok benzer oldugunu diistiniirim.
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BOLUM 5.
Asagida, is hayatinda ydneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili tanimlar yer almaktadir.
Dogrudan bagl oldugunuz yéneticinizi disiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan her bir tanimla ilgili

gorisiiniizii verilen 5 basamakl &lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde igin, lgekte
gorisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin lzerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3 4

5

Hicbir Zaman Nadiren Zaman Zaman Gogunlukla Her Zaman

SU ANDA BERABER CALISTIGIM AMIRIM/YONETICIM..

1. ¢alisanlarina kars: bir aile biyiigi (baba/anne veya agabey/abla) gibi davranir.

2. Galisanlarini disaridan gelen elestirilere karsi korur.

3. ¢ahisanlarina bir aile biiyigii gibi 6giit verir.

4. Caliganlarini yakindan (6rn., kisisel sorunlar, aile yasantisi vs.) tfanimaya énem verir.

5. Caliganlarina kargi tatli-serttir.

6. Isyerinde aile ortami yaratmaya énem verir.

7. Caliganlariyla iligkilerinde duygusal tepkiler gosterir; seving, liziintd, kizginlik gibi duygularini
disa vurur.

8. Calisanlardan birinin 6zel hayatinda yasadigi problemlerde (6rn; esler arasi problemlerde)
arabuluculuk yapmaya hazirdir.

9. Cahsanlariyla ilgili kararlar alirken (6rn., terfi, isten ¢ikartma), performans en énemli kriter
degildir.

10. TIsle ilgili her konunun kontrolii altinda ve bilgisi dahilinde olmasini ister.

11. Bir ebeveynin gocugundan sorumlu olmasi gibi, her galisanindan kendini sorumlu hisseder.

12. Gerektiginde, galisanlari adina, onaylarini almaksizin bir seyler yapmaktan gekinmez.

13. Calisanlariyla bire bir iliski kurmak onun igin gok onemlidir.

14. TIhtiyaglari oldugu zaman, galiganlarina is digi konularda (6rn., ev kurma, gocuk okutma, saglk
vs.) yardim etmeye hazirdir.

15. Calisanlarina gésterdigi ilgi ve alakaya karsilik, onlardan baghlik ve sadakat bekler.

16. Calisanlariyla yakin iliski kurmasina ragmen aradaki mesafeyi de korur.

17. Calisanlarinin gelisimini yakindan takip eder.
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18.

o]

Calisanlari igin neyin en iyi oldugunu bildigine inanir.

19.

NeJ

Calisanlarinin 6zel giinlerine (6rn., nikah, cenaze, mezuniyet vs.) katilir.

20. ¢alisanlarinda sadakate, performansa verdiginden daha fazla Gnem verir.

21. TIgle ilgili konularda galiganlarinin fikrini sorar, ama son karari kendisi verir.

BOLUM 6.

Asagida sizinle ve dogrudan bagh bulundugunuz amirinizle ilgili gesitli ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Litfen, asagidaki her maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddede yer alan ifadeye ne
derecede katildiginizi asagidaki 5 basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde igin,
olgekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin {izerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna
yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiyorum | Kesinlikle katiliyorum

1. Baskalarina giivenmektense kendi ayaklarim iizerinde durmay! tercih ederim.

2. Amirim iginde bulundugum grubun tipik bir temsilcisidir.

3. Ebeveynler ve gocuklar miimkiin olabildigince birbirlerine bagli kalmalidiriar.

4.  Amirimin, calistigim grubun Uyeleriyle pek gok ortak yani vardir.

5. Isimi bagkalarindan daha iyi yapmak benim igin cok énemlidir.

6. Amirim, sahip oldugu 6zellikler bakimindan is grubumun tyelerini temsil etmektedir.

7. Isarkadaglarimdan biri 6diil kazansa gurur duyarim.

8. Amirim is grubumun diger Gyelerinden ¢ok farkli biridir.

9. Kazanmak her seydir.

10. Genel olarak, amirimin diisiince yapisi bizimkinden (ben ve is grubumun diger iyelerinden)
ok farkl degildir.

11.  Cogu zaman yalnizca kendime giivenirim; gevremdekilere nadiren giivenirim.

12.  Amirim, birgok agidan is grubumun lyelerine benzer.

13. Yakin gevremin kararlarina saygi géstermek benim igin onemlidir.

14, Amirim, is grubumuzun degerlerini temsil etmek konusunda son derece basarilidir.
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1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katiliyorum

15. Cogu zaman “kendi bildigim" gibi yasarim.

16. Genel olarak amirim bende, bizden (ben ve is grubumun diger lyelerinden) biri oldugu
izlenimini uyandirir.

17. Baskalariyla isbirligi yaptigimda kendimi iyi hissederim.

18. Amirimin is grubumuzun kimligini gok iyi yansittigini diisiiniirim.

19. Kendi isteklerimden fedakarlik yapmam gerekse bile yakinim olan kisilerle ilgilenmek
benim gorevimdir.

20. Genel olarak amirimin ygnetim tarzi bizim ekibin ruhuna uygundur.

21, Amirimin is ile ilgili olaylara yaklagim sekli bizimkine (ben ve is grubumun Uyelerine)
benzer.

22. Ozgiin (bagkalarindan farkl) bir birey olmak benim igin nemlidir.

23. Amirimin gogu davranisi tarafimizdan (ben ve is grubumun lyeleri tarafindan)
onaylanmaz.

24. Rekabet doganin kanunudur.

25. Isarkadagimin iyiligi benim igin ok nemlidir.

26. Amirim, is grubumun iyeleriyle gok benzer 6zellikler tasimaktadir.

27. Sahip oldugu deger yargilar: agisindan amirim bize (bana ve is grubumun diger lyelerine)
¢ok benzer.

28. Baska biri benden daha basarili oldugunda, kendimi gergin ve kamgilanmis hissederim.

29. Ne kadar fedakarlik gerektirirse gerektirsin, aile liyeleri birbirlerine kenetlenmelidir.

30. Amirimle is grubu olarak ortak bir diisiince seklimiz vardir.

31. Benim igin mutluluk, cevremdeki insanlarla vakit gegirmektir.
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BOLUM 7.

Litfen dogrudan bagh bulundugunuz yéneticinizin asagidaki ifadelerde yer alan davraniglari ne
lglde sergiledigini asagidaki 5 basamakli dlgegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz. Her bir davramisi
ayri olarak diisiiniiniiz ve amiriniz hakkindaki genel gérislerinizin, belirtilen davranis konusundaki
degerlendirmelerinizi yaniltmasina izin vermeyin. Her bir madde igin, &lgekte goriisiiniize en
uygun olan ifadenin Gzerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katiliyorum

DOGRUDAN BAGLI OLDUGUM YONETICIMIN...

1. Beni bagarili oldugum zaman &diillendirecegini bilirim.

2. TIsimisadece galigma performansima bagl degerlendirecegini bilirim.

3. Iskonusunda hakli oldugumda beni koruyacagini bilirim.

4.  Konumunu hak ettigine inanirim.

5.  Soyledikleri ve yaptiklar: birebir ortisiir.

6. Oforitesinden rahatsizlik duyarim.

6. Bilgisinin eksik kaldigi konular vardir.

8. Talep ve dnerilerine giivenirim.
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BOLUM 8.
Liitfen, asagidaki maddelerde yazan ifadelerin SIZi NE OLCUDE TANIMLADIGINI asagidaki 5
basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde igin, dlgekte gdrisiiniize en uygun olan

ifadenin {zerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz. (Sorularin dogru veya yanlis
cevabi yoktur; litfen igtenlikle cevap veriniz)

1 2 3 4 5
KesinliKle katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katiliyorum
1. Her zaman gevremdekilerin ne diisiindiigiine biiyiik 6hem veririm.
2. Fikirlerimi kabul ettirmek igin israrli davranabilirim.
3. Gevremin destegini aldigimda kesinlikle daha iyi performans gosteririm.
4.  Insanlari ikna edememek beni cok rahatsiz eder.
5. Fikirlerimi soylemek igin dogru zaman ve mekani kollarim.
6. Baskalarina fikirlerimi kabul ettirmek igin herseyi yaparim.
7. Normalde onaylamayacagim bir seyi, iginde bulundugum grubun tutum ve davranislarina
gore onaylayabilirim.
8. Grup iginde geri planda kalmak beni rahatsiz eder.
9. Diistincelerimi ifade edis tarzimi gevremdekilerin beklentilerine gére
sertlestirebilirim.
1. Herhangi bir takim iyesi olmak yerine takimin bagi olmak isterim.
2. Dogru olduguna inansam bile gevremdekilerin onayi olmadan radikal girisimlerde
bulunmam.
3. Bir grupta galisirken gidisati ben yénlendirmek isterim.
4. Insanlarla uyumlu olabilmek igin kendimi ifade edig tarzimi degistirebilirim.
5. Yetki ve mevki sahibi olacagim bir iste ¢alismak isterim.
6.  Yaptiklarimin is grubum tarafindan kabul gériip gérmeyecegini ok fazla kafama
takarim.
7.  Bir grupta 6n plana gtkmak yerine geride kalmay: tercih ederim.
8. Isileilgili diigiincelerimin is grubumun iiyeleri tarafindan onaylanip onaylanmamasi beni
ilgilendirmez.
9. Kisisel doyumum igin basarili olmak isterim.
10. Is grubumun iiyelerinin hoguna gidecegini hissedersem, normalde yapmak

istemeyecegim seyleri yapabilirim.
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BOLUM 9.

Bu boliimde, gesitli lider davranislar: ve bu davranislara dair alti farkl degerlendirme boyutu

tanimlanmistir. Liitfen, her bir maddede tanimlanan davranisi dogrudan baglh oldugunuz

amirinizin/yéneticinizin YAPIYOR OLDUGUNU FARZEDINIZ. Her bir maddeyi okuduktan sonra,
st kisimda tamimlanan alti farkli degerlendirme boyutundan HER BIRINE ne élgiide katildiginiz:
"1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum“dan baglayan ve "5 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum”a kadar giden 5 basamakl

olgek lizerinde segtiginiz rakami her maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yazarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum | ~ Katilmiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katiliyorum

Anmiriniz/ydneticiniz yaptiginiz bir isi olumsuz yénde elestiriyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davranislar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranis istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.

Amiriniz/yéneticiniz size karsi soguk ve mesafeli davraniyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglari diger konularda da gosterecektir.

Amirim bu davranis istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.

Anmiriniz/ydneticiniz bir hatanizdan dolay: size gikigtyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, icinde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davranislar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmigtir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.
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1 2 3 4

5

Kesinlikle katilmiyorum Katimiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

4. Anmiriniz/ydneticiniz bagarili oldugunuz bir is igin sizi dillendirmiyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.

5. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz is ile ilgili getirdiginiz yeni bir éneriyi dikkate almiyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.

6. Anmiriniz/ydneticiniz bir calisan olarak kendinizi geligtirmenize firsat taniyacak geribildirimler vermiyor...

Amirimin bu davranigi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde
bulundugu ruh hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglari diger konularda da gosterecektir.

Amirim bu davranig istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmigtir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin suglanmay! hak etmistir.
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BOLUM 10.

Asagida, is hayatinda yéneticilerin sergiledigi davranislarla ilgili taumlar yer almaktadir.
Dogrudan baglh oldugunuz yéneticinizi disiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan her bir davranisi ne
siklikta gergeklestirdigi ile ilgili gordsiniizii verilen 5 basamakli &lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her
bir madde igin, dlgekte ggrisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin iizerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda

verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3

4

5

Higbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Zaman

Cogunlukla

Her Zaman

SU ANDA BERABER CALISTISIM AMIRIM/YONETICIM..

1. Az ¢alisan elemanlarini daha gok galismalari igin tegvik eder.

2. Elemanlartyla konugsmadan onlarin gérevlerini degistirebilir.

3. Biitiin bir birimin/kurulusun esenligini elemanlarinin tek tek refahindan daha iistiin tutar.

4. Elemanlarinin neyi nasil yapmalari gerektigi konusunda ayrintili kararlar verir.

5. Elemanlarina danismadan hareket etmez.

6. Elemanlarinin aldiklar: kararlardan kendisini haberdar etmelerini ister.

7. Bir konuda geri adim atmaya karsi gikar.

8. Degisikliklere agiktir.

9. Kétii yapilan igleri elestirir.

10. Elemanlarinin dnerilerini hayata gegirir.

11. Elemanlarindan varolan standartlara harfi harfine uymalarini ister.

12. Elemanlarina ayricaliklar yapar.

13. Onemli konularda harekete gegmeden snce elemanlarinin onayini alir.

14. Iste kendi fikirlerini dener.

15. Tek tek kisiler yerine bir davranisi elestirir.

16. Kurallarindan taviz vermez bir sekilde yonetir.

17. Sorgulanmaya izin vermez bir tarzda konusur.

18. Bitiin bir birimin iyiligi i¢in elemanlarindan fedakarlikta bulunmalarini ister.
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1 2 3 4

5

Higbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Zaman Gogunlukla

Her Zaman

SU ANDA BERABER CALISTIGIM AMIRIM/YONETICIM..

19. Davranislarinin nedenini agiklamayi reddeder.

20. Elemanlarini daha fazla gaba harcamalar! konusunda “diirtiikler”.

21. Elemanlariyla fikir ayriliklart oldugunda kendi fikirlerinden vazgegebilir.

22. Verilen islerin zamaninda bitirilmesi gerektigini ozellikle belirtir.

23. Her seyin kendi istedigi sekilde yapilmast igin israr eder.

24. Elemanlarinin her birine ayri gorevler verir.

25. Elemanlarinin yapabileceklerinden daha fazla is ister.

26. Elemanlariyla yalnizca daha énceden tayin edilmis zamanlarda toplantilar yapar.

27. Baskalarinin hosuna gitmese de elemanlarinin haklarini savunur.

28. Rakip gruplardan daha 6nde olmalari konusunda elemanlarina baski yapar.

29. Degisime ydnelik 6nerilerden hoslanmaz.

30. Elemanlarinin bir isi en iyi bildikleri bigimde yapmalarina izin verir.

31. Elemanlarina kendisiyle esitlermis gibi davranir.

32. Sorunlara yeni yaklagimlar getirir.

33. Elemanlarina kisisel problemlerinde yardimc: olur.

34. Elemanlarini normal siireden (mesai disinda) daha fazla ¢alismalari konusunda tegvik
eder.

35. Elemanlarinin yaptiklarini destekler.

36. Elemanlarinin miimkiin oldugunca gok galismalarini saglar.

37. Yeni fikirleri kabul etmekte agir davranir.

38. Ne kadar is yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda elemanlarina talimatlar verir.

39. Iglerin ahigilmigin diginda yapilmasina kargi gikar.

40. Elemanlarinin yeni fikirler iretmeleri igin sabirla bekler.
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BOLUM 11,

Litfen, genel olarak isinizden ne derecede memnun oldugunuzu en iyi temsil eden yiiz ifadesinin
altindaki ya da tstiindeki rakami isaretleyiniz. (Kadin katilimcilar kadin yiiz ifadesinin tstiindeki

rakamlardan birini, erkek katilimcilar erkek yiiz ifadesinin altindaki rakamlardan birini

isaretlemelidir).

> 3 (A

BOLUM 12.

Asagida bazi ¢alisan davraniglarini tanimlayan ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen her bir maddede
tanimlanan davranisi ne élgiide sergilediginizi diisiiniiniiz ve verilen 5 basamakli dlgegi kullanarak
degerlendiriniz. Her bir madde igin, dlgekte gériigiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin iizerindeki rakami

maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yaziniz.

1 2 3

4

5

Higbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Zaman

Gogunlukla

Her Zaman

1. Yiiksek kalitede is ortaya koyarim.

2. Isimin esasini olugturan ana gorevleri bagariyla yerine getirmekteyimdir.

3. Isimi yaparken zamani verimli bir sekilde kullanabilmekte ve is planlarina bagl

kalmaktayimdir.

4. Igimi bagarili bir gekilde yapabilmek igin gerekli teknik bilgiyi etkili bir gekilde

kullanabilmekteyimdir.

5. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken sozlii iletisim becerisini etkili bir sekilde

kullanabilmekteyimdir.

6. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken yazili iletisim becerisini etkili bir sekilde

kullanabilmekteyimdir.

7. Yaphigim igin kalitesinin iyi oldugunu diigiiniyorum.

8.  Arkadaslarim igimi iyi yaptigimi diisiinirler.

9. Amirim performansimi iyi olarak degerlendirir.

10. Igimin gereklerini ok iyi bagarmaktayimdir.

11. Igimi yaparken (zaman zaman) giigliik gekmekteyimdir.
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BOLUM 13.

Bu béliimde, gesitli lider davranislari ve bu davranislara dair alt1 farkli degerlendirme boyutu tanimlanmistir.
Liitfen, her bir maddede tanimlanan davranis lider olarak degerlendirdiginiz amirin YAPTIYOR OLDUGUNU
FARZEDINIZ. Her bir maddeyi okuduktan sonra, ist kisimda tanimlanan alti farkli degerlendirme
boyutundan HER BIRINE ne &lgiide katildiginizi "1 = Kesinlikle katiimiyorum"dan baslayan ve "5 = Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum“a kadar giden 5 basamakli 6lgek lizerinde segtiginiz rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yazarak

belirtiniz.
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle katilmiyorum | Kafilmiyorum | Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle katilyorum
1. Anmiriniz/ydneticiniz yaptiginiz bir isi olumlu yonde elestiriyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin ovgliyli hak etmistir.

2. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz size karsi samimi ve icten davraniyor...

Amirimin bu davranigi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglari diger konularda da gosterecektir.

Amirim bu davranig istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin dvgliyli hak etmistir.
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1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katiimiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
3. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz bir hatanizi gérmezden geliyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davranislar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin 6vgliyi hak etmistir.

4. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz basarili oldugunuz bir is igin sizi ddillendiriyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglar: diger konularda da gésterecektir.

Amirim bu davranis istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmigtir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin 6vgliyi hak etmistir.

5. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz is ile ilgili getirdiginiz yeni bir éneriyi dikkate aliyor...

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davranislar: diger konularda da gosterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranisi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranisi igin ovgliyli hak etmistir.
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1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katiimiyorum Kararsizim Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
6. Amiriniz/yéneticiniz bir galisan olarak kendinizi gelistirme firsati taniyacak geribildirimler veriyor...
Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde bulundugu ruh
hali vb.)

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir.

Amirim benzer davraniglari diger konularda da gosterecektir.

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasith olarak yapmistir.

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir.

Amirim bu davranis igin 6vgliyli hak etmistir.

BOLUM 14.

Adiniz, Soyadiniz (Ad ve soyadi kismi sadece yéneticisine de anket uygulanmasini kabul eden
katiimcilar tarafindan doldurulacaktir. AD VE SOYAD BILGILERI SADECE CALISAN VE
YONETICI VERILERINT ESLESTIRME AMACIYLA KULLANILACAK, ARASTIRMACI
TARAFINDAN 6iZLi TUTULACAK VE HICBIR Kisi VEYA KURUMLA PAYLASILMAYACAKTIR.

EGER YONETICINIZE ANKET UYGULANMASINI KABUL ETMIYORSANIZ, LUTFEN AD VE
SOYAD KISMINI BOS BIRAKARAK BIR SONRAKI SORUYA GEGINIZ):

Cinsiyetiniz: O Erkek O Kadin  Yasimz:

Kag yildir mevcut gérevinizde galisiyorsunuz? (1 yildan az ise litfen ay olarak belirtiniz)

Su anda bagh oldugunuz yéneticinizle kag yildir birlikte galisiyorsunuz? (1 yildan az ise liitfen ay
olarak belirtiniz)

Su anki ¢alisma grubunuzda (siz dahil) yaklasik kag kisi ¢alismaktadir? kisi
Calistiginiz sektor: 3 Finans 3 Teknoloji
O Hizli Tiketim Mallar O Insaat ve Malzeme
O Saglik ve Tlag O Medya
O Otomotiv O Tekstil
O Metadl

3 Dayanikli Tiiketim Mallar
O Diger (Litfen belirtiNiz) ... e
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Calighiginiz birim:

Isiniz: 3 Yari zamanh (Part-time) O Tam zamanh (Full-time)
Kontrat tiriniz: 3 Sozlesmeli 3 Kadrolu
Egitim dizeyiniz:
0 Ilkégretim O Lise O Yiiksekokul O Universite O Yiiksek Lisans O Doktora
Calighiginiz kurum: 3 Cok uluslu bir kurumdur.
3 Ortaklarin hepsinin Tiirk oldugu bir kurumdur.

O Tek bir kisiye ait olan ve sahibi Tiirk olan bir kurumdur.
3 Diger (Litfen BelirtiNiz). ...

ARASTIRMAMIZA KATILIM VE KATKIDA BULUNDUGUNUZ i¢IN ¢OK TESEKKUR EDERiZ! ©
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APPENDIX B
THE MANAGER SURVEY

Orta DoguTeknik
Universitesi
Psikoloji Boliimii

CALISANLARIN TUTUM VE
ALGILARININ IS YASAMINDAKI
DAVRANISLARINA OLAN ETKILERI
ARASTIRMASI

YONETICI ANKETI UYGULAMASI
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CALISANLARIN TUTUM VE ALGILARININ IS YASAMINDAKI
DAVRANISLARINA OLAN ETKILERI ARASTIRMASI

Sayin katilimci,

Bu anket Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi (ODTU) Psikoloji Bslimii Sosyal
Psikoloji Doktora Programi 6grencisi Asl Goncii tarafindan yiiriitiilen bitirme fezi
kapsamindadir. S6z konusu tez galismasinin amact, galisanlarin ise, galisma grubuna
ve amirlerine yonelik digiince, tutum ve algilarinin galisma ortaminda gosterdikleri
davranislara olan etkilerini arastirmaktir.

Bu arastirmaya katilim tamamen goniilliilik esasina dayanmaktadir.

Anketin cevaplanmasinda siire sinirlamasi yoktur; ancak anketin
doldurulmasi, yaklagik 5-10 dakika siirmektedir.

Litfen her soruyu dikkatle okuyunuz ve higbir soruyu yanitsiz birakmayiniz.
Bos birakilan maddelerin oldugu anketler gecersiz sayilacaktir.

Bu ankette, kendilerine sundugumuz anketi yanitlamaya goniillii olan
kurumunuz galigan(lar)inin is performanslarini degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir.
Performans degerlendirmelerinin, bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarla kullaniimak iizere
yapilmasi konusunda calisan(lar)inizin onayi alinmistir.

Anketten elde edilecek bilgiler, yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacak,
kesinlikle higbir kisi veya kurumla paylasiimayacaktir.

Calismamiza katiliminiz ve yaptiginiz katki bizim igin ok degerlidir. Bu

anketi doldurmak igin zaman ayirdiginiz igin tesekkir ederiz.
s
LZ 2
Ld 5

Asli Goncil Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer
Doktora Ogrencisi E-posta: hcanan@metu.edu.tr

E-posta: asligoncu@yahoo.com
Tel.: 0533 466 49 77

188


mailto:asligoncu@yahoo.com

BOLUM 1. Asagida isyerlerindeki calisan davranislari hakkinda bir takim gériisler yer

almaktadir. Litfen, ismi yazilmis olan galisanimizin/galisanlarimizin listelenmis olan her

bir davranisi ne siklikta yaptigini ve performansina yénelik gériislerinizi sunulan 5

basamakli 6lgegi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her ifadenin yanindaki bosluga dlgekteki

rakamlardan yalnizca birini yaziniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Higbir Zaman Nadiren | Zaman Zaman Cogunlukla Her Zaman
Calisanin Ismi 2. 3.

(Bu galisan) yiiksek kalitede is ortaya koyar.

(Bu galisan) isinin esasini olusturan ana gorevlerini
basariyla yerine getirmektedir.

(Bu galigan) igini yaparken zamani verimli bir
sekilde kullanabilmekte ve is planlarina bagli
kalmaktadir.

(Bu galisan) isi basarih bir sekilde yapabilmek igin
gerekli teknik bilgiyi etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmektedir.

(Bu galigan) gorevlerini yerine getirirken sozlii
iletigim becerisini etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmektedir.

(Bu galisan) gorevlerini yerine getirirken yazili
iletisim becerisini etkili bir sekilde
kullanabilmektedir.

(Bu galisanin) yaptigi isin kalitesinin iyi oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum.

(Bu galiganin) arkadaslari igini iyi yaptigini
disindrler.

(Bu galisanin) amiri olarak performansini iyi
degerlendiririm.

(Bu galisan) isinin gereklerini gok iyi bagarmaktadir.

(Bu galisan) isini yaparken (zaman zaman) guiglik
cekmektedir.

NE KADAR SUREDIR BU KISININ
YONETICISI OLARAK CALISMAKTASINIZ?
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BOLUM 2.

Cinsiyetiniz: O Erkek 3 Kadin Yasiniz:

Kag aydir/yildir ydnetici olarak galisiyorsunuz?

Egitim dizeyiniz: O Ilkégretim O Lise 0O Yiiksek okul O Universite
O Yiiksek lisans ODoktora

Departmaninizda/takiminizda ydnetiminiz altinda kag kisi galismaktadir?__kisi

CGahistiginiz kurumda yaklasik olarak kag kisi galismaktadir? ___ kisi
Calistigimz sektor: O Finans O Teknoloji
O Hizli Tiiketim Mallar O Insaat ve Malzeme
O Saglik ve Ilag 0 Medya
O Otomotiv O Tekstil
O Metal O Dayanikli Tiiketim
Mallar

O Diger (Litfen belirtiniz)........oiiccc s

Galistiginiz birim:

Gahistiginiz kurum: 3 Cok uluslu bir kurumdur.
O Ortaklarin hepsinin Tiirk oldugu bir kurumdur.
O Tek bir kisiye ait olan ve sahibi Tiirk olan bir kurumdur.

O Diger (Litfen belirfiNiz)..........ciiici e

ARASTIRMAMIZA KATILIM VE KATKIDA BULUNDUGUNUZ I¢IN ¢OK
TESEKKUR EDERIZI ©
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APPENDIX C

LEADER GROUP PROTOTYPICALITY SCALE AND THE EXCLUDED

ITEMS

1. Amirim i¢inde bulundugum grubun tipik bir temsilcisidir.

2. Amirim, sahip oldugu 6zellikler bakimindan is grubumun tiyelerini temsil
etmektedir.

3. Sahip oldugu deger yargilart agisindan amirim bize (bana ve is grubumun diger
uyelerine) ¢ok benzer*.

4. Genel olarak, amirimin diistince yapisi bizimkinden (ben ve is grubumun diger
Uyelerinden) ¢ok farkli degildir.

5. Genel olarak amirim bende, bizden (ben ve is grubumun diger iiyelerinden) biri
oldugu izlenimini uyandirir.

6. Amirimin ekip/is grubu olarak sahip oldugumuz kimligi ¢ok iyi yansittigini
diistintiriim.

7. Amirim is grubumuzun degerlerini temsil etmek konusunda son derece
basarilidir.

8. Genel olarak amirimin yonetim tarz: bizim ekibin ruhuna uygundur.

9. Amirimin ¢ogu davranisi tarafimizdan (ben ve ig grubumun iiyeleri tarafindan)
onaylanmaz (R).

10. Amirimle is grubu olarak ortak bir diistince seklimiz vardir.

11. Amirimin is ile ilgili olaylara yaklagim sekli bizimkine (ben ve is grubumun
uyelerine) benzer.

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Amirimin ¢alistigim grubun tiyeleriyle pek ¢ok ortak yani vardir.
Amirim is grubumun diger iiyelerinden ¢ok farkl biridir (R).
Amirim, bir¢ok a¢idan is grubumun iiyelerine benzer.

Amirim is grubumun liyeleriyle ¢ok benzer 6zellikler tagimaktadir.

*Items in italics are developed by the researcher.
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APPENDIX D

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS OF THE FOLLOWER IDENTIFICATION

WITH THE WORK GROUP SCALE

Component
1

1. Birisi calisma gurubumu 6vdiigiinde, bana iltifat edilmis

gibi hissederim. .790
2. Calisma gurubumun basarilart benim basarilarimdir. JT17
3. Calisma gurubum hakkinda konusurken genellikle “onlar”

yerine “biz” derim. .637
4. Bagkalarinin galisma gurubum hakkinda ne diisiindiigii ile

cok ilgilenirim. 546
5. Birisi galisma grubumu elestirdiginde, bunu sahsima

yapilmis bir saldir olarak algilarim. 528
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APPENDIX E

RELATIONSHIP-ORIENTED AND TASK-ORIENTED LEADERSHIP STYLE

SCALES AND THE EXCLUDED ITEMS

THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL RELATIONSHIP-ORIENTED LEADERSHIP

SCALE

LN wNE

Elemanlariyla konugsmadan onlarin gorevlerini degistirebilir (R).
Elemanlarina danismadan hareket etmez.

Degisikliklere agiktir.

Elemanlarinin 6nerilerini hayata gegirir.

Onemli konularda harekete gegmeden 6nce elemanlarinin onayini alir.
Sorgulanmaya izin vermez bir tarzda konusur (R).

Davranislarinin nedenini agiklamay1 reddeder (R).

Elemanlariyla fikir ayriliklar1 oldugunda kendi fikirlerinden
vazgecebilir.

Her seyin kendi istedigi sekilde yapilmasi i¢in 1srar eder (R).

. Elemanlarinin yapabileceklerinden daha fazla is ister (R).
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Bagkalarinin hosuna gitmese de elemanlarinin haklarini savunur.
Degisime yonelik onerilerden hoglanmaz (R).

Elemanlarina kendisiyle esitlermis gibi davranir.

Elemanlarina kisisel problemlerinde yardimet olur.
Elemanlarinin yaptiklarini destekler.

Yeni fikirleri kabul etmekte agir davranir (R).

Islerin alisilmisin disinda yapilmasina kars1 cikar.

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Bir konuda geri adim atmaya karsi ¢ikar (R).
Elemanlarina ayricaliklar yapar.
Tek tek kisiler yerine bir davranisi elestirir.
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THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL TASK-ORIENTED LEADERSHIP SCALE

1. Az ¢alisan elemanlarin1 daha ¢ok calismalari i¢in tesvik eder.

2. Biitlin bir birimin/kurulusun esenligini elemanlarinin tek tek refahindan
daha Ustln tutar.

3. Elemanlarmin neyi nasil yapmalar1 gerektigi konusunda ayrintili kararlar
VErir.

4. Elemanlarmin aldiklar1 kararlardan kendisini haberdar etmelerini ister.

5. Kaotii yapilan isleri elestirir.

6. Iste kendi fikirlerini dener.

7. Kurallarindan taviz vermez bir sekilde yonetir.

8. Biitlin bir birimin iyiligi i¢in elemanlarindan fedakarlikta bulunmalarini
ister.

9. Elemanlarini daha fazla ¢aba harcamalar1 konusunda “diirtiikler”.

10. Verilen iglerin zamaninda bitirilmesi gerektigini 6zellikle belirtir.

11. Elemanlarinin her birine ayr1 gorevler verir.

12. Elemanlariyla yalnizca daha dnceden tayin edilmis zamanlarda
toplantilar yapar.

13. Rakip gruplardan daha 6nde olmalar1 konusunda elemanlarina baski
yapar.

14. Elemanlarindan varolan standartlara harfi harfine uymalarini ister.

15. Elemanlarin1 normal siireden (mesai disinda) daha fazla ¢caligmalari
konusunda tesvik eder.

16. Elemanlarinin miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok ¢alismalarini saglar.

17. Ne kadar i yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda elemanlarina talimatlar verir.

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Elemanlarinin bir isi en iyi bildikleri bicimde yapmalarina izin verir (R).
Sorunlara yeni yaklagimlar getirir.
Elemanlarinin yeni fikirler iiretmeleri icin sabirla bekler (R).
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APPENDIX F

THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL NEED FOR AFFILIATION SCALE AND THE

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Insanlarla sicak iliskiler kurarim

Calistigim kisilerle sicak iligkiler kurarim

Baskalariin dertlerine ¢6ziim bulmak beni mutlu eder

Bir is yerinde verimliligin temel sart1 insane iligkilerinin iyi olmasidir
Sevdiklerimden ayr1 kalmak beni ¢ok Gzer

Sevdiklerimi 6zel giinlerde mutlaka ararim

Is arkadaslarimla is disinda da goriisiiriim

© N o g~ w b =

Is arkadaglarima destek olmak i¢in 6zel zaman ayiririm

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Nadiren es, dost, akraba ziyaretlerine giderim (R)
Sevdiklerimin fotograflarin1 daima goziimiin 6niinde tutarim

Isle ilgili aksakliklardan ok, insani iliskilerle ilgili aksakliklar ¢alismami

olumsuz yonde etkiler
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APPENDIX G

THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL NEED FOR APPROVAL SCALE AND THE

EXCLUDED ITEM

1. Insanlarla uyumlu olabilmek icin kendimi ifade edis tarzimi
degistirebilirim.
2. Yaptiklarimin is grubum tarafindan kabul goriip gérmeyecegini ¢cok fazla

kafama takarim.

3. Dogru olduguna inansam bile ¢evremdekilerin onay1 olmadan radikal

girisimlerde bulunmam.

4. Her zaman gevremdekilerin ne diisiindiigiine biiyiik nem veririm.

5. Is grubumun iiyelerinin hosuna gidecegini hissedersem, normalde yapmak
istemeyecegim seyleri yapabilirim.

6. Cevremin destegini aldigimda kesinlikle daha iyi performans gosteririm.

7. Normalde onaylamayacagim bir seyi, i¢inde bulundugum grubun tutum ve

davraniglarina gore onaylayabilirim.

8. Diisiincelerimi ifade edis tarzim1 ¢evremdekilerin beklentilerine gore

sertlestirebilirim.

9. Fikirlerimi sdylemek i¢in dogru zaman ve mekani kollarim.

THE EXCLUDED ITEM

Is ile ilgili diisiincelerimin is grubumun iiyeleri tarafindan onaylanip

onaylanmamasi beni ilgilendirmez (R).
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APPENDIX H

THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL NEED FOR POWER SCALE AND THE

EXCLUDED ITEM

1. Herhangi bir takim iiyesi olmak yerine takimin bas1 olmak isterim.
Bir grupta calisirken gidisati ben yonlendirmek isterim.
Fikirlerimi kabul ettirmek icin 1srarli davranabilirim.

Bagkalarina fikirlerimi kabul ettirmek i¢in herseyi yaparim.
Insanlar1 ikna edememek beni ¢ok rahatsiz eder.

Yetki ve mevki sahibi olabilecegim bir iste ¢aligmak isterim.

N oo o &~ W DN

Grup i¢inde geri planda kalmak beni rahatsiz eder.

THE EXCLUDED ITEM

Bir grupta 6ne ¢ikmak yerine geri planda kalmayi tercih ederim (R).
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APPENDIX |

THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL NEED FOR ACHIEVEMENT SCALE AND THE

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Bir isi en iyi sekilde yapmanin yollarini ararim.
Isim s6z konusu oldugunda miikemmelliyet¢iyimdir.

Genellikle yaptigim plani takip ederim.

M w0 poRE

Basarili oldugum zaman yasadigim sevincin yerini hi¢ bir sey
tutmaz.

5. Bir isi ger¢ekten iyi yapmis olmaktan aldigim tatmini hayatta

hicbir seyden almam.
6. Birise baslamadan 6nce plan yaparim.

7. Yaptigim isin i¢ime sinmesi, degerlendirme sonucu kadar

onemlidir.
8. Bir isin planladigim sekilde ger¢eklesmemesi beni rahatsiz eder.
9. Basladigim bir isi iyi sekilde bitirememek beni ¢cok mutsuz eder.

10. Planli programl1 hareket etmek yerine kendimi olaylarin akigina

birakmayi tercih ederim (R).

THE EXCLUDED ITEMS

Ne kadar yorucu da olsa kendi emegimle elde ettigim bir basariy1 sansa
bagli basariya tercih ederim.

Kisisel doyumum i¢in basarili olmak isterim
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APPENDIX J

FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS IN THE SOCIAL AND PERSONAL

ATTRACTION TOWARDS THE LEADER SCALES

Component
Personal Social
attraction attraction

towards the

towards the

leader leader
pa3. Su anda beraber ¢alistigim amirimin/yéneticimin genel tutumlar ve begeniler
agisindan bana ¢ok benzer oldugunu disunGrdm. .813 -.015
pa2. Su anda beraber galistigim amirimi/ydneticimi bir arkadas gibi goririm. .804 -.036
pal. Su anda beraber ¢alistigim amirimle/ydneticimle bir arkadasimla yapmak
isteyeceg@im (beraber tatile, sinemaya veya konsere gitmek gibi) bir sosyal
aktivitede bulunmayi isterim. q72 -.022
sa5R. Bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasaydi da su anki yoneticimi tanimayi
isterdim. 741 .035
salR. Su anki yoneticim, bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasaydi da ondan
hoslanirdim. 722 -.035
sad. Su anki yoneticime olan olumlu tutumlarimda bu kurumun bir
calisani/personeli olmasinin énemli etkisi oldugunu dugtindyorum. 177 .696
sa3. Baska bir kurumdan olsaydi, su anda beraber galistigim yéneticiden ¢ok da
hoslanmayacagimi digtntyorum. -.245 .651
sa8. Su anki yoneticim bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasaydi ona kanimin
Isinmasi zor olurdu. -.338 .621
sa7. Bu kurumun c¢alisani/personeli olmayan bir lider/yonetici ile ¢ok iyi
anlagamayabilecegdimi disintyorum. -.063 .596
sab. Su anda beraber calistigim yéneticimin bu kurumun c¢alisani/personeli olarak
kimligi benim igin gok dnemlidir. 424 561
sa2. Bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasi, su anki yoneticimden hoslanmam
icin 6nemli bir sebeptir. 436 .551
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APPENDIX K

FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS IN THE FINAL SOCIAL AND

PERSONAL ATTRACTION TOWARDS THE LEADER SCALES AND THE

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Component
Personal Social
Attraction Attraction
towards the towards the
Leader Leader
Su anda beraber ¢alistigim amirimin/yoneticimin genel tutumlar ve
begeniler agisindan bana ¢ok benzer oldugunu diisiiniiriim. .868 -.062
Su anda beraber c¢alistigim amirimi/yoneticimi bir arkadas gibi goriiriim. .859 -.084
Su anda beraber ¢alistigim amirimle/yoneticimle bir arkadagimla
yapmak isteyecegim (beraber tatile, sinemaya veya konsere gitmek gibi)
bir sosyal aktivitede bulunmayi isterim. .841 -.068
Bu kurumun bir ¢aligani/personeli olmasaydi da su anki yoneticimi
tanimay1 isterdim. .691 -.069
Bu kurumun ¢aligani/personeli olmayan bir lider/yonetici ile ¢ok iyi
anlasamayabilecegimi diisliniiyorum. .096 77
Baska bir kurumdan olsaydi, su anda beraber ¢alistigim yoneticiden ok
da hoslanmayacagimi diisiiniiyorum. -.132 755
Su anki yoneticim bu kurumun bir ¢alisani/personeli olmasaydi ona
kanimin 1sinmasi zor olurdu. -.178 152

THE EXCLUDED ITEMS

Su anki yoneticim, bu kurumun bir galisani/personeli olmasaydi da ondan hoslanirdim.

Su anki yoneticime olan olumlu tutumlarimda bu kurumun bir ¢aligani/personeli olmasinin énemli etkisi
oldugunu diisliniiyorum.

Su anda beraber ¢alistigim yoneticimin bu kurumun ¢alisani/personeli olarak kimligi benim igin ¢ok
onemlidir.

Bu kurumun bir ¢alisani/personeli olmasi, su anki yoneticimden hoglanmam i¢in 6nemli bir sebeptir.
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APPENDIX L

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS OF THE FOLLOWER PERCEPTIONS OF

LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS SCALE

Component
1

Amirimle/yoneticimle beraber ¢alismaya ¢ok istekliyimdir. 923
Amirimin/yoneticimin iyi bir lider oldugunu disiiniiyorum. 920
Amirim/yoneticim bir lider olarak son derece etkilidir. 911
Amirimin/ydneticimin yonetim sekli ¢alisanlar1 (olumlu yonde)

motive eder. .888
Amirim/y6neticim beni ¢alisma grubum i¢in fedakarlikta bulunma

konusunda motive eder. 869
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APPENDIX M

FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS IN THE TRUST IN LEADER SCALE

AND THE EXCLUDED ITEMS

Component
1
1. Is konusunda hakli oldugumda beni koruyacagimi .898
bilirim.
2. Talep ve onerilerine glivenirim. .880
3. Konumunu hak ettigine inanirim. 879
4. Soyledikleri ve yaptiklar1 birebir Ortiistir. .838
5. Beni basarili oldugum zaman 6diillendirecegini bilirim. .790
6. Isimi sadece ¢alisma performansima bagl
degerlendirecegini bilirim. .615

EXCLUDED ITEMS

Otoritesinden rahatsizlik duyarim (R)

Bilgisinin eksik kaldigi konular vardir (R)

202



APPENDIX N
ITEMS IN THE RESPONSIBILITY AND CAUSAL ATTRIBUTIONS FOR
LEADER BEHAVIOR SCALES

Causal Attributions for Negative Leader Behaviors Items

Amirimin bu davranigi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmustir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde

bulundugu ruh hali vb.) — Locus

Amirim bu davranisi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir — Stability

Amirim benzer davraniglar1 diger konularda da gosterecektir — Globality

Responsibility Attributions for Negative Leader Behaviors ltems

Amirim bu davranisi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmistir — Intent

Amirimin bu davranigi1 tamamen onun bencilliginden kaynaklanmistir — Selfish Motivation

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in su¢lanmayi hak etmistir — Blame

Causal Attributions for Positive Leader Behaviors ltems

Amirimin bu davranisi kendisi ile ilgili bir nedenden kaynaklanmistir (6rn., kendi kisiligi, iginde

bulundugu ruh hali vb.) — Locus

Amirim bu davranigi muhtemelen baska zamanlarda da yapacaktir — Stability

Amirim benzer davraniglar1 diger konularda da gosterecektir — Globality

Responsibility Attributions for Positive Leader Behaviors Items

Amirim bu davranigi istemeden degil, kasitli olarak yapmigtir — Intent

Amirimin bu davranigi tamamen onun beni diisiinmesinden kaynaklanmistir — Selfish Motivation

Amirim bu davranisi i¢in §vgilyili hak etmistir — Praise
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APPENDIX O

FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS IN THE SUPERVISORY-RATED TASK

PERFORMANCE SCALE
Component
1

1. (Bu c¢alisanin) yaptigi isin kalitesinin iyi oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. .900
2. (Bu calisan) iginin gereklerini ¢ok iyi basarmaktadir. 874
3. (Bu calisan) isinin esasini olusturan ana gorevlerini basariyla yerine

getirmektedir. 871
4. (Bu ¢alisan) isi basarili bir sekilde yapabilmek icin gerekli teknik

bilgiyi etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmektedir. .850
5. (Bu calisanin) arkadaslari isini iyi yaptigini diisiiniirler. .845
6. (Bu calisan) yiiksek kalitede is ortaya koyar. .845
7. (Bu calisanin) amiri olarak performansini iyi degerlendiririm. .826
8. (Bu calisan) igini yaparken zamani verimli bir sekilde

kullanabilmekte ve is planlarina bagh kalmaktadir. 152
9. (Bucalisan) gorevlerini yerine getirirken yazili iletisim becerisini

etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmektedir. 134
10. (Bu ¢alisan) gorevlerini yerine getirirken sozlii iletisim becerisini

etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmektedir. .710
11. (Bu ¢alisan) isini yaparken (zaman zaman) gii¢liik ¢ekmektedir (R). 473
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APPENDIX P

FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS IN THE SELF-RATED TASK

PERFORMANCE SCALE

Component
1

1. lIsimin esasmi olusturan ana gorevleri basariyla yerine

getirmekteyimdir. .759
2. Yiiksek kalitede is ortaya koyarim. 751
3. Isimin gereklerini cok iyi basarmaktayimdir. 142
4. Isimi basarili bir sekilde yapabilmek igin gerekli teknik

bilgiyi etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmekteyimdir. 122
5. Arkadaglarim isimi 1y1 yaptigimi diistiniirler. 716
6. Yaptigim isin kalitesinin iyi oldugunu diisiinliyorum. 714
7. lIsimi yaparken zamani verimli bir sekilde

kullanabilmekte ve is planlarina bagli kalmaktayimdir. .710
8. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken szl iletisim becerisini

etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmekteyimdir. 635
9. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken yazili iletisim becerisini

etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmekteyimdir. .596
10. Amirim performansimi iyi olarak degerlendirir. 464
11. isimi yaparken (zaman zaman) giicliik gekmekteyimdir

(R). .029




APPENDIX R

RESULTS OF THE INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TESTS COMPARING THE

DATA FROM PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR

Variable Sector Mean F T
1. Task-Oriented Private 3.65 346 570
Leadership Style Public 3.36
2. Followers’ Identification ~Private 3.95 3.968 4437
with the Work Group Public 3.68
3. Leadership Effectiveness Private 3.74 3.896 2557
Perceptions Public 3.49
4. Need for Achievement  Private 4.26 1.888 3.637
Public 4.09
5. Need for Power Private 3.40 16.091 4127
Public 3.15

Note. p<.05 p<.01; p<.001.



APPENDIX S

CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: Goncii, Ashi

Nationality: Turkish (TC)

Date and Place of Birth: 26 October 1979, Ankara
Marital Status: Single

Phone: +90 312 220 32 18

email: asligoncu@yahoo.com.tr

EDUCATION

Degree Institution Year of Graduation

MS Koc¢ University Industrial and 2006
Organizational Psychology

BS METU Psychology 2004

Minor Degree METU Political Sciences and Public 2004
Administration Studies in
Administration

High School Private Kiiltiir High School, Istanbul 1999

WORK EXPERIENCE

Year Place Enroliment
2011 - Spring Bilkent University Part-time Instructor
2009 - Spring University of South Florida Department of  Teaching Assistant
Psychology
2006 - 2008 METU Department of Psychology Project Assistant
2004 - 2006 Ko¢ University Department of Psychology Teaching and Research Assistant

FOREIGN LANGUAGES

Advanced English

PUBLICATIONS

1. Goncd, A. (in press). An integrative review of the social identity analysis of
leadership, and propositions for future research. International Journal of
Management and Business.

207



2. GoOnci, A., Aycan, Z., & Johnson, R. (in press). Effects of paternalistic and
transformational leadership on follower outcomes. International Journal of
Management and Business.

3. Gonci, A. & Sumer, N. (in press). Rejection sensitivity, self-esteem instability,
and relationship outcomes: Mediating role of responsibility attributions.
European Psychologist.

4. Goncl, A., & Aycan, Z., & Johnson, R. E. (2009). Effects of paternalistic and
transformational leadership on follower outcomes. The International Academy
of Management and Business 2009 Fall Conference Proceedings, ISSN 1949-
9094, Istanbul, Turkey, October 12-14.

5. Saboe, K., Eatough, E., Winick, D., Gordon, T., Johnson, R. E., & Génct, A.
(2009). Predicting leadership style preferences via followers’ chronic
motivations. The International Academy of Management and Business 2009 Fall
Conference Proceedings, ISSN 1949-9094, Istanbul, Turkey, October 12-14.

6. Bauer, J., Saboe, K., Cho, E., Yang, L., Johnson, R. E., Erol, T., Génci, A, &
Tan, J. (2009). How prevalent are the different types of organizational justice
research?. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2 (2), 196-198.

7. Goncii, A. (2007). Ise alim siireclerinde etik ve etik dis1 uygulamalar (Ethical
and Unethical Practices in the Recruitment and Selection Processes), Endustriyel
Klinik Psikoloji ve Insan Kaynaklar: Yonetimi (Industrial Clinical Psychology
and Human Resources Management: From Theory to Practice Psychology at
Work Life) (Ed. Tarik Solmus). Beta Yayinlari, Istanbul, Tiirkiye.

HOBBIES

Professional Singing, Movies, Mountain Climbing

208



APPENDIX T

TURKISH SUMMARY

Giris

Hollander’in (1993) ve Hogg, Hains, ve Mason’in (1998) belirttigi gibi, gruplar
varoldukga, liderler de varolur. Liderlik, endlstri ve 6rgut psikolojisi, sosyoloji, ve
isletme gibi alanlarda oldugu kadar, sosyal psikoloji alaninda da 6nemli bir aragtirma
konusudur. Sosyal psikoloji yazini ilk zamanlarda liderlige yol acan kisisel 6zellikler
veya huylara yonelik arastirmalarla giindeme gelmistir (6rn., House & Aditya, 1997,
Yukl, 1981). Ancak, deneysel ¢alismalar kisilerin lider olarak ortaya ¢ikmasinda genel
kisilik 6zelliklerinin etkin olduguna dair gegerli kanit bulamamustir (e.g,, Andersen,
2006; House & Aditya, 1997; Yukl, 1981). Liderlik konusu sosyal psikoloji yazininda
bir stiredir ilgi odag1 olamadiysa da (Fielding & Hogg, 1997), son zamanlarda
takipcilerin liderlik siirecindeki roliinii ve grup bazli siiregleri dikkate alan kuramlar son
zamanlarda ilgi odagi olmustur (6rn., Avolio, Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009; Hogg ve
digerleri, 2006). Son zamanlardaki anlayiga gore, liderlik sadece liderin kisilik veya
davranis ozellikleri ile degil, takipcilerin biligsel ve davranis siiregleri ile de agiklanan
bir konu olmustur.

Avolio ve arkadaglarina gore (2009), liderlik yazininda en ilging ve ihmal
edilmis konulardan biri, takipgilerin liderlik siirecindeki roliidiir. Howell ve Shamir
(2005) takipgilerin benlik siireglerinin ve gruba duyduklar sosyal aidiyet hislerinin

liderin karizmatik olarak algilanmasina katkida bulundugunu énermektedir. Bununla
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paralel olarak, Hogg ve arkadaslar1 (2006), lidere yonelik 6zelliklerin ¢cok fazla
arastirma konusu oldugunu, ancak liderlik siirecini etkileyen daha genis sosyal
stireglerin ¢ok az sayida bilimsel ¢alismada arastirildigin1 savunmaktadir. Pastor, Mayo,
ve Shamir (2007) de takipgilerin kisiliklerinin, lider ile etkilesimlerinin ve i¢sel liderlik
kuramlarinin liderligin olusumuna ve lidere yonelik algilara etkilerinin arastirma
konusu oldugu bilimsel ¢aligmalar yapilmasi konusunda ¢agrida bulunmustur.

Bu gelismelerle paralel olarak, sosyal benlik kuraminin (SBK; Tajfel & Turner,
1979) ve benlik-smiflandirma kuraminin (BSK; Turner, 1985; Turner, Hogg, Oakes,
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) bir uzantisi olan liderligin sosyal benlik kurami (Hogg,
1996) takipgilerin gruba aidiyetinin liderlik siirecinde ana degisken oldugu bir model
Onermektedir. Hogg’un (1996) bu kuramindan sonra liderlik yazini1 6nemli kuramsal ve
bilimsel ¢aligmalara tanik olmustur.

Liderligin sosyal benlik kuraminin (LSBK) temel 6nermesi, takipgilerin grubu
degerler ve normlar agisindan en iyi temsil eden ve grubun en tipik tiyesi olan kisiyi
lider olarak benimseyecegi yoniindedir (Hogg & Hains, 1996). Buna ek olarak, liderin
grubun tipik 6zelliklerini tasimasina yonelik hassasiyetin grupla kendini biiytik dl¢iide
0zdeslestiren ya da aidiyet hissinin yliksek oldugu takipgilerde daha yiiksek olacagi
onerilmektedir (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; Lord & Brown, 2004;
van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg, De Cremer, & Hogg, 2004). Ancak, lider-grup
benzerligi algisini etkileyen durumsal degiskenler vardir. Bunlarin i¢inde grup baglama,

liderlik stili ve takipgilerin giidiileri ve kisilik 6zellikleri yer almaktadir.
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Lord, Brown, Harvey ve Hall (2001) liderin grubun tipik bir tyesi olarak
algilanmasinin hem grubun hem de yapilan isin yapisina gore degisiklik gosterecegini
savunmaktadir. Ornegin, ¢alisan ve miisterilerle kisisel iliskilerin cok dnemli oldugu
hizmet sektoriinde iligki-odakli liderlik tipine sahip bir yoneticinin daha tipik olarak
algilanmasi1 beklenir. Ancak, basar1 ve isin zamaninda tamamlanmasinin odak noktast
oldugu askeri bir baglamda veya bir kurumun arastirma-gelistirme biriminde, is-odakli
liderlik stiline sahip bir liderin daha tipik algilanmasi beklenir.

Grup ve is 6zelliklerine benzer olarak, takipgilerin kiiltiirel yonelimleri de hangi
bireyi lider-grup benzerligi agisindan yiiksek olarak algilayacagini etkilemektedir
(Chong & Thomas, 1997; Gerstner & Day, 1994; Lord et al., 2001). Ornegin,
toplulukgulukta ve gii¢ araliginda yiiksek olan kiiltiirel baglamlarda babacan liderlik
stili yaygindir ve tipik olarak kabul edilmektedir (Aycan, 2006; Erben & Giineser, 2008;
Soylu, 2011; Yukongdi, 2010). Bununla paralel olarak, toplulukguluk egilimi yiiksek
olan takipcilerin babacan liderleri kendi egilimleri ile uyusan bir lidelik stili
sergiledikleri igin lider-grup benzerliginde yiiksek olarak algilamalar1 beklenmektedir
(Aycan, 2006; Gonci, Aycan, & Johnson, 2009; Yukongdi, 2010). Dolaysisiyla,
babacan liderlerin toplulukculuk egiliminde yiiksek olan takipgilerin bireycilik
egilimine sahip takipgilere kiyasla gruba aidiyetlerini daha fazla olumlu yonde
etkilemesi 6ngorulmektedir.

Benzer olarak, takipgilerin giidiisel egilimleri farkli liderlik stillerini

benimsemelerinde etkin olacaktir (McClelland, 1961; Murray, 1955). Ornegin, kisilerin
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yakinlik kurma ihtiyaclari iligki-odakli liderlere kars1 daha olumlu tutumlar
sergilemelerine yol acabilir (McClelland, 1975; Steers, 1987). O ytizden bu tip bireyler
babacan liderleri de ig-odakli liderlere oranla lider-grup benzerliginde daha yiiksek
olarak algilama egiliminde olabilirler. Dolayisiyla, yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci yiiksek olan
kisilerin babacan ve/veya iliski-odakli lidere sahip olmalari durumunda gruba aidiyet
hislerinin ig-odakli lidere sahip olmalari durumundan daha yiiksek olmast
beklenmektedir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, lider-grup benzerligi algisin1 yordayan degiskenleri ve
takipcilerin lider-grup benzerligi algilarinin sonuglarini iki farkli kuramsal model
icerisinde aragtirmaktir. Ayrica, takipgilerin gruba aidiyet hislerinin bu iligkilerdeki
belirleyici rolii de arastirilmaktadir. Ilk modelde, babacan, iliski-odakl1 ve is-odakli
liderlik tiplerinin lider-grup benzerligi algilarina ve takipgilerin gruba aidiyet hislerine
olan etkileri arastirilmistir. Bu iligkilerde takipgilerin toplulukc¢uluk ve bireycilik
egilimleri ile yakinlik kurma, basar1 ve onaylanma ihtiyaci egilimlerinin belirleyici
rolleri analiz edilmistir.

Toplulukguluk egilimi bireycilik egilimine oranla daha yiiksek olan takipgilerin
babacan ve/veya iliski-odakli liderlerle ¢alismalar1 durumunda is-odakli liderlerle
caligmalar1 durumuna oranla lider-grup benzerligi algilarinin ve gruba aidiyet hislerinin
daha yiiksek olacagi 6nerilmektedir. Benzer sekilde, bireycilik egiliminin topluluk¢uluk
egilimine oranla daha yiiksek oldugu takipgilerin is-odakl: liderlik stiline sahip

yoneticilerle ¢alistiklarinda babacan ve /veya iliski-odakli liderlik stiline sahip liderlerle
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caligmalar1 durumuna oranla lider-grup benzerligi algilarinin ve ¢alisma grubuna aidiyet
hislerinin daha yiiksek olacagi tahmin edilmistir.

Benzer sekilde, babacan ve/veya iligki-odakli liderlik tiplerinin takipgilerin
yakinlik ihtiyacinin yiiksek olmasit durumunda lider-grup benzerligi algilarina ve is
grubuna aidiyet hislerine olumlu etkisi olacagi ongoriilmiistiir. Babacan liderlik tipinin
lider-grup benzerligi algis1 ve is grubuna aidiyet hissine takipgilerin onaylanma
ihtiyacna bagli olarak olumlu etkisi olacag varsayilmistir. Is-odakli liderlik tipinin ise
calisanlarin basar ihtiyaci egilimlerine bagli olarak lider-grup benzerligi algilarina ve is
grubuna aidiyetlerine olumlu olarak etki edecegi tahmin edilmistir. Arastirmada yer
alan ilk kuramsal modele yonelik 6nermeler agsagida sunulmustur.

Onerme la: Babacan ve iliski-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler
lider-grup benzerliginde bireycilik egilimine oranla topluluk¢uluk egilimine daha
yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 1b: Babacan ve iliski-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler
bireycilik egilimine oranla toplulukguluk egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan
takipciler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 2a: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde topluluk¢uluk egilimine oranla bireycilik egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede

sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.
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Onerme 2b: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler topluluk¢uluk
egilimine oranla bireycilik egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 3a: Babacan ve iliski-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler
lider-grup benzerliginde yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan
takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 3b: Babacan ve iliski-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler
yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is
grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 4a: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine diisiik seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 4b: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler yakinlik kurma
ithtiyaci egilimine diislik seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet
hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 5a: Babacan liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde onaylanma ihtiyaci egilimine yliksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 5b: Babacan liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler onaylanma
ithtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet

hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.
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Onerme 6a: Is-odakl liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde basari ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda
daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 6b: Is-odakl: liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler basar1 ihtiyaci
egilimine yliksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini
daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Analiz edilen ikinci model, takipgilerin lider-grup benzerligi algilarinin
caliganlara yonelik sonuglarini ortaya ¢ikarmayi amaglamistir. Lider-grup benzerliginin
takipgiler ya da ¢aliganlara yonelik olumlu degiskenleri yordadigi ve bu iliskilerde
takipcilerin is grubuna aidiyet hislerinin olumlu yonde belirleyici rol oynadigi
ongoriilmiistiir. Takipgilere yonelik olumlu sonug degiskenleri grup tiyeligine bagli olan
ve lidere duyulan sosyal kaynakli yakinlik hissi ve kisisel tercih ve benzerliklerden
kaynaklanan bireysel yakinlik hissini igermektedir. Bu degiskenlerin lidere yonelik
etkinlik algilarini, gliven duygusunu olumlu yonde; liderin olumsuz davranislarina
yapilan sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflar1 ise olumsuz yonde etkileyecegi ongdrilmiistiir.
Son olarak, lidere yonelik etkinlik algilarinin ve giiven duygusunun galigsanlarin is
doyumunu ve amir tarafindan degerlendirilen is performansini olumlu yonde
etkileyecegi tahmin edilmistir. Arastirmada test edilen ikinci modele yonelik 6nermeler

asagida sunulmustur.
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Onerme 7: Lider-grup benzerligi algis1 ve calisanlara ydnelik olumlu
degiskenler arasindaki iligkilerde lidere duyulan sosyal ve bireysel kaynakli yakinlik
hisleri olumlu yonde arac1 rol oynayacaktir.

Onerme 8: Lider-grup benzerligi algis1 calisanlarin olumsuz lider davranislarina
yaptiklari sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflart hem direk olarak hem de lidere duyulan
sosyal ve bireysel kaynakli yakinlik tizerindeki etkileri aracilig1 ile olumsuz yonde
etkileyecektir.

Onerme 9: Lider-grup benzerligi algisi ile ¢alisanlara yonelik olumlu sonug
degiskenleri (lidere yonelik etkinlik algisi ve giiven) arasindaki iligkilerde ¢alisanlarin
gruba yonelik aidiyet hisleri olumlu yonde belirleyici olacaktir.

Onerme 10: Lidere yonelik etkinlik algis1 ve giiven, ¢alisanlarin is doyumu ve
amir tarafindan degerlendirilen is performansi ile olumlu yonde iliskili olacaktir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar ve Prosediir

Veriler, bes farkli 6zel sektor kurumunda ve bir kamu tiniversitesinin idari
birimlerinde ¢alisan 581 beyaz yakali ¢alisandan toplanmistir. Verilerin toplandig: 6zel
sektor kuruluslari ingaat (N = 130), finansal ve mimari danismanlik (N = 47), hizmet (N
= 14), ve paslanmaz celik (N = 10) sektorlerinde hizmet vermektedir. Kamu
tiniversitesinde alt1 farkli idari birimden veri toplanmigtir (N = 380). Verilerin
toplandig1 kurumlardaki iist diizey yoneticilerle arastirmaci bizzat iletisim kurmus ve

arastirmanin amaci ve yontemi hakkinda bilgi verilmistir. Sonraki agamada,
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yOneticilerden onay alinmasi durumunda ¢alismanin amaci, konusu ve yontemi
hakkinda kurum ¢alisanlar1 e-posta ile bilgilendirilmislerdir. Olgekleri iceren anketler
aragtirmaci tarafindan calisanlara kapali zarflar i¢erisinde verilmistir. Anketler
verilirken arastirmaci ¢aliganlar1 kapali zarflarda teslim alacagi anketler i¢in teslim tarih
ve saati konusunda bilgilendirmistir.

Calisanlara verilen 1050 anketten 581 tanesi tamamlanmis olarak arastirmaciya
teslim edilmistir. Dolayisiyla geri doniis oran1 %54 tiir. Katilim goniilliiliik esasina
dayanmaktadir ve katilimcilar verilerin gizliligi ve yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla
kulanilacagi konusunda bilgilendirilmistir.

Calisan anketleri on bes farkli 6l¢ek ve demografik degiskenleri igeren farkl bir
boliimden olusmustur. Demografik degiskenler cinsiyet, yas, egitim seviyesi, calisilan
pozisyondaki gorev siiresi, birinci derecedeki amir/yonetici ile ¢aligma siiresi, ¢alisma
saatleri acisindan is tipi (yar1 zamanli veya tam zamanli), kontrat agisindan is tipi
(kadrolu veya sozlesmeli), ¢alisilan sektor, birim ve kurum tipini (¢ok uluslu bir 6zel
sirket, tek bir kisiye ait 6zel sirket, ortaklara ait 6zel sirket, ve diger) icermektedir (bkz.,

Tablo 2.1).

Arastirmaci, ankette ismini vererek dogrudan bagli bulundugu yoneticiden is
performansi degerlendirmesinin alinmasina izin veren ¢alisanlarin bagli bulunduklari
yoneticiler ile bireysel olarak iletisim kurmustur (N = 173). Yonetici anketi bir i
performansi degerlendirme Slgegi ile demografik bilgilerin alindig1 boliimden
olusmaktadir. 581 katilimcidan 173 katilimci yoneticilerinin degerlendirmesinin
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Tablo 2.1 Katilimeilarin demografik 6zellikleri

Ortalama SS Arahk N %
Yas 36.01 9.97 18 -84
Cinsiyet
Erkek - - - 294 57.1
Kadin - - - 191 37.1
Egitim Seviyesi
Ilkokul - - - 26 5.0
Lise - - - 117 22.7
Y tiksekokul - - - 72 14.0
Universite - - - 191 37.1
Yiiksek Lisans - - - 56 10.3
Doktora - - - 5 1.0
Gorev Siiresi (y1l olarak) 5.16 5.97 0.25-30 - -
Amirle/Y 6netici ile Calisma
Siiresi (y1l olarak) 3.65 4,32 0.25-25 - -
Sektor
Egitim - - - 315 61.2
Insaat - - - 129 25.0
Paslanmaz Celik - - - 10 1.9
Hizmet - - - 14 2.7
Danigmanlik - - - 47 9.1

alinmasina izin vermistir (Nxamu = 47; Nz = 126). On dort yonetici performans

degerlendirmesi yapmay1 reddetmistir. Dolayisiyla, amir tarafindan degerlendirilen is

performansi verisi 159 kisi ile sinirli kalmistir. Arastirmanin ana degiskenleri liderlik

stili, lider-grup benzerligi ve ¢alisanlarin is grubuna aidiyet hisleri oldugundan, son
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analizlerde yalnizca dogrudan bagli bulundugu ydnetici ile en az ii¢ aydir beraber
calisan katilimcilarin verileri kullanilmistir. Analizlerin yapildigi ana 6rneklem 515
caligsan ve 159 yoneticiden olugmaktadir.
Kullanilan Olgiim Araclar

Lider-grup benzerligi. Lider-grup benzerligi van Knippenberg ve van
Knippenberg’in (2005) bes maddeden olusan 6lgegi ve arastirmaci tarafindan Tiirkge
olarak gelistirilen on maddelik 6lgek ile dl¢iilmiistiir. van Knippenberg ve van
Knippenberg’in (2005) 6lgeginden 6rnek bir madde olarak “Bagli bulundugum yonetici
is grubumun iiyelerinin tipik bir temsilcisidir” verilebilir. Aragtirmaci tarafindan
gelistirilen maddelerden birine 6rnek olarak “Genel olarak, amirim bende bizden (ben
ve is grubu tiyelerinden) biri oldugu izlenimi yaratmaktadir” maddesi verilebilir.
Katilimcilar maddelere yonelik goriislerini “1 = kesinlikle katilmiyorum” ve “5 =

kesinlikle katiliyorum” arasinda degisen 5’11 Likert tipi 6l¢ekle degerlendirmislerdir.

Caligsanlarin is grubuna aidiyet hissi. Calisanlarin aidiyet hisleri Goncl ve
arkadaslar1 (2009) tarafindan modifiye edilen Mael ve Ashforth’un (1992) bes

maddeden olusan kurumsal aidiyet 6l¢egi ile Ol¢tilmiistiir.

Babacan liderlik. Babacan liderlik tipi Aycan’in (2006) 21 maddelik 6lgegi ile

Olclilmiistiir.

Iliski-odakl ve is-odakl liderlik. Fleishman’in (1953) Liderlik Diisiincesi

Anketi (LDA) ile dlgiilmiistiir. 40 maddelik anketin 20 maddesi ¢alisanlarin iliski-
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odakl1 liderlik tipine, 20 maddesi ise is-odakli liderlik tipine yonelik algilarin

arastirmaktadir.

Toplulukguluk/bireycilik. Triandis ve Gelfand’in (1998) 16 maddeden olusan

Olcegi ile Olgiilmistiir.

Giidiisel egilimler. Yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci, onaylanma ihtiyaci ve basari
ihtiyaci egilimleri Demirutku (2000) tarafindan gelistirilen ve sonradan Aydin (2002)

tarafindan revize edilen Gésterilen Thtiyaglar Olgegi ile 6lgiilmiistiir.

Lidere duyulan sosyal kaynakli yakinlik. Arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen 8

maddelik Olcek ile o¢lilmiistiir.

Lidere duyulan kisisel yakinlik. Hogg ve Hains (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen {i¢

maddelik 6l¢ek maddeleri ile 6l¢iilmiistiir.

Lidere yonelik genel etkinlik algilart . Lidere yonelik genel etkinlik algilari
calisanlarin lidere yonelik etkinlik algis1 ve lidere giiven olarak tanimlanmaistir.
Calisanlarn lidere yonelik etkinlik algis: van Knippenberg ve van Knippenberg’in
(2005) bes maddelik dlgegi ile, ¢alisanlarin lidere duydugu giiven ise Inelmen (2006)

tarafindan gelistirilen ve sekiz maddeden olusan “amire giiven 6l¢egi” ile dl¢iilmiistiir.

Lider davranislarina yonelik atiflar. Lider davranislarina yonelik atiflar

Fincham ve Bradbury (1992) tarafindan gelistirilen iliski Atiflar1 Olgegi’nin
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degistirilmis iki maddesi ve aragtirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen dort madde ile

Olctilmiistiir.

Is Doyumu. Calisanlarin is doyumu Kunin’in (1955) gelistirdigi tek maddelik

yiiz 6l¢egi ile Sl¢lilmiistiir.

Is performans. Beffort ve Hattrup’un (2003) Karakurum (2005) tarafindan
Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan ve Bilgi¢ ve arkadaslar1 (2010) tarafindan revize edilen on bir

maddelik is perfromans1 6lgegi ile dl¢lilmiistiir.
Bulgular
Belirleyici Coklu Regresyon Analizi (BCRA) Sonuclar:

Aragtirmada yer ala nana degiskenlere yonelik tanimlayici istatistikler Tablo

3.1’de sunulmustur.

Amirle caligsma siiresi ana degiskenlerden lider-grup benzerligi (r = -.14, p <
.05), galisanlarin is grubuna aidiyet hissi (r = -.10, p <.05), lidere duyulan given (r = -
.14, p < .01), liderin olumlu davranislarina yapilan sorumluluk atiflar (r = -.10, p <
.05), is doyumu (r = -.10, p <.05), amir/y0netici tarafindan degerlendirilen is
performansi (r = .16, p < .05) ve is grubundaki kisi sayis1 (r = .14, p < .05) ile anlaml
derecede iliskide oldugundan tiim ¢oklu regresyon analizleri amirle ¢aligma siiresi ve is
grubundaki kisi sayisi1 degiskenleri kontrol edilerek yapilmistir. Belirleyici coklu

regresyon analizi sonuglart Tablo 3.3’de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 3.1 Arastirmada yer alan degiskenlere yonelik tanimlayici istatistikler

_Degisken Ortalama S.S. Min. Maks.
Yas 36.13 10.07 18 84
Calisma grubundaki kisi sayisi 11.13 11.14 3 65
Yonetici ile beraber ¢alisma siiresi (y1l olarak) 3.59 4,34 .25 25
Lider-grup benzerligi 3.33 .83 1.00 5.00
Calisanlarin is grubuna aidiyet hissi 3.83 .64 1.80 5.00
Babacan liderlik tipi” 3.31 75 1.00 5.00
iliski-odakl liderlik tipi~ 3.14 75 1.17 4.83
Is-odakl: liderlik tipi~ 3.49 .53 1.82 5.00
Toplulukguluk egilimi 411 43 2.50 5.00
Bireycilik egilimi 3.51 .56 2.00 5.00
Yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimi 4.15 .46 2.00 5.00
Onaylanma ihtiyac1 egilimi 3.38 .52 1.78 4.89
Gu¢ sahibi olma ihtiyac1 egilimi 3.25 .68 1.00 5.00
Basart ihtiyaci egilimi 4.16 51 1.00 5.00
Lidere yonelik sosyal kaynakli yakinlik hissi 244 .85 1.00 4.83
Lidere yonelik kisisel yakinlik hissi 3.11 .99 1.00 5.00
Calisanlarin lidere yonelik etkinlik algilari 3.64 1.03 1.00 5.00
Lidere duyulan giiven 3.49 .85 1.00 5.00
Liderin olumsuz davranislari ig¢in yapilan
nedensel atiflar 2.88 .83 1.00 5.00
Liderin olumsuz davranislari i¢in yapilan
sorumluluk atiflar 2.47 .92 1.00 5.00
Liderin olumlu davramiglari i¢in yapilan
nedensel atiflar 3.11 .57 1.00 4.67
Liderin olumlu davranislari i¢in yapilan
sorumluluk atiflar 3.07 .67 1.00 4.83
Calisanlarin is doyumu 4.97 1.52 1.00 7.00
Dogrudan bagli bulunan amir tarafindan
degerlendirilen is performansi” 3.79 .64 1.73 491
Calisanlarin yaptiklari is performansi
degerlendirmesi’ 4.06 50 1.00 5.00

Not. ~ Babacan liderlik tipi, iliski-odakli ve is-odakli liderlik tipleri, dogrudan baglh bulunan amir
tarafindan degerlendirilen is performansi ve galisanlarin yaptiklari is performansi degerlendirmeleri “1 =
Hig bir zaman” ve “5 = Her zaman” arasinda degisen 5’li Likert tipi dlgek ile dl¢iilmiistiir. Is doyumunu
Olgen yiiz dlgeginde 1 ile 7 arasinda degisen 6l¢ek kullanilmistir. Diger tiim degiskenler “1 = Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum” ve “5 = Kesinlikle katiltyorum” arasinda degisen 5 aralikli 6lgek ile 6lgiilmiistiir.

Onerme 1a’da éngériildiigii gibi, toplulukguluk egilimi yiiksek olan ¢alisanlar,
babacan liderlerle ¢alistiktiklarinda liderlerini lider-grup benzerliginde toplulukguluk

egiliminde diisiik olan katilimcilara oranla daha yiiksek olarak algilama eglimindedirler
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Tablo 3.3 Calisanlarin toplulukguluk ve bireycilik egilimlerinin ve giidiisel

egilimlerinin liderlik stili ve lider-grup benzerligi ile ¢alisanlarin is grubuna aidiyeti

iliskisindeki belirleyici rollerine yonelik BCRA sonuglari

Bagimh Degisken B stp T R? R? F F
degisimi degisimi

Bagimlh Degisken: Lider-Grup Benzerligi
1. Adim Amirle Calisma Siiresi (Kontrol -00 -14"  -319  .020 10.208™
Degiskeni)

Is Grubundaki Kisi Sayis1 (Kontrol -00 -.06 -129  .023 .003 5.953" 1.683™
Degiskeni)
2. Adim Babacan Liderlik (Bagimsiz 78 707 2230™ 505 482 173.604™"  497.365™"
Degisken)
3. Adim Toplulukguluk (Belirleyici 16 .09 281" 512 008" 1339207  7.868™
Degisken)
4. Adim Babacan Lidelik x Toplulukguluk A5 077" 2317 517 0057 109.107""  5.319™
Bagimh Degisken: Lider-Grup Benzerligi
1. Adim Amirle Calisma Siiresi (Kontrol -00 -14" 319  .020 10.208™
Degiskeni)

Is Grubundaki Kisi Sayisi1 (Kontrol -00 -06  -1.29 .023 .003 5.953" 1.683™
Degiskeni)
2. Adim Babacan Liderlik (Bagimsiz 78 70" 22.30™ 505 482 173.604™"  497.365™"
Degisken)
3. Adim Bireycilik (Belirleyici Degisken) 02 01 43 505 .000 130.041" 184
4. Adim Babacan Lidelik x Bireycilik A9 1177 3557 517 01277 108.906"" 12569
Bagimh Degisken: Lider-Grup Benzerligi
1. Adim Amirle Calisma Siiresi (Kontrol -00 -14"  -319  .020 10.208™
Degiskeni)

Is Grubundaki Kisi Sayis1 (Kontrol -00 -.06 -129  .023 .003 5.953" 1.683™
Degiskeni)
2. Adim Is-Odakli Liderlik (Bagimsiz A48 3277 77277 125 102" 24.284™" 59,585
Degisken)
3. Adim Bireycilik (Belirleyici Degisken) .04 .03 .59 125 .001 18.277 .349
4. Adim is-Odakli Lidelik x Bireycilik 20 .09 215" 133 .008" 15.654"" 4.637
Bagimh Degisken: Cahsanlarin is
Grubuna Aidiyet Hissi
1. Adim Amirle Calisma Siiresi (Kontrol
Degiskeni) -00 -10° -2.28"" 010 5.184"

Is Grubundaki Kisi Sayis1 (Kontrol .00 .09 1.93 .017 .007 4.472" 3.733
Degiskeni)
2. Adim is-Odakli Liderlik (Bagimsiz 34 287 6587 094 077 17.660""  43.298™"
Degisken)
3. Adim Calisanlarin Yakinlik Duyma
ihtiyac1 (Belirleyici Degisken) 46 347 821" 200 1067 31.820™"  67.412°7
4, Adim Is-Odakl Lidelik x Calisanlari
Yakinlik Duyma ihtiyac 23 10" 2517 210 .010" 26.983™ 6.311"

Not. p<.05, p<.0l; p<.001
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(AR? = .005, F(1, 511) = 109.107, 8= .07, p < .01). Ilgin¢ olarak, analizler bireycilik
egilimi yiiksek olan c¢alisanlarin da, babacan liderlerle calistiktiklarinda liderlerini lider-
grup benzerliginde bireycilik egiliminde diisiik olan katilimcilara oranla daha yiiksek
olarak algilama egliminde olduklarini gdstermistir (AR? = .012, F(1, 511) = 108.906, A
=.11, p <.001). Ancak Onerme 1a’nin ikinci kisminda dngériilenin aksine,
toplulukguluk egilimi yiiksek olan ¢alisanlar, iligki-odakli liderlerle ¢alistiktiklarinda
liderlerini lider-grup benzerliginde toplulukguluk egiliminde diisiik olan katilimcilara

oranla daha yuksek olarak algilama egliminde degildirler.

Babacan ve iligski-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler bireycilik
egilimine oranla topluluk¢uluk egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecegini éneren Onerme 1b bu
orneklemden elde edilen verilerle dogrulanmamistir. Ancak, Onerme 2a’da belirtilen is-
odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin lider-grup benzerliginde
topluluk¢uluk egilimine oranla bireycilik egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan
takipciler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacagi yargisi bu veri ile dogrulanmistir

(AR? =.008, F(1, 511) = 15.654, #= .09, p < .05).

Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin toplulukguluk egilimine
oranla bireycilik egilimine daha yliksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is
grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecegini 6ngéren Onerme 2b

dogrulanmamistir. Ayni sekilde, babacan ve iliski-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak
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algilanan liderlerin lider-grup benzerliginde yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek
seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacagi hipotezi de
dogrulanmamistir. Babacan ve iligki-odakli liderlikte yiliksek olarak algilanan liderler de
yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is
grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkilememektedir. is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek
olarak algilanan liderlerin lider-grup benzerliginde yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine
diisiik seviyede sahip olan takipciler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaklari
ongoriisii de dogrulanmamustir. Is-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin
yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egiliminde diisiik seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda yuksek
seviyede sahip olanlara oranla is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecegi
6nermesi ise tersi yonde desteklenmistir (AR? = .010, F(1, 479) = 26.983, #= .10, p <
.05). Is-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci
egiliminde yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda diisiik seviyede sahip olanlara
oranla is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyedigi bulunmustur.

Babacan liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin lider-grup benzerliginde
onaylanma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha
yiiksek olarak algilanacagimi dngdren Onerme 5a da dogrulanmamustir. Babacan
liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin onaylanma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek
seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu
etkileyegi, is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderlerin lider-grup

benzerliginde basari ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda
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daha yuksek olarak algilanacaklari, son olarak da is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak
algilanan liderlerin basari ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecekleri 6nermeleri de aragtirma
verileri tarafindan dogrulanmamagtir.
Araci Analizleri Sonuclar

Lider-grup benzerligi ve olumlu ¢alisan sonuglart arasindaki iliskilerde yer alan
araci degiskenlerin etkileri AMOS 5.0 programu ile yapilan yol analizleri ile
incelenmistir. Sonuglar, lider-grup benzerliginin lidere duyulan sosyal yakinlik ile
olumsuz, ancak lidere duyulan kisisel yakinlik ile olumlu iligkide oldugunu gostermistir.
Lidere duyulan kisisel yakinlik ise lidere yonelik etkinlik algisi ve lidere duyulan giiven
ile olumlu iligkilidir. Benzer sekilde, ¢alisanlarin lidere duydugu giiven, amir tarafindan
degerlendirilen is performansi ile olumlu iligkilidir. Liderlerini etkin olarak algilayan ve
liderlerine ya da beraber ¢alistiklar1 amirlere giiven duyan ¢alisanlarin olumsuz lider
davraniglarina yonelik yaptiklari sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflarin, liderlerini etkin
olarak algilamayan ve liderlerine giivenleri diisiik seviyede olan ¢alisanlara oranla daha
az oldugu da bulgular arasindadir. Son olarak, lider-grup benzerliginin liderin olumsuz
davraniglari i¢in yapilan sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflara olan olumsuz etkisi, is grubuna
aidiyet hisleri yuksek seviyede olan ¢alisanlar arasinda daha diisiik seviyede olan
calisanlara oranla daha yiiksek olarak bulunmustur. Onermelere yonelik bulgular, Tablo

3.7°de 6zetlenmistir.
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Tablo 3.7 Onermelere yonelik bulgularin 6zet tablosu

Onerme

Sonug

Onerme 1a: Babacan ve iliski-odakl: liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde bireycilik egilimine oranla topluluk¢uluk egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan
takipciler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 1b: Babacan ve iliski-odakl: liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler bireycilik egilimine
oranla toplulukguluk egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet
hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 2a: Is-odakl liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup benzerliginde
toplulukguluk egilimine oranla bireycilik egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler
arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 2b: Is-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler toplulukculuk egilimine oranla
bireycilik egilimine daha yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini
daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 3a: Babacan ve iliski-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup
benzerliginde yakinlik kurma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha
yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 3b: Babacan ve iliski-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler yakinlik kurma
ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda ig grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha
olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 4a: Is-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup benzerliginde yakinlik
kurma ihtiyaci egilimine diisiik seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak
algilanacaktir.

Onerme 4b: Is-odakl1 liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler yakinlik kurma ihtiyac1 egilimine
diisiik seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda is grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 5a: Babacan liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup benzerliginde onaylanma
ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 5b: Babacan liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler onaylanma ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek
seviyede sahip olan takipg¢iler arasinda ig grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 6a: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler lider-grup benzerliginde basar1
ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda daha yiiksek olarak algilanacaktir.

Onerme 6b: Is-odakli liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilanan liderler basar1 ihtiyaci egilimine yiiksek
seviyede sahip olan takipgiler arasinda ig grubuna aidiyet hislerini daha olumlu etkileyecektir.

Onerme 7: Lider-grup benzerligi algisi ve ¢alisanlara yonelik olumlu degiskenler arasindaki
iliskilerde lidere duyulan sosyal ve bireysel kaynakli yakinlik hisleri olumlu yonde araci rol
oynayacaktir.

Onerme 8: Lider-grup benzerligi algisi ¢alisanlarin olumsuz lider davranislarina yaptiklar:
sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflar1 hem direk olarak hem de lidere duyulan sosyal ve bireysel kaynakli
yakinlik {izerindeki etkileri aracilig1 ile olumsuz yonde etkileyecektir.

Onerme 9: Lider-grup benzerligi algisi ile ¢alisanlara yonelik olumlu sonug degiskenleri (lidere
yonelik etkinlik algis1 ve giiven) arasindaki iliskilerde ¢alisanlarin gruba yonelik aidiyet hisleri
olumlu yénde belirleyici olacaktir.

Onerme 10: Lidere yénelik etkinlik algis1 ve giiven, ¢aliganlarm is doyumu ve amir tarafindan
degerlendirilen is performansi ile olumlu yonde iliskili olacaktir.

Not. D = Tam olarak desteklendi, ~D = Kismi olarak desteklendi, -D = Desteklenmedi.
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Tartisma
Kuramsal Katkilar

Bu ¢alismanin ilgili yazina en 6nemli katkilarindan birinin, lider-grup
benzerligini yordayan degiskenleri arastirmak oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Babacan, iliski-
odakl1 ve ig-odakl1 liderlik tiplerinin lider-grup benzerligine olan etkileri ve bu
iliskilerde ¢alisanlarin kiiltiirel ve giidiisel egilimlerinin belirleyici rolleri aragtirilmistir.
Liderlikte kalttre 6zel bir yaklasim olan babacan liderlik ile iliski-odakli ve is-odakli
liderlik gibi tim kilturlerde var olan iki genel liderlik tipinin birarada arastirilmasinin
yazina 6nemli bir katkisi oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Calismanin yazina bir diger katkisi, yazinda simdiye kadar arastirilan diger
sonu¢ degiskenlerinin aksine, liderin olumsuz davranislari i¢in yapilan sorumluluk ve
nedensel atiflarin ¢alisanlarin lider-grup benzerligi algilarinin bir sonucu olarak bagimli
degiskenler olarak arastirilmasidir. Calisanlarin lider davranislar i¢in yaptiklar1 atiflar
bu zamana kadar yazinda yeterince yer almamisti ve bazi aragtirmacilar bu konuda
caligmalar yapilmasi i¢in ¢agrida bulunmuslardi (6rn., Martinko ve digerleri, 2011;
Martinko ve digerleri, 2007). Bu ¢alismanin ilgili yazina bir katkisi, ¢alisanlarin lider-
grup benzerligi algilarinin hem olumsuz hem de olumlu lider davraniglarina yaptiklari
atiflar1 ve bu atiflarin sonucu olarak is doyumlarin1 ve amirler tarafindan degerlendirilen
is performanslarini aragtirmaktir. Calisanlarin olumlu lider davranislari i¢in yaptiklari

sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflarin is doyumlarina anlamli derecede etki ettigi bulunamasa
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da, aciklayaci analizler ¢alisanlarin olumsuz lider davraniglari i¢in yaptiklar: sorumluluk

ve nedensel atiflarin is doyumlarina anlamli derecede etki ettigini gostermistir.

Uygulamaya Yonelik Onermeler

Bu ¢alismanin yoneticilere yonelik olarak kurumlardaki ve/veya sosyal
gruplardaki uygulamalar konusunda énermeleri olacaktir. Tlk olarak, babacan liderlik
tipi ile gcalisanlarin lider-grup benzerligi algilari arasindaki olumlu iliskide ¢alisanlarin
hem toplulukguluk hem de bireycilik egilimlerinin olumlu yonde belirleyici rol oynadig
bulgusu, babacan liderlerin sahip olduklari farkli 6zellikler araciligi ile her iki egilimde
de yiksek olan c¢alisanlar tizerinde olumlu yonde etkili olabileceklerini gostermistir.
Ornegin, babacan liderler is yerinde bir aile ortami yaratma 6zellikleri ile toplulukguluk
egiliminde yiiksek olan ¢alisanlara hitap ediyor olabilirler. Calisanlarla kisisel iliskiler
kurma ve yol gosterici liderler olma 6zellikleri ile de bireycilik egiliminde yiiksek olan
calisanlar1 motive edebilirler.

Benzer olarak, is-odakli liderlerin 6zellikle bireycilik egiliminde ytiksek olan
caliganlar1 olumlu yonde motive ettikleri ve ¢alisanlarin lider-grup benzerligi algilarin
arttirdiklar goriilmiistiir. Ozellikle TUrkiye’de geng yastaki calisanlarm bireycilik
egiliminin giderek arttig1 bulgusu géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda (6rn., Aycan ve
digerleri., 2000), bu bulgu geng yastaki ¢alisanlarin yoneticilerine yonelik 6nemli bir

bulgudur. Bu baglamda, kurumlardaki lider ve/veya yoneticilerin ¢alisanlarin baskin
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ve/veya yaygin kiiltiirel egilimleri konusunda hassasiyet ve farkindalik gostermeleri
onerilmektedir.

Calisanlarin lider-grup benzerligi algilari ile lidere yonelik etkinlik algilart,
lidere duyduklari giiven, is doyumlari ve liderin olumsuz davranislari igin yaptiklari
diisiik derecede sorumluluk ve nedensel atiflar aralarindaki giiclii iliskiler géz oniine
alindiginda ¢alisanlarin amir ve/veya liderlerini kendilerinden biri ve ait olduklart is
gruplarinin tipik bir temsilcisi olarak goérdikleri zaman hem lideri daha ¢ok
benimsediklerine hem de sahip olduklar1 ise yonelik tutumlarinin daha olumlu olduguna
isaret etmektedir. Bu bulgunun diger iki 6nemli 6nermesi de olacaktir. Birinci olarak,
hem sosyal icerikli (6rn., siyasi partiler ve/veya sivil toplum kuruluslar1) hem de kar
amacl kurumlarda (6rn., isyerleri, 6zel ve/veya kamu sektorlerinde ¢alisan kurumlar)
lider ve/veya yoneticileri disaridan atamak yerine, ¢calisma grubunun igerisinden
yetistirme ve atamanin 6nemi goriilmektedir. Lideri ve/veya yoneticiyi ¢alisma
grubunun iginden atayarak, takipcilerin lideri sahiplenme ve giiven duygulari
arttirilabilir. Ikinci olarak, bu uygulamayi saglikli yapabilmek ve ¢alisma grubu
icerisinden yonetici ve/veya lider pozisyonu igin en uygun kisiyi atayabilmek igin
kurumlardaki yoneticilerin lider yetistirmeye yonelik olarak etkin ve bilimsel bazli

egitimlere agirlik vermeleri gerekmektedir.
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Yontemsel A¢idan Giiglii Yonler, Stimrhilhiklar ve Gelecekteki Arastirmalara
Yonelik Onermeler

Bu aragtirmanin yontem agisindan gii¢lii yonlerinden biri olarak ¢alisanlarin is
performansina yonelik verilerin dogrudan bagli bulunulan amirlerden alinmasi
gosterilebilir. Bu sekildeki bir arastirma yontemi, ¢alisanlarin kendi is performanslarini
baskalarindan daha olumlu yonde degerlendirme egilimleri oldugu g6z 6niinde
bulunduruldugunda, daha gergek¢i ve saglikli verilere ulagilmasini saglamaktadir (6rn.,
Martinko ve digerleri, 2009). Arastirmada ¢alisanlardan da kendi is performanslarina
yonelik degerlendirmeler alinmis ve Tablo 3.1’°de goriilebilecegi gibi, dogrudan bagh
bulunduklar1 yéneticilerin yaptigi performans degerlendirmelerine oranla bu
degerlendirmelerin daha yiiksek ortalamalara sahip olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.

Bunun yaninda, baz1 6lgekler ilk kez Tiirkge diline ¢evirilmis ve say1 olarak az
olmakla beraber bazi degiskenlere yonelik 0lcekler ilk kez Tirkce olarak gelistirilmistir.
Ornegin, ¢alisanlarin lidere ve/veya yoneticiye duydugu sosyal kaynakli ve/veya ayni
grubun Gyesi olmaktan kaynaklanan yakinlik 6lgegi ilk kez ve Tiirkge olarak
gelistirilmistir. Lider-grup benzerligi algis1 kavrami igin de van Knippenberg ve van
Knippenberg’in (2005) bes maddeden olusan dl¢egine ek olarak Tiirkge maddeler
gelistirilmistir. Faktor analizi ve i¢ tutathilik analizleri, aragtirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen
maddelerin van Knippenberg ve van Knippenberg’in (2005) dlgek maddelerinden daha
giivenilir ve tutarli oldugunu goéstermistir. Calisanlarin liderin hem olumlu hem de

olumsuz davraniglarina yaptiklari atiflar da yazinda ilk kez 6l¢iilmiis ve bu atiflarin
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calisanlarla ilgili diger 6nemli degiskenlere (6rn., is doyumu) olan etkileri
arastirilmastir.

Son olarak ¢aligsma, goreceli olarak yiiksek sayida 6rnekleme ulagsmayi
basarmistir. Ayrica, hem 6zel sektér hem de kamu sektoriinde yer alan ¢alisanlardan
veri toplanmasinin da bulgularin gegerlilik ve giivenirligini arttirmis oldugu
soylenebilir.

Ancak bu arastirmada da yontemsel agidan bazi sinirliliklar bulunmaktadir.
Birinci olarak, dogrudan bagli bulunan amirden alinan is performansi digindaki tiim
degiskenlere ait veriler ¢alisanlarin kendilerinden alinmistir. Dolayistyla, ayni
kaynaktan veri alinmasi degiskenlerin daha olumlu yonde iliskili olarak bulunmasina
yol agmis olabilir. Gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalarda liderlik tipi ve liderlik algilarina
yonelik diger degiskenlere ait verilerin liderin ve/veya yoneticinin kendisinden alinmasi
diistiniilebilir (Ayman, Karabik, & Morris, 2009). Bu 6nermeye uygun olarak, Ayman
ve arkadaslar1 (2009) liderlerin kendi yonetim ve/veya liderlik stilleri konusunda galisan
ve/veya takipcilerinden daha fazla farkindalik gésterdiklerini savunmustur.

Diger bir sinirlilik, lidere duyulan sosyal kaynakli yakinligin 6l¢iim yontemi ve
kavramsal gecerliligi ile ilgilidir. Daha dnce belirtildigi gibi, lidere duyulan sosyal
kaynakl1 yakinlik yazinda heniiz bu kavrami 6l¢en bir 6l¢tim aract bulunamadigindan
arastirmaci tarafindan gelistirilen maddeler ile 6l¢tilmiistiir. Her ne kadar gelistirilen
maddeler Hogg’un (2001) bu kavram i¢in yaptig1 tanim dogrultusunda gelistirilmis olsa

da, ozellikle arastirmada yer alan 6rneklemdeki katilimcilar tarafindan bu kavram lidere
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duyulan kigisel yakinligin tam tersi olarak algilanmis olabilir. Nitekim, sosyal kaynakli
yakinlik i¢in gelistirilen ve ters yonde kodlanan maddelerden birinin faktor
analizlerinde kisisel yakinlik 6lgeginin maddeleri ile beraber gruplandigi goriilmiistiir.
Ileride yapilacak olan ¢alismalarda lidere duyulan sosyal kaynakl1 ve/veya ayn1 gruba
mensup olmaktan kaynaklanan yakinlik kavrami betimleyici yontemlerle arastirilabilir.
Boyle bir yaklasim, kavramin bireyler i¢in ne ifade ettigi ve lidere duyulan kisisel
yakinliktan hangi yonlerde ayrildigi konularinda arastirmacilara ve yazina 11k
tutacaktir.

Ileride yapilacak calismalar igin bir diger 6neri, 6zellikle babacan liderligin
calisanlara yonelik olumlu sonuglarla iliskilerinde bu arastirmada yer alan ¢alisanlarin
toplulukguluk egilimi disindaki kiiltiirel egilimlerin belirleyici roliiniin arastirilmasidir.
Bu egilimlerin baginda da, babacan liderligin olumlu yonde iligkili oldugu bilinen gug
araligi egilimi gelmektedir (Yukongdi, 2010). Gelecek c¢aligmalar igin son bir 6neri,
babacan liderligin farkl 6zelliklerinin (is yerinde aile ortami yaratma, calisanlarin 6zel
hayatlari ile ilgilenme, ¢alisanlarla birebir ilgilenme, sadakat beklentisi ve statii farkini
koruma) calisanlar iizerindeki etkilerinin ayr1 ayr1 arastirilmasi olacaktir. Ornek vermek
gerekirse, Soylu (2011) Turkiye’de yaptig1 bir ¢alismada babacan liderligin is yerinde
aile ortami1 yaratma, ¢alisanlarin 6zel hayatlar ile ilgilenme ve ¢alisanlarla birebir
ilgilenme 6zelliklerinin galisanlarin is yerinde zorbalik davranislari gostermeleri ile
olumsuz; ancak sadakat beklentisi ve statii farkini koruma 6zelliklerinin ¢alisanlarin bu

davraniglari ile olumlu yonde iliskili oldugunu bulmustur. Bu ylzden, babacan liderlik
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tipini tanimlayan farkli 6zelliklerin calisanlara yonelik etkilerinin birbirlerinden

bagimsiz olarak arastirilmasi ve analiz edilmesi ilgili yazina katkida bulunabilir.
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