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ABSTRACT

GENDER-CONGRUENT LEADERSHIP STYLE AND PREJUDICED
PERSONALITY IN RELATION WITH JOB/LEADER SATISFACTION AND
TRUST

Diizgiin, Meltem
M.S. Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Yonca Toker

September 2019, 107 pages

Prejudice toward leaders might be problematic for employees and organizations
because of its negative consequences for employees like lower job satisfaction or
leader satisfaction. One of the reasons which can cause prejudiced attitudes toward
leaders is the mismatch between gender roles and the leadership style displayed, as
according to role congruity theory, employees expect their leaders to show behaviors
consistent with their gender roles in society (Eagly & Karau, 2002). According to
Altemeyer (1998), there are two personality types which have strong correlations with
prejudice; Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation
(SDO). Altemeyer stated that these two personality traits are the reason for many kinds
of prejudice including prejudice toward women. For that reason, it was expected that
those personalities would interact with gender congruent and incongruent leadership
styles in predicting job-, organization-, and leader-related outcomes of employees.
Data were collected from 332 employees and moderated regression analyses were
performed. Results of the current study showed that, hypothesis were partially

supported for male leaders, while, hypothesis for women leaders were not supported
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in general. On the one hand, follower RWA and SDO did interact with the leadership
style of male leaders in a way that more prejudiced personalities had more positive
outcomes when their leader displayed a role congruent leadership style. On the other
hand, having a gender role congruent women leader had positive effects on the levels
of follower job satisfaction, organizational commitment, leader satisfaction and trust
in the leader, while having a gender role incongruent women leader had negative

effects on those outcomes, regardless of the employees’ RWA and SDO levels.

Keywords: Role Congruity, Right Wing Authoritarianism, Social Dominance

Orientation, Leadership, Job/ Leader Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment, Trust
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TOPLUMSAL CINSIYET UYUMLU LIDERLIK STIiLi VE ONYARGILI
KiSILiGIN iS/LIDER TATMINi VE GUVEN iLE iLiSKiSi

Diizgiin, Meltem
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolimii

Tez Danismani: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yonca Toker

Eyliil 2019, 107 sayfa

Liderlere yonelik 6nyargilar, diisiik is tatmini veya lider memnuniyeti gibi ¢alisanlar
icin olumsuz sonuglarindan dolay1 calisanlar ve organizasyonlar igin sorun
olusturmaktadir. Rol uyumu teorisine gore, liderlere kars1 6nyargili davranisa neden
olabilecek sebeplerden biri de ¢alisanlarin liderlerinden toplumdaki cinsiyet rolleriyle
tutarli davraniglar gostermelerini beklerken, liderlerin cinsiyet rolleri ile liderlik tarzi
arasindaki uyumsuz davranislar gostermesidir (Eagly & Karau, 2002). Altemeyer'e
(1998) gore, onyargiyla giiclii korelasyonu olan iki kisilik tipi vardir ve bunlar Sag
Kanat Yetkeciligi (SKY) ve Sosyal Baskinlik Yoénelimi’dir (SBY). Altemeyer, bu iki
kisilik 6zelliginin, kadinlara yonelik dnyargilar1 da igeren bircok dnyarginin nedeni
oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu nedenle, bu kisiliklerin ¢alisanlarin is, organizasyon ve
liderle ilgili sonuglarinin 6ngoriilmesinde cinsiyet uyumlu ve uyumsuz liderlik
stilleriyle etkilesime girmesi beklenmistir. Veriler 332 calisandan toplanmis ve
diizenleyici regresyon analizleri yapilmistir. Mevcut ¢alismanin sonuglari, erkek lider
icin kismen desteklenirken, kadin liderler i¢in genel olarak desteklenmemistir. Bir
taraftan, takipcinin SKY ve SBY'sinin, erkek liderlerin liderlik tarzi ile etkilesime

girerek, liderlerinin cinsiyet roliine uygun bir liderlik tarzi sergilediginde daha
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onyargil kisilerin daha olumlu sonuglara sahip olmasini sagladigini gdstermistir.
Diger taraftan, SKY ve SBY diizeylerinden bagimsiz olarak, ¢alisanlarin toplumsal
cinsiyet roliine uygun bir kadin lidere sahip olmasinin, is tatmini, orgiitsel baglilik,
lider memnuniyeti ve liderin giiven diizeyinin olumlu etkilendigi bulunurken,
toplumsal cinsiyet roliine uymayan kadin lidere sahip olmanin bu sonuglar iizerinde

olumsuz etkilere neden oldugu goézlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Rol Uyumu, Sag Kanat Yetkeciligi, Sosyal Baskinlik, Liderlik,
Is/Lider Tatmini, Orgiitsel Baglilik, Lidere Giiven
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Working women are exposed to prejudice for the mere reason that they are
working or they are working for jobs which are traditionally seen as jobs of men,
because of gender stereotypes. These gender stereotypes also have effects on
prejudiced attitudes toward them because of their positions at work. Leadership
positions are one of those work positions in which women are exposed to this kind of
prejudice, as there is a mismatch between gender stereotypes of women and leader
stereotypes. Unfortunately, this situation results in less women becoming leaders
(Eagly & Karau, 2002). When women behave incongruent to such stereotypes and
become leaders, they face another problem. They are exposed to prejudice based on
whether they behave consistent with their gender roles or not, as a leader. Parallel to
their gender roles, people expect women leaders to show a transformational leadership
style while they expect male leaders to show more of a transactional leadership style
(Embry, Padgett & Caldwell, 2008). However, if women leaders do not want to show
a transformational leadership style, but display a male-dominated leadership style or
masculine behavior style, women are exposed to prejudice in society as they do not
behave congruent with their gender roles (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001).
Similarly, male leaders who adopt a more feminine leadership style might also be
exposed to prejudice because of the mismatch between male gender roles and the
leadership style they adopted (Eagly & Karau, 2002).

According to Altemeyer (1998), there are two personality types, typically
taught by society and which tend to develop strong prejudice. These are Right Wing
Authoritarianism (RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). Altemeyer (1998)
stated that these two personality traits are the reason for many kinds of prejudice
including prejudice toward women. Thus, when the existing stereotypes about women
and men leaders are considered, it can be expected that people with high levels of
RWA and SDO would also show more prejudice toward people who adopt role

incongruent leadership styles. Experiencing such prejudice can alter work related
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experiences. The aim of the current study was to find whether the levels of RWA or
SDO had an effect on the employees’ perceptions about their leaders’ and jobs based
on gender role congruent/incongruent leadership behavior. Specifically, job/leader
satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust in leader were the focal outcome
variables. The present study focuses on the experiences of being satisfied with the
leader, trusting the leader, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment as
important work life outcomes which could be affected by such prejudice. It is expected
that RWA and SDO levels would interact with the perceived leadership style of
women/men leaders in predicting such experiences. Those with more prejudiced
personalities would experience less satisfying outcomes if they have a leader with a
role incongruence in leadership style. The underlying rationale for this expectation is
built on gender role congruity theory, prejudiced personalities, and characteristics of
the transformational and transactional leadership styles.

1.2 Workforce Participation: Gender Role Congruity as an Explanation

In many countries, women leaders suffer from prejudice against themselves
and hence are at a disadvantaged position in work places. Some common perceptions
of women compared to men are that women are less intelligent, competent,
independent, and ambitious (Bakan, 1966; as cited in Rudman, 2005). Most of the
time, domestic work is associated with women, whereas men are seen as the
breadwinners. These roles and perceptions of women have been preventing them from
gaining lots of rights, like suffrage rights and joining the work force actively for many
years around the world. Even after gaining those rights, prejudice toward women has
been continuing within societies and workplaces.

When employment is considered, it can easily be seen that there is still a male-
dominated world. In most of the countries, number of women members of the
parliament is very low, only two countries have more women than men in parliament,
and in addition to this, rate of the women participation in the work force is far below
that of men (Eagly & Carli, 2007; Thorton, 2019; Turkish Statistical Institution, 2015).
In addition to the low rate of women’s participation in the work force, there are still
problems concerning employed women. One of the basic problems is that some jobs
are seen as jobs for women and some others are seen as “masculine” jobs. The reason
for such a bifurcation is most probably coming from the gender stereotypes which see

men as assertive, competitive, controlling and dominant, while seeing women as
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supportive, empathic and gentle (Schuh et al., 2013). Those traits which are attributed
to men and women can be the explanation for why some jobs are seen as women’s
jobs and others are seen as men’s jobs. Women themselves are also affected by such
gender stereotypes and while choosing a job, they tend to have the misperception that
they have the traits considered peculiar to women and choose jobs accordingly.
Gender stereotypes show their effects on women employments and also job
preferences. When statistics for Turkey are examined, it can be seen that although
49.8% of the total population is women, only 26.7% of the women who can join the
workforce are employed (Turkey Statistical Institution, 2015). In addition, according
to Union of Chambers of Turkish Engineers and Architects (TMMOB), only 21% of
the engineers are women. These rates are not surprising for Turkey and countries alike
because of their high rates of sexism scores which predict gender inequality (Glick et
al., 2000). However, this situation is not only seen in Turkey, but also in many
developed and less sexist countries. According to many statistics from the United
States (US), Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) areas are
less likely to be chosen by women and even if they are chosen by women as a career,
withdrawal rates are very high (American Association of University Women, 1993,
1998; National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 1997; National Science
Foundation, 1999; as cited in Watt, 2010). In that point, it can be said that women
themselves are influenced by gender stereotypes about their work life, however, those
stereotypes also has effects on women and cause prejudiced behavior toward women
who prefer to break gender stereotypes. For instance, according to the study of Brescoll
and Uhlmann (2005), when people are nontraditional parents, such as employed
mothers and stay-at-home fathers, they are evaluated more negatively by participants
when compared with traditional parents. Furthermore, those nontraditional parents are
shown less sympathy when they are compared to traditional parents. Brescoll and
Uhlmann suggest that, since the roles of nontraditional parents do not match the gender
stereotypes in society, nontraditional parents are exposed to prejudice and people do
not like them as much as traditional parents. Moreover, among those parents, who are
employed mothers, employed fathers, stay-at-home mothers and stay-at-home fathers,
employed mothers are exposed to the highest rate of prejudice since people think that

employed mothers are more selfish compared to others (Brescoll & Uhlmann, 2005).



Therefore, it can be concluded that not behaving in the gender roles brought by society
is more problematic for women than men.

There are many studies in the literature showing the results of perceptions of
women who do not behave according to gender stereotypes. Violating either of the
stereotypes results in lower performance evaluations for women. Cuddy, Fiske, and
Glick (2004) stated that working mothers are perceived as less competent compared to
working women with no children, working men with no children and working fathers.
On the other hand, working men do not lose perceived competence when they have a
child. Since working mothers are perceived as less competent, people show less
interest in hiring, promoting and educating them. As a consequence, loss in perceived
competence causes lower evaluations of women (Cuddy et al., 2004). Moreover,
Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, and Tamkins (2004) found that, women who are successful
in jobs which are seen as male gender-typed are liked less and more personally
underestimated in comparison with women who are successful in jobs which are seen
as women gender-typed or gender neutral. As a consequence of that, successful women
working at male gendered-typed jobs compared to successful men are at a
disadvantage when considering overall evaluations and organizational rewards like
salary and special job opportunities (Heilman et al., 2004). The study shows that these
negative evaluations are associated with gender stereotypes rather than women’s
success. Women are only evaluated negatively if they work in male gender-typed jobs
rather than women gender-typed or gender neutral jobs, thus, the negatively evaluated
successful women are the ones who violate the gender based stereotypes (Heilman et
al., 2004).

Similar prejudicial evaluations are also seen for women in leadership positions.
According to Eagly and Carli (2003), while some advantages are gained by women in
typical leadership positions, they are exposed to negative prejudicial evaluations of
their competence as leaders, if they are in masculine organizational contexts. Likewise,
Heilman and Okimoto (2007) stated that women who are successful at male gender-
typed jobs are seen as undesirable bosses and it is believed that such women have
undesirable interpersonal attributes compared to equally qualified male managers. On
the other hand, if the participants are told that, successful women at male gender-typed
jobs are mothers (so they have communal attributes) those women are not evaluated

negatively. Being a mother is advantageous for women in male gender-typed jobs,
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since motherhood restores perceptions of communality, which is the critical element
of gender roles (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007). Being a working women is not the only
reason for being exposed to prejudices because of the gender stereotypes. Another
reason why women are exposed to prejudice in work life is the type of leadership that
they adopt. According to the role congruity theory, when there is no match between
gender roles and leadership roles and styles, there may be prejudice toward people who
show this inconsistency (Eagly & Karau, 2002). These negative evaluations are caused
by two reasons. For the first reason, theory states that leadership roles are mostly
defined as more agentic and less communal in terms of qualities. As they are seen as
more masculine and more parallel to male gender roles, leadership roles are seen as
for males than females. Thus, negative evaluations are caused by descriptive norms.
The second reason for negative evaluations is that when women become leaders,
people see their behavior as incongruent with their gender roles since leadership roles
are more desirable for men than women, thus it is caused by prescriptive norms (Eagly
& Karau, 2002). That means they show behaviors which are defined for males rather
than their gender. According to theory, male leaders can also suffer from these
negative evaluations, when they adopt a leadership role which is defined as feminine
in descriptive and injunctive content (Eagly & Karau, 2002). However, these
prejudiced attitudes are mostly toward women, most probably, because of the
incongruence between gender roles and leader roles. Men are seen as natural leaders,
while women are evaluated mainly with respect to their relationship orientation. In
their 2008 study, Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie, and Reichard found that there are
differences in terms of the importance of the leadership prototype dimensions between
men and women, and this situation causes that there is negative evaluation when
women leaders do not behave as sensitive people and male leaders do not show
themselves as strong, which is a support for the role congruity theory. In addition to
that, when women leaders fail to exhibit either strength or sensitivity, they are
perceived as ineffective leaders according to their followers. On the other hand, male
leaders are perceived as ineffective only if they fail to exhibit strength (characteristics
like being strong and bold (Offerman, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 1994; as cited in Johnson et
al., 2008)) (Johnson et al., 2008). When women show masculine behaviors, it would
be incongruent with the gender-role stereotypes and thus, they can face negative

consequences (Weyer, 2007).



To understand the consequences of prejudice that leaders with gender role
incongruent behaviors face due to gender stereotypes, firstly, conceptualizations of
leadership should be understood. Although leadership is a term which is hard to define,
it can be said that in general, leaders are the people who choose, equip, train and have
an influence on their followers with different skills, abilities and talents. In addition,
leaders are people who encourage their followers to achieve the organizational
missions and objectives, while followers have a willingness and enthusiasm for
spending their spiritual, emotional and physical energy to those organizational
missions and objectives (Winston & Patterson, 2006). It is known that each leader has
to adopt a particular approach considering the requirements of the situation. When s/he
performs a particular approach, the effectiveness of leaders’ knowledge and skills in
one situation may not apply to another situation (Rad & Yarmohammadian, 2006).
Leaders’ behavior toward employees can affect their job satisfaction, which is an
important factor for both the work and personal life of the employee and for the
organization to be successful. All the leadership styles affect job satisfaction in
different ways. Although various leadership theories deal with the concept of
leadership from various perspectives, there are direct relationships between job
satisfaction and two types of leadership styles, which are transactional leadership and
transformational leadership (Voon, Lo, Ngui, & Ayob, 2011).

Transformational leadership can be defined as a leadership type in which the
leader determines an important vision in a clear way and provides motivation for
his/her followers to make an effort for achieving this vision (Jex & Britt, 2008). On
the other hand, transactional leadership can be defined as a leadership type in which
the leader checks the subordinates all the time for ensuring that the job is done and
there is an alignment with the organizational rules (Jex & Britt, 2008). It can be said
that while transformational leadership is relationship-oriented, transactional leadership
is task-oriented. Transformational leaders motivate individuals to dominate their self-
interest with respect to the larger vision of the firm (Vera & Crossan, 2004). According
to Bass and Avolio (1990), they provide inspiration for their followers with their
vision, encourage the developments of both groups and organizations, inspire their
followers to raise awareness to key issues, and enable their followers to be confident
of themselves. Influence (charisma), individualized consideration, intellectual

stimulation, and inspirational motivation are four basic components of
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transformational leaders (Bass & Avolio, 1990). On the other hand, transactional
leaders determine goals, indicate clearly what they expect from the members of the
organization, and are clear on how the members would receive rewards for their efforts
and commitment. They also have to provide feedback which would be constructive for
the members for keeping them on the task (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Howell & Hall-
Merenda, 1999). Transactional leaders want to consolidate the culture, strategy and
structure of the organization while functioning within an existing system (Vera &
Crossan, 2004).

According to many studies, women and men adopt different kind of leadership
styles. Being agentic and communalism are the two attributes which are identified with
masculinity and femininity, respectively. While being dominant, self-confident,
aggressive, forceful, ambitious, individualistic, and self-reliant are seen as traits of
agenticism, being interpersonally sensitive, kind, friendly, helpful, and affectionate are
seen as the traits of communalism (Eagly & Carli, 2007). These distinctions of
attributes are also parallel to leadership types according to several studies. While being
task-oriented is parallel to agentic behavior, being socially-oriented is parallel to
communal behavior (Berdahl, 1996). When they are compared to men, women are
considered as having more communal and fewer agentic traits, both actually and
ideally (Ritter & Yoder, 2004). In addition, agentic traits and higher status are expected
by leaders who lead the task-oriented groups, thus, especially in these groups; people
perceive an inconsistency between women and leadership due to their perceived
mismatch between leaders and gender roles (Ritter & Yoder, 2004).

While women leaders have a tendency to show a transformational leadership
style, male leaders have a tendency to show a transactional leadership style (Eagly &
Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001) which is parallel to their gender roles. However, gender
stereotypes still create dilemmas for women leaders. According to Kark and Eagly
(2010), on the one hand gender stereotypes demand women to be communal; on the
other hand, stereotypes about being a leader demand people to be agentic. As a
consequence, if women leaders behave as communal, they are criticized since they are
not agentic enough. Conversely, if women leaders behave as agentic, they are
criticized because of not being communal enough. Thus, whichever behavior they
choose, they are likely to be criticized either for not being a good leader or a woman

displaying the gender appropriate attributes. This situation is also the reason why there
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are less women leaders. According to Garcia-Retamero and Lopez-Zafra (20006),
stereotypes and the perception of incongruence between social roles and gender have
a powerful effect on people’s judgements about leader candidates.

When women break barriers and becomes leaders, they are expected to be
leaders who behave consistent with the attributed gender roles in society. As
mentioned before, women are most likely to show transformational leadership style
(Eagly & Johannesen-Schmit, 2001) which is also congruent with the gender roles
imposed by the society. However, although women leaders are more likely to show a
transformational leadership style, this does not mean that, they have to be
transformational leaders. They can also be transactional leaders which is perceived as
a male style leadership; however, since traits of transactional leaders do not match the
gender stereotypes of women, prejudice can be observed toward women who show
transactional leadership traits. With relation to this, Eagly and Karau (2002) stated that
women who show effective leadership traits have a tendency to violate standards
which are defined for their genders, if they behave in a male-stereotypical way.
Agentic attributes and failure to behave in a women stereotypical manner may cause
an unfavorable evaluation from the people who especially endorse traditional gender
roles. In addition to that, when a women manager or leader is perceived as very similar
to her male counterpart, women managers experience disadvantages against
themselves. This is because women gender roles are identified by injunctive norms
(Eagly & Karau, 2002), which are the rules or beliefs that constituting morally
approved or unapproved conduct (Cialdini, Reno & Kallgren, 1990). Besides women
leaders, when male leaders violate the norms and behave as sensitive, they are
evaluated more negatively compared to male leaders behaving more strongly (Johnson
et al., 2008). It can be said that violating the norms and behaving in gender role
incongruent ways is problematic for both women and men. However, this situation is
more complicated for women since people expect them to be both strong and sensitive
at the same time, while the only expectation from male leaders is that they are strong
(Johnson et al, 2008).

Similar to Eagly and Karau (2002), other researchers stated that when they are
compared to agentic male applicants, agentic women applicants are seen as less
socially skilled and likeable (Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008; Rudman &

Glick, 2001) and this situation causes agentic women to be less hireable for the
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managerial positions. According to their study, people see agentic applicants as more
hireable than communal applicants, thus agentic applicants are preferred to be hired.
With relation to this, if the applicant is an agentic male, there is no problem for them
to have a higher level of competence than social skills. However, if the applicant is an
agentic women, being competent is devalued and the hiring criterion is determined
according to their level of social skills which are seen as lower than it should be, and
which is overemphasized for women. That means, hiring for managerial positions are
done by competence levels rather than social skills however, people think that agentic
women should also have social skills unlike agentic men, thus, agentic women cannot
be hired for managerial positions even though they are qualified for the position
(Phelan et al., 2008). In this case, whether women are agentic or communal, it is
thought that they are less suitable for managerial positions, because of the prejudices
caused by gender role congruity.

From all of the information, it can be concluded that prejudice caused by
gender role inconsistence causes unfair situations for women. Thus to understand the
problem clearly, understanding prejudice and its underlying mechanisms is important.
Prejudice is defined by Allport (1950) as different kinds of situations which end up
with negative and hostile responses. In the same article, Allport mentioned that there
could also be favorable prejudice, which means that people might favor other people
or objects on account of their membership in a categorically accepted class. However,
existence of negative prejudice is problematic because of its inappropriate and/or
unfair nature. Negative prejudice causes many undesirable consequences in human
relations. For that reason, what the causes of prejudice are have been investigated from
several perspectives.

It can be said that there may be many underlying mechanisms of prejudice,
including the role that personality plays. Below Right Wing Authoritarianism and
Social Dominance Orientation are discussed as two personality characteristics
associated with prejudice.

1.3 Personality and Prejudice

According to many studies, especially two personality traits have relationships
with prejudice which are RWA which is defined as conventionalism, submission to
authorities, having a desire for punishing offenders and people who try to violate laws

(Halkjelsvik & Rise, 2014), and SDO which has characteristics that are defined as
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perceiving inferiority for other social groups and believing that there are fewer
opportunities for some groups in life (Halkjelsvik & Rise, 2014). According to
Altemeyer (1998), these two personality dimensions have strong associations with
prejudice. While tradition, structure, conformity, religiosity and valuing order have
strong relationships with RWA, valuing power, hedonism and achievement have
powerful relationship with SDO (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). People who are high on
RWA show hostile behavior toward many minorities while they are not aware of being
ethnocentric (Allport, 1998). People who have high levels of SDO prefer hierarchy-
enhancing professional roles and give support for a wide range of social and political
ideologies that give importance to group-based ideology like racism and for policies
that lead to undesired implications for intergroup relations such as civil rights (Pratto,
Sidanius, Stallwort & Malle, 1994).

According to a meta-analytic study, the relationships of RWA and SDO with
overall prejudice are strong in effect size and significant (p = .49 and p = .55,
respectively) (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Moreover, researchers also found that people
with high RWA and high SDO have prejudice toward out-group members. Duckitt
(2005) stated that the strong predictive powers of RWA and SDO on prejudice have
been supported by many studies which also included several individual-differences
variables like social values and attitudes or cognitive style. The predictive power of
such individual differences decreases with the presence of RWA and SDO thus the
most powerful individual difference predictors for prejudice are RWA and SDO.

Duckitt and Sibley (2007) supported that people with high RWA and high SDO
showed prejudice toward different social groups. When the literature is reviewed,
many examples can be found for how people with high RWA and high SDO showed
prejudice toward different social groups. For instance, according to Hodson and
Costello (2007), there is a relationship between less favorable attitudes and
interpersonal disgust toward immigrants which was shown through SDO, RWA and
dehumanization. Also, researchers stated that SDO and RWA have predictive effect
on negative attitudes toward immigrants, while SDO has both direct and indirect effect
on interpersonal disgust which predicts dehumanizing perceptions. Likewise, some
researchers found that, people who have high scores on RWA or SDO have a tendency
to show more negative attitudes toward Blacks (Duckitt & Farre, 1994; for SDO r =
42 to .65 for different samples; Pratto et al., 1994; Whitley 1999). In addition to this,
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there is support for the positive correlations between RWA and blatant racism (r = .44)
(Hiel & Mervielde, 2005). The effects of RWA also are seen in the prejudice toward
gay men. The research conducted by Stones (2006) showed that rather than having
heterosexual group identity, RWA has an effect on prejudice toward gay men, which
means that RWA by itself is the reason of prejudice and it is not the reflection of social
identity. On the other hand, a high level of SDO shows itself in a positive manner of
in-group favoritism for members of high-status groups (Jost & Thompson, 2000) and
caste maintenance orientation ( = .32) (Sidanius & Liu, 1992). Those people with
high level of SDO also have strong beliefs in a number of hierarchy-legitimizing myths
(Pratto et al., 1994), while they show less tolerance (r =-.30), communality (r = -.33),
altruism (r = -.28), and concern for others (r = -.46).

Sibley and Liu (2010) stated that there are unique and strong associations
between SDO and attitudes toward inequality based on ethnic, gender and age-specific
stratifications (r’s are ranging from .50 to .61). Researchers also indicated that this
situation shows that SDO and attitudes toward inequality in any particular domain are
not synonyms. Nevertheless, Kteily, Sidanius, and Levin (2011) mentioned that SDO
is a relatively stable reason of intergroup attitudes and behavior. It is found that there
is no significant change between prejudice and discrimination measured in 1996 and
2000 which can be predicted significantly by SDO. Rather than being the mere
reflection of attitudes or behaviors, SDO is the reason of prejudice and discrimination
by itself. As a result, according to all these results it can be said that, any kind of
prejudice can be explained by SDO.

Because of the evidence for generalized prejudice and findings about the
relationship between SDO, RWA and prejudice toward different social groups, it is
not surprising that SDO and especially RWA have positive relationships with hostile
and benevolent sexism (Feather & Mckee, 2012). It was found that, there are consistent
positive relationships between SDO and beliefs in all sexism measures (average
correlation = .47), equal opportunities (I =.46), patriotism, and conservatism (Pratto et
al., 1994). In a similar manner, when control variables were entered together with
SDO, there was a positive association between RWA and both benevolent (for women
weighed r = .39+.07, for men weighed r = .36 £ .10) and hostile sexism (for women
weighed r = .31 £+ .07 for men weighed r = .16 = .10) while the association between

benevolent sexism and RWA is marginally stronger (for women) (Sibley, Wilson, &
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Duckitt, 2007). People who have higher SDO show more prejudice against women,
and SDO directly affects discrimination against women (Case, Fishbein, & Ritchey,
2008). Likewise, the relationship between SDO and scales assessing opposition to
social programs and women's rights is rather strong (Pratto et al., 1994) which means,
people with high SDO are less in favor of women’s rights (for women r = -23, for men
r =-.71; Heaven, 1999). Another study conducted by Sibley, Robertson, and Wilson
(2006) stated that there are relationships between SDO, RWA and combined
prejudiced attitudes/affect toward gay men (for SDO weighed r = .34; for RWA
weighed r = .32) and lesbians (for RWA weighed r = .37), although SDO and RWA
are independent from each other. In here, it can be clearly seen that even in prejudiced
attitudes/affect toward homosexuals, there is a gender inequality that causes lesbian
women to experience more prejudice than gay men. On the other side it may be
concluded that, even though men are thought as superior group by people with high in
SDO or RWA, when they are gay, they are also exposed prejudiced by those people
with high in SDO or RWA, as they became outgroup members with not behaving in
societies expectations. As a result of these findings, it can be said that prejudice caused
by RWA and SDO may have destructive effects on human relations especially for
people who do not behave in what society expects and as can be seen from the
literature, RWA and SDO are consistent predictors of prejudice and they predict
general prejudice additively.

Many findings support the relationship between RWA and prejudice and also
SDO and prejudice. These findings direct us to the fact that if an individual with high
RWA and SDO has prejudice toward one outgroup, it is likely that this person has a
high tendency to show prejudice toward different outgroups, thus, there is generalized
prejudice. Likewise, if a person shows favorable attitudes to some outgroups, s/he is
more likely to show favorable attitudes toward other outgroups (Duckitt & Sibley,
2007). Allport’s conceptualization about one single generalized prejudice gain support
from much research (e.g. Backstrom & Bjorklund, 2007; Ekehammar, Akrami, Gylje,
& Zakrisson, 2004; Zick et al., 2008). On the other hand, the findings of Duckitt and
Sibley (2007) should also be paid attention to. They found that rather than one
generalized prejudice dimension, there are different generalized prejudice dimensions.
When it is investigated from the perspective of the prejudice against women leaders,

it can be said that, if there is generalized prejudice, it is clear that people with high

12



SDO and RWA show prejudice toward women leaders from the same point of view,
they see them as outgroup members. However, if there are different generalized
prejudice dimensions, that means people with high SDO and/or RWA have different
reasons for showing prejudice toward outgroups and in that situation people with high
SDO and/or RWA might show prejudice toward specific outgroups. According to
Christopher and Wodja (2008), sex is one of the ways for categorizing people. They
also added that people with high SDO believe that men are superior to women and
women do not have the ability to hack it in male typed employment settings. With
relation to this, it would not be surprising to learn that, people with higher levels of
SDO show more negative attitudes toward women managers and also, they show more
favorable attitudes toward male managers compared to women managers
(Emeksizoglu, 2016). Contrary to SDO, people with high level of RWA do not believe
women do not have ability. However, they believe that there are some roles which
women will be better at, thus, people with high RWA think that women should behave
in traditional roles such as being a wife or mother.

According to findings about the RWA, SDO, and prejudice relationships and
in the light of the information about prejudice toward women, it makes sense to argue
that people high in RWA or high in SDO or high in both of them would show prejudice
toward women, especially women leaders. In addition to this, it will not be wrong to
mention that, those people would also show prejudice toward male leaders who have
role incongruent leadership styles. As mentioned before, people who have high levels
of RWA show prejudice toward outgroups which are threatening social order, stability
and security; on the other hand, people who have high level of SDO show prejudice
toward outgroups which they consider as socially subordinate and low in status and
power (Asbrock, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2009). From the RWA point of view, it can be
said that women leaders, especially the gender role incongruent ones, and also male
leaders with gender role incongruent behaviors would be a threat for social order and
stability; since it does not match with the gender stereotypes and thus would be seen
as a kind of rebellion for social order and traditions. In a similar way, people who have
a high level of SDO would show prejudice toward women leaders whose job is seen
as requiring “traits of men” since, women are already perceived as socially subordinate
and low in status and power when they are compared to men. They are traditionally

perceived as weak and needy, so people with a high level of SDO might think that
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women do not have the necessary qualifications because of their weaknesses and
neediness. Similar to prejudiced toward women leaders, it can be expected that people
with a high level of SDO would show prejudice toward men leaders who have role
incongruent leadership style, as they could think that those male leaders are weak and
low in power.

With relation to these suggestions, Christopher and Wodja (2008) search for
the SDO, RWA relationships with the prejudice toward working women from two
different forms of prejudice which are employment skepticism and traditional role
preferences. According to the results of this study, SDO is responsible for variability
in both employment skepticism and traditional role preferences while, RWA is only
responsible for variability in traditional role preferences. Therefore, it can be
concluded that, as people with high SDO or RWA show prejudiced behavior even
against working women, they will also show prejudiced behavior toward women
leader since leadership is seen as men’s job, traditionally. Also, because of their
traditional role preferences, those people with higher SDO or RWA may show more
prejudice toward women leaders with role incongruent leadership styles since they do
not behave in gender stereotypes in the society. In a similar way, it will not be
surprising to expect that those people to show prejudice toward male leaders with role
incongruent leadership style. In the light of all these findings, in the current study, the
relationship between both RWA and SDO and prejudice toward leaders with role
incongruent leadership styles are investigated.

1.4 Trust in Leader

As perception of role incongruence from the leader may cause negative
evaluations for employees, especially for people with high level of RWA or SDO, it
can be considered that it also may have an effect on employees’ level of trust in leader.
Trust in leader is one of the areas which is mostly focused on in industrial and
organizational psychology, most probably because of its consequences for
organizations. Thus, it might be valuable to find how it was affected by RWA/SDO
and prejudices toward leaders.

Lower trust in leaders is problematic for organizations since it has an effect on
job satisfaction, perceived work stress and stress symptoms (Liu, Siu, & Shi, 2010).
Also, when incumbents highly trust their leader, it is likely that their communication

and organizational commitment behavior increase and turnover intentions decrease
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(Burke, Sims, Lazarra, & Salas, 2007). Furthermore, trust in leaders is related to many
other factors at work; when the trust in a leader increase, incumbents show more
satisfaction with their leaders (r = .76), the effectiveness of the leader increases (r =
.73), team members put more effort into their work (r =.63), and the leader-follower
relationship is more effective (r =.65) (Gillespie & Mann, 2004). There is also a
relationship between trust and belief in information provided by the leader (r =.35) and
commitment to decisions (I =.24) (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). In addition to this, according
to Burke, Sims, Lazarra, and Salas (2007), knowledge sharing, and related to this,
learning, increases due to trusting the leaders.

As trust is important for the organizations because of its positive impacts on
employees, the leadership styles and their relationship with trust should also be paid
attention. There are many findings which show that there is a relationship between
transformational leadership and trust (r = .72, Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; r = .53, Liu et al.,
2010; g = 0.51, Jung & Avolio, 2000). According to Jung and Avolio (2000), since
transformational leaders articulate their collective tasks/missions, followers show
more trust and value comparability. There are also findings for the relationship
between transactional leadership and trust (Kelloway, Turner, Barling, & Loughlin,
2012; r’s = .59, Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; § = .14, Jung & Avolio, 2000), however, these
findings are not as strong as the findings that show the relationship between
transformational leadership and trust. In addition to the direct effects, trust in leader
also has a mediating role in the relationships between individual perceptions of
supervisors' transformational leadership and job satisfaction (Braun, Peus, Weisweiler,
& Frey, 2013), transformational leadership and employee psychological well-being,
as well as, transactional leadership and well-being (Kelloway et al., 2012).

Gillespie and Mann (2004) found that there is a strong association between
shared common values among team members and trust in the leader. According to
their research, trust is most strongly predicted by consultative leadership, common
values and idealized influence. Besides, Eagly (2005) stated that when there is an
incongruence between the values of leaders and followers, there should also be a
negotiation and a persuasion that should include acceptance for most of the leader’s
agenda, while leaders should also conform followers’ interpretation of community
interests. As a result of this, leader legitimacy should be granted by the followers.

Eagly (2005) also added that, if there is no legitimacy, conflicts about values or ways
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of implementing value commitments will continue. As a consequence of this,
followers will probably not trust their leaders and thus, do not want to follow the
leader’s agenda. According to Eagly (2005), the achievement of this legitimacy is more
challenging for women leaders than male leaders, since women leaders are seen as
members of outsider social groups that appear incompatible with traditional leadership
roles. Likewise, gender role congruence of women or men leaders may have an effect
on value incongruence since, people who show role incongruence would violate the
traditional roles. As a consequence of this, there will be no match between the values
of the followers and leaders, as they will not behave in roles which followers are
expecting. Thus, leaders may not have enough legitimacy to inspire followers’
identification. In fact, incongruence of values between the leader and follower can also
cause followers to perceive authenticity of their leader as weak (Eagly, 2005). At the
end, this situation, which is strongly predicted by common values and idealized
influence, affects the trust in the leader (Gillespie & Mann, 2004). Moreover, it is
probable that, people with high SDO and RWA are more affected by this situation,
hence, they are more prone to show prejudice toward women leaders independent of
their style as perceived as outsider group members.

Hence, it is suggested that trust in leaders will be associated with levels of
RWA and SDO and also the leadership style and the gender of the leaders. Since
transformational leadership style is highly related to trust and its characteristics show
similarities with the women gender roles rather than male gender roles, incumbents
with high levels of RWA and SDO are expected to show higher levels of trust in
women leaders who show transformational styles. However, it can be expected that,
when male leaders show transformational leadership style, incumbents with high
levels of RWA and SDO show lower levels of trust in leader as transformational
leadership behavior is incongruent with male gender roles. Furthermore, although
transactional leadership and trust relationship is smaller than transformational
leadership and trust relationship, there can still be significant results for these
relationships, however inversely.
1.5 Job and Leader Satisfaction

Besides low levels of trust in leader, low level of job satisfaction and also leader
satisfaction can be problematic for the organizations. That is why job and leader

satisfaction are other potential work outcomes that are expected to be predicted by
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RWA, SDO and their effects on prejudice, especially prejudice toward women. Job
satisfaction is a term which draws the attention of many researchers since low job
satisfaction is related to the problematic issues of the workplace, such as turnover rates
and absenteeism. According to Rad and Yarmohammadian (2006), job satisfaction has
an influence on levels of job dissatisfaction, absenteeism, complaining expression,
tardiness, low morale and decision making participation. Likewise, leader satisfaction
predicts withdrawal cognition (DeConinck & Stilwell, 2001). Lower leader
satisfaction causes unfulfilled needs of the team members, thus, it also, diminishes the
team viability (Phillips, 2001). On the other hand, Armstrong-Stassen, Freeman,
Cameron, and Rajacich (2015) found that, more leader satisfaction make older nurses
more intentional to stay in their jobs.

When there are negative effects of lower job satisfaction and leader satisfaction
for organizations, higher levels of both of them have positive effects for organizations.
It is known that there is a relationship between job satisfaction and job performance.
According to Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton (2001) the correlation between job
satisfaction and job performance is higher than .30. Also, there is a stronger
relationship between job satisfaction and job performance for complex jobs when
compared to less complex jobs (Saari & Judge, 2004). This predictive feature of job
satisfaction makes it more important for organizations. On the other hand, leader
satisfaction has relationships with moral commitment ( = .47, Jernigan & Beggs,
2005), which enables employees to be highly involved and accept the goals and
objectives of the organization, and affective commitment (McCormack, Casimir,
Djurkovic, & Yang, 2006).

As it is mentioned before, the leadership style has effects on job satisfaction.
According to Bushra, Usman, and Naveed (2011), there is a positive relationship
between transformational leadership and level of overall job satisfaction (R = .61) in
a mixed sample of women and men leaders. They said that if the leaders adopts
transformational leadership style, their staff could be more satisfied with their jobs
since a higher level of job satisfaction is shown by employees whose leaders act as
transformational leaders. In other words, it shows that this kind of leadership is liked
by the employees of the organizations (Bushra et al., 2011). In addition to these
findings, Voon, Lo, Ngui, and Ayob (2011) found that while job satisfaction has a

positive relationship with transformational leadership, its relationship with
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transactional leadership is negative. On the other hand, there is only one significant
positive relationship between one of the dimensions of transactional leadership which
is contingent reward and two components of the job satisfaction which are working
condition and work assignment. When a leader applies contingent reward, job
satisfaction of the employees is increased since it affects their working condition and
work assignment positively which are components of job satisfaction. Similar to these
findings, according to Limsila and Ogunlana (2008), leadership outcomes including
satisfaction have a positive association with transformational leadership, it has only
positive relationship with contingent reward factor of the transactional leadership
style.

When people, especially women, adopt a gender incongruent leadership style,
they are exposed to prejudice. While this situation affects the leaders negatively, the
person who shows prejudice toward people with incongruent gender roles, can also be
affected in a negative way. According to Quaquebeke, Kerschreiter, Buxton, and Dick
(2009), when there is a match between employees’ ideal values for the leader and their
leader herself/himself, leader satisfaction of the employee increases (r = .66). In
addition to this, when there is a mismatch between employees’ ideal values for the
leader and their leader herself/himself, leader satisfaction of the employee decreases
(r = -.65). Researchers added that employees are more satisfied with their leaders
matching the ideal values than counter-ideal values. As a result of this, it is likely to
for the employees with a mismatch between their own ideal values for the leader and
leader who adopted gender incongruent leadership style to experience lower
satisfaction with their leader. With relation to this, it can be expected that people with
high RWA or SDO may experience lower satisfaction than people with low SDO or
RWA when confronted with role incongruent leaders, as the value and stereotype
violation causes those people to show prejudice. Thus, those prejudiced behavior may
lower their job satisfaction.

1.6 Organizational Commitment

Besides the job satisfaction and leader satisfaction, organizational commitment
is one of the areas that the organization gives importance to, due to its impact on
employees. Organizational commitment can be descried as the loyalty and faithfulness
of the employee to the organization and how much intention is shown by the employee

to be a part of the organization (Bushra et al., 2011). As a result of this, employees
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who show high organizational commitment have high motivation to show advanced
levels of performance, lesser tendency the quit the job and absenteeism (Bushra et al.,
2011). Besides this, many researchers found that organizational commitment increases
the work performance (for the public service managers, r = .54, Rose, Kumar, & Pak,
2009; for sales and nonsales employees, Jaramillo, Mulki, & Marshall, 2005; for the
accounting professionals in Taiwan and America, r = .42, Chen, Silverthorne, & Hung,
2006; Thamrin, 2012). Loke (2001), also found that employees with high
organizational commitment have high productivity (r = .21) and job satisfaction (r =
.48). People with high level of organizational commitment have a tendency to show
more identification with the goals and values of the organization, willing to make more
effort for the benefit of the organization and also a stronger desire to continue their
membership in the organization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979).

Research has shown that, the leadership style that adopted by managers affect
the organizational commitment of the employees. From these findings, it can be
clearly seen that, transformational leadership has a positive effect on organizational
commitment while, transactional leadership has a negative effect on it, thus,
transformational leaders bring more organizational commitment than transactional
leaders (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004; r = .40, Bushra et al., 2011; Erkutlu, 2008;
Lo, Ramayah, & Min, 2009; Raja & Palanichamy. 2011; Thamrin, 2012; Walumbwa,
Orwa, Wang, & Lawler, 2005). Also, as Limsila and Ogunlana (2008) stated, while
transformational leadership helps employees to become committed to their
organizations, transactional leadership style does not.

In the light of the reviewed literature, it is suggested that since people with a
high level of RWA and a high level of SDO have a tendency to be prejudiced they will
also show more prejudiced behaviors against leaders, especially the ones who adopt a
gender incongruent leadership style, such as women leaders with a transactional
leadership style and male leaders with a transformational leadership style. As a result
of'this, they may have lower organizational commitment than people with low in RWA
or SDO. This is because their positions do not match with traditional gender
stereotypes and it causes threats on tradition, social order, stability and security from
the RWA point of view. On the other hand, people high in SDO see women as socially

subordinate and powerless because of the traditional gender stereotypes. It is also
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suggested that gender stereotypes toward leaders will also affect the job satisfaction,
leader satisfaction, trust and organizational commitment of the incumbents.
1.7 Hypotheses

The following hypotheses are formed based on the aforementioned arguments.
In all the hypotheses perceived leadership style is expected to moderate the association
between prejudiced personality and work/leader outcomes.

Hypothesis 1. The association between RWA and H1a) job satisfaction, H1b)
satisfaction with leader, H1c¢) trust in leader, and H1d) organizational commitment will
be positive and stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more
transformational (stereotype congruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be
less transformational (stereotype incongruent).

Hypothesis 2. The association between SDO and H2a) job satisfaction, H2b)
satisfaction with leader, H2c) trust in leader, and H2d) organizational commitment will
be positive and stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more
transformational (stereotype congruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be
less transformational (stereotype incongruent).

Hypothesis 3. The association between RWA and H3a) job satisfaction, H3b)
satisfaction with leader, H3c) trust in leader, and H3d) organizational commitment will
be negative and stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more transactional
(stereotype incongruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less
transactional (stereotype congruent).

Hypothesis 4. The association between SDO and H4a) job satisfaction, H4b)
satisfaction with leader, H4c) trust in leader, and H4d) organizational commitment will
be negative and stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more transactional
(stereotype incongruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less
transactional (stereotype congruent).

Hypothesis 5. The association between RWA and H5a) job satisfaction, H5b)
satisfaction with leader, H5¢) trust in leader, and H5d) organizational commitment will
be negative and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more transformational
(stereotype incongruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less
transformational (stereotype congruent).

Hypothesis 6. The association between SDO and H6a) job satisfaction, H6b)

satisfaction with leader, H6c) trust in leader, and H6d) organizational commitment will
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be negative and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more transformational
(stereotype incongruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less
transformational (stereotype congruent).

Hypothesis 7. The association between RWA and H7a) job satisfaction, H7b)
satisfaction with leader, H7¢) trust in leader, and H7d) organizational commitment will
be positive and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more transactional
(stereotype congruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less transactional
(stereotype incongruent).

Hypothesis 8. The association between SDO and H8a) job satisfaction, H8b)
satisfaction with leader, H8¢) trust in leader, and H8d) organizational commitment will
be positive and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more transactional
(stereotype congruent) as compared to when they are perceived to be less transactional

(stereotype incongruent).
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Data were collected from 332 private sector employees from different cities of
Turkey. Data reached approximately 900 people, however, not all the people
completed the survey. Some of them were also deleted since they chose same number
for whole scales. Of the participants, while 52.41% (N = 174) are female, 47.59% (N
= 158) are male. In terms of age distribution, 37 people’s (11.11%) age range is
between 18 and 24, 188 people’s (56.46%) age range between 25 and 34, 68 people’s
(20.42%) age range between 35 and 44, 26 people’s (7.81%) age range between 45
and 54, when 14 people’s (4.20%) age is above 55.

35 participants (10.54% of the participants) are blue-collar workers while 297
people (89.46% of the participants) are white-collar workers. Participants work in 36
different sectors and many of them are working in the tourism sector. Of the
participants 20.54% (68 people) earn under 2000 TL in a month, 53.47% (N = 177)
earn between 2000-5000 TL monthly, and 25.98% (N = 86) earn above 5000 TL
monthly. Participants’ average total work experience is 106.80 months (SD = 164.63
months), and their average work experience in their current work place is 54.11 months
(SD = 69.61 months). In addition to this, participants’ average work experience with
their current manager is 32.33 (SD = 39.52) months. Participants’ average
communication time with their managers is 16.5 hours (SD= 19.09) in a week.

Of the participants, 35.54% (N = 118) have a woman manager and 64.46%
(214 people) have a male manager. In terms of the organizational gender ratio the
majority of participants with 26.81% (N = 89) stated that men workers are many more
than women workers in their organizations, followed by 21.39% (N =71) who reported
that there are a little bit more men workers than women workers, 21.08% (N = 70)
who indicated that there are approximately equal amount of women and men workers.

18.37% (N = 61) of the participants stated that there are many more women workers
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than men workers, when 12.35% (N = 41) of participants said that there are a little bit
more women workers than men workers in their organizations.

2.2 Instruments

2.2.1 Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) Scale

For measuring Right Wing Authoritarianism, Turkish version of the RWA
scale which is originally developed by Altemeyer (1996) and adapted by Giildii (2011)
was used. There are 20 items rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = totally disagree,
6 = totally agree). However, in the current study, 15 items which have higher loadings
were used, as for shortening the total answering time and reaching more participants.
Internal consistency of scale items range from .85 to .94 (Fodor, Wick, Hartsen, &
Preve, 2007). Higher scores on the scale indicate higher levels of RWA. In the current
study, the Cronbach Alpha of the scale was found as .88.

The original version of the RWA scale gains support from the earlier findings
that there are consistent results for predicting prejudiced attitudes toward different
outgroups, minorities, and other stigmatized social groups. It was also found that there
is a strong relationship between RWA scale and generalized prejudice (Altemeyer,
1998, 1996; Van Hiel & Mervielde, 2005).

Gildi (2011) stated that exploratory factor analysis indicated 4 factors in the
scale, explaining 52.76% of the variance. While the first factor explained 28.85% of
variance, the second factor explained 11.23%, the third factor explained 7.02% and the
fourth factor explained 5.66% of the variance. However, Giildii also mentioned that,
according to the scree plot, the slope between the 3™ and 4" factors were very low,
therefore, the RWA scale was thought to have 2 factors which are high level of RWA
that shows authoritarian aggression and conventionalism and low level of
authoritarianism that shows authoritarian submission and conventionalism. On the
other hand, Altemeyer (1996) stated that scale has only one factor and these three
attitudes which are authoritarian aggression, conventionalism and authoritarian
submission contributed to this one factor. Because the 2 factors found by Giildii seem
like two opposite ends of the same dimension and Altemeyer emphasized that the scale
content forms only one factor, in the current study, the scale score was calculated to

represent a single factor.
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2.2.2 Social Dominance Orientation Scale

Social Dominance Orientation Scale developed by Sidanius and Pratto (1999)
and adapted by Karacanta (2002) was used. There are 16 items rated on a 6-point
Likert-type scale (1 = very wrong, 6 = very true). In the current study, 9 items with
higher loadings were used, as for shortening the total answering time and reaching
more participants. Higher scores on the scale indicate higher SDO. Cronbach alpha is
found as .85 for the adapted version of the SDO Scale, while in the current study it is
found as .84. Karacanta stated that scale has only one factor and the total variance
explained by this factor was reported to be 34.09%.
2.2.3. Transformational and Transactional Leadership Styles Scale

Transformational Leadership Scale (Donmez, 2014; Dénmez & Toker, 2017)
was used for assessing the leadership style of participants’ leaders. The scale originally
has 34 items rated on 6-point Likert-type (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree).
Transformational Leadership part of the scale has 26 items with a Cronbach alpha of
.96 while transactional leadership part of the scale has 6 items with a Cronbach alpha
of .66. However, in the current study, total of 20 items which have higher loadings
were used, as for shortening the total answering time and reaching more participants.
In the current study while transformational leadership had Cronbach alpha of .96,
transactional leadership had Cronbach Alpha of .68. Higher scores on the
transformational leadership part indicate higher perception of transformational
leadership on the leader while higher score on the transactional leadership part indicate
higher perception of transactional leadership on the leader. Donmez and Toker (2017)
stated that the scale has two factors when the extractions were done with Principal
Axis Factoring with direct oblimin, with, 39.83% of the variance explained by the
transformational leadership factor, and 5.76% of the variance explained by the
transactional leadership factor.
2.2.4. Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was measured with the Job Satisfaction Index that is originally
developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). The Turkish version of the scale
which was adapted by Ergin (1997) was used for the current study. Although there are
5 subscales, in the present study only the work subscale was used. The subscale has 9
items with a “yes”, “?” and “no”; response format, however, in the present study the

scale ranges from 1 “totally disagree to 6 “totally agree” for providing consistency
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among all scales of the current study. Higher scores on the scale indicate higher
satisfaction. Cronbach Alpha of the Turkish version of the test was reported to be .92
for the total scale while its test-retest reliability was .84 (Ergin, 1997). Cronbach Alpha
in the current study was .90.
2.2.5. Leader Satisfaction

Leader Satisfaction Scale (Demircioglu & Toker, 2016) was used for
measuring leader satisfaction. There are 17 items rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale
(1 =not at all satisfied, 6 = completely satisfied). Internal consistency reliability of the
scale was found as .97. Current study also found Cronbach Alpha as .97. Higher scores
indicate higher leader satisfaction on the scale.
2.2.6. Organizational Commitment

Organizational Commitment was measured by Organizational Commitment
Scale which is developed by Allen and Meyer (1990), while the Turkish adaptation of
the scale was done by Wasti (2000). Although the Organizational Commitment Scale
has three different parts, only the Affective Organizational Commitment Scale which
has 8 items rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly
agree) was used, and according to scale, higher scores higher organizational
commitment. Affective Organizational Commitment part of the scale has a Cronbach
Alpha value of .87. Cronbach Alpha was found as .94 in the current study.
2.2.7. Trust in Supervisor

The Trust in Supervisor Scale developed by Inelman (2006) was used. The
scale has 8 items rated on 6-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree, 6 = strongly
disagree). The internal consistency of the scale is .82 (Inelman, 2006). Goncii, Aycan,
and Johnson (2009) translated the scale into Turkish. According to the findings, the
reliability of the scale was .83 and it had one factor explaining the 52% of the variance
(Goncti, 2011). After deleting an item, the Cronbach Alpha was .87 in the current
study.
2.2.8. Demographic Information

Information of gender, age, sector, total work experience, total work
experience in the current organization, total work experience with the current manager,
gender of the manager, monthly income, rate of the female-male workers in the
organization, participants’ average communication time with their managers and

whether they are blue-collar or white-collar workers were asked.

25



2.3. Procedure

After receiving the Institutional Review Board’s approval, the questionnaire
package was sent to participants via an internet link from METU Qualtrics. Social
Media websites such as Linkedin, Twitter and Facebook were used for the distribution
of the link. Participants first read the informed consent form and participated in the
study on a voluntary basis. All the scales were randomly distributed to participants
except the demographic information part which was presented at the end. At the end
of the survey, debriefing was provided to give participants more detailed information

about the nature of the study variables.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Data Screening

At first, the data were screened for random responders and outliers. Some of
the participants were deleted as they chose the exact same answers across all items in
the same scale although there were reverse items. In addition to this, participants who
did not answer one or more of the scales were also deleted. Before proceeding with
hypothesis testing, data were screened for multivariate analysis using Mahalanobis
distance. Accordingly, four cases were removed, leaving 330 participants in the dataset
to be analyzed.
3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory Factor Analysis were conducted on all scales to make sure the
scales fit the data.
3.2.1. Right Wing Authoritarianism

In the current study, firstly, one factor CFA was conducted as Altemeyer
(2007) stated that the scale had only one factor. However, the results showed poor fit,
although four modifications were added (S-B %2 (86) = 278.76, p <.001, CFI = .87,
RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07, .09], Rho = .87). On the other hand, Giildii (2011) stated
that Turkish version of the scale has two factors. Thus, a two factor model was tested
with CFA. For the two factor model, Mardia’s normalized estimate Z for RWA is
25.51, thus, robust results were reported. The average off-diagonal absolute
standardized residual was 0.04. In addition to this, 92.05% of the standardized
residuals were between -0.1 and 0.1. The results again showed poor fit (S-B %2 (89) =
205.11, p < .001, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.05, .07], Rho = .90), thus,
modification was added between error of item 5 “Our country needs free thinkers who
have the courage to defy traditional ways, even if this upsets many people.” and error
of item 1 “Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.” of the
scale. According to new results there was still poor fit (S-B %2 (88) =188.01, p <.001,
CFI = .93, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.05, .07], Rho = .91), thus another modification
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was added between the error of item 8 “You have to admire those who challenged the
law and the majority’s view by protesting for women’s abortion rights, for animal
rights, or to abolish school prayer” and the error of item 1 “Gays and lesbians are just
as healthy and moral as anybody else.”. The new results showed good fit (S-B %2 (87)
=166.83, p<.001, CF1= .95, RMSEA = .05, 90% CI[.04, .07], Rho = .91). However,
although results showed good fit for the two factor model and poor fit for the one factor
model, correlations among the two latent factors was .65. In addition to this, one of the
factors was deemed a “method factor” as its indicators were all reverse coded items.
Thus, following Altemeyer’s proposition, a decision was made to use the one factor
model in the current study.
3.2.2. Social Dominance Orientation

Analysis of the one factor CFA of the current study shows that Mardia’s
normalized estimate Z was 36.33 thus, robust estimations were reported. The average
off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was found as 0.04. 91.11% of the
standardized residuals were between -0.1 and 0.1. The results were S-B y2 (27) =
94.40, p <.001, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .09, 90% CI [.07, .11], Rho = .84, which was a
poor fit. Thus, modification were done between the error of item 2 “It’s probably a
good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the bottom.” and
the error of item 5 “Some groups of people must be kept in their place.”, as the
Lagrange Multiplier test recommended. After the modification, there was a moderate
fit (S-B %2 (26) = 60.09, p <.001, CFI =.95, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.04, .08], Rho =
.81), thus another modification was added between the errors of item 6 “We should do
what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.” and item 8 “We would have
fewer problems if we treated people more equally.”. After the modification, there was
very good fit (S-B y2 (25) =48.29, p <.001, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.03,
.08], Rho = .80).
3.2.3. Job Satisfaction

One factor CFA was conducted for the job satisfaction scale. Job satisfaction
scale has Mardia’s normalized estimate Z higher than 5 which was 14.66, thus robust
estimations are reported. The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual is
0.03. According to the distribution of standardized residuals results, 97.77% of the
residuals were between -0.1 and 0.1. According to the results there were poor fit (S-B

x2 (27) = 138.80, p <.001, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .11, 90% CI [.09, .13], Rho = .90),
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thus modification was added between the errors of item 1“fascinating” and item 2
“satisfying”. There was still poor fit (S-B 2 (26) = 104.80, p < .001, CFI = .94,
RMSEA = .10, 90% CI [.08, .12], Rho = .89); thus other modifications were added
between the errors of item 3 “boring” and item 8 “routine” of the scale and also the
errors of item 5 “challenging” and item 6 “gives sense of accomplishment.” After the
first modification, the results were S-B 42 (25) = 69.06, p <.001, CFI =.97, RMSEA
=.07,90% CI [.05, .09], Rho = .88 and after the second modification, the results were
S-B %2 (24) =50.44, p <.001, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.04, .08], Rho = .87
indicating good fit.
3.2.4. Leader Satisfaction

One factor Confirmatory Factor Analysis was conducted for Leader
satisfaction scale using EQS. As the Mardia’s normalized estimate Z is 59.63, robust
estimations are reported. The average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual is
0.03. According to the standardized residuals results, 99.35% of the residuals were
between -0.1 and 0.1. The results showed moderate fit (S-B 2 (119) = 355.78, p <
.001, CFI= .95, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07, .09], Rho = .97), thus, modification was
done between the error of item 1 “satisfaction with the way my leader solves work-
related problems” and the error of item 2 “Satisfaction with the way business decisions
are made”, as the Lagrange Multiplier test recommended. After the modifications, very
good fit was observed (S-B 2 (118) =229.09, p <.001, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .05,
90% CI[.04, .06], Rho = .97).
3.2.5. Organizational Commitment

The results of one factor CFA shows that Organizational Commitment Scale
Mardia’s normalized estimate Z is 33.31, thus, robust estimations are reported. The
average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual is 0.02. According to the
distribution of standardized residuals results, 100% of the residuals were between -0.1
and 0.1. The results are S-B %2 (20) = 85.26, p <.001, CFI=.97, RMSEA = .10, 90%
CI [.08, .12], Rho = .94, thus, there is a poor fit to the data. The modification was
added between the error of item 1 “I really feel as if this organization’s problems are
my own.” and item 2 “I feel a strong sense of belonging to this organization”. Since
there is still poor fit according to the RMSEA (S-B 2 (19) = 67.60, p <.001, CFI =
.98, RMSEA =.09, 90% CI[.07, .11], Rho = .94), two other modifications were added

between the error of item 2 and the error of item 3 (“I feel ‘emotionally attached’ to
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this organization.”) and also the error of item 1 and the error of item 7 (“I feel proud
to be an employee of this business.”). After the first modification the results were S-B
x2 (18)=47.93, p <.001, CFI= .99, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.05, .10], Rho = .93 and
the results of the second modification were S-B 42 (17) = 34.69, p <.001, CFI = .99,
RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.03, .08], Rho = .94, indicating good fit.
3.2.6. Transformational and Transactional Leadership Style Scale

CFA with two factors was conducted for the leadership style scale. In the first
analyses, there was poor fit between the data and the model, although two
modifications were added (S-B 2 (167) = 625.16, p <.001, CFI1 = .89, RMSEA = .09,
90% CI [.08, .10], Rho = .91). Examination of standardized item loadings indicated
that two items in the transactional leadership subscale had Beta coefficients lower than
.25, thus, they were dropped from further analysis. These were item 15 “My manager
watches / controls my acts in order to determine my possible mistakes and to interfere
when necessary.” and item 19 “Being rewarded by my manager depends only on
completing the job he / she asks from me, in the way he / she wants.”. After that,
Mardia’s Normalized Estimate Z was 35.53, thus, robust results are reported. The
average off-diagonal absolute standardized residual was 0.06. 83.04% of the
standardized residuals were distributed between -0.1 and 0.1. According to results
there was poor fit S-B y2 (134) = 607.62, p <.001, CFI1 = .89, RMSEA = .10, 90% CI
[.10,.11], Rho=.93. For that reason, two modifications were added between the errors
of item 13 “I can / do talk about things which are non-related to the work, with my
manager.” and item 12 of transformational leadership scale “I know that my manager
would help me for my personal problems when I need it.” and also the errors of item
14 “If I invite him / her, my manager attends to my important special events (wedding,
birthday etc.).” and item 13. The results still indicated poor fit (S-B y2 (132) =453.93,
p <.001, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .09, 90% CI [.08, .10], Rho = .92), thus two other
modifications were added between the errors of item 2 “My manager knows about my
and my teammates’ competencies, work-related personal concerns and needs and how
to motivate each of us” and item 1 “My manager tries to enhance my internal
motivation when he / she wants to motivate me for a task.” of the transformational
leadership scale and the errors of item 14 and item 12. After these modifications there
was a good fit with the data S-B %2 (14) =360.31, p <.001, CFI =.95, RMSEA = .07,
90% CI[.06, .08], Rho = .91.
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3.2.7. Trust in Supervisor Scale

One factor CFA was also done for trust in supervisor scale. According to the
results, robust estimations are reported, since Mardia’s normalized estimate Z was
12.01 which is higher than 5. The result of the average off-diagonal absolute
standardized residual was 0.02. According to the distribution of standardized residuals
results, 100% of the residuals were between -0.1 and 0.1. The results were S-B y2 (14)
=36.56, p <.001, CFI=.98, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.04, .10], Rho = .88, thus, there
was a moderate fit to the data. As the recommendation of Lagrange Multiplier test
modifications, covariance term was added between errors of item 1 “I know s/he will
reward me when I succeed.” and item 3, «“
I know s/he will protect me when I'm right about the job.” After the modification,
model fit the data well (S-B 42 (13) =27.32, p=.01, CFl = .99, RMSEA = .06, 90% CI
[.02, .08], Rho = .87).

3.3. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics are summarized for all participants, participants with
women managers, participants with male managers, woman participants and male
participants separately. In addition to this, internal consistency analyses were
conducted for all the measures in the total sample. The results for all participants are
presented in Table 1, while separate results for participants with women managers,
men managers, woman participants and male participants are presented in Tables 2
and 3, respectively.

As can be seen in Table 1, mean scores vary for all variables. Variables which
are RWA, SDO, and Transactional Leadership Perceptions have mean scores below
the mid-point which is 3 for the 6-point Likert-type scale, while job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, transformational leadership, leader satisfaction, and trust
in leader have mean scores above the mid-point. The mean scores range from 2.23 to
4.10 and the standard deviations range from .91 to 1.37 for all participants. While mean
scores range from 2.11 to 4.28 (standard deviations range from .93 to 1.37) among
participants with women managers (Table 2), the mean scores range from 2.30 to 4.00
(standard deviations range from .89 to 1.37) among participants with male managers
(Table 2). In addition to this, the mean scores of woman participants range from 2.08

to 4.12 (standard deviations range from .90 to 1.36) (Table 3), while the mean scores
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of male participants range from 2.39 to 4.07 (standard deviations range from .91 to
1.38) (Table 3).

According to the results of reliability analysis, most of the scales have high
levels of Cronbach Alpha coefficients (RWA a = .88, SDO a = .84, Job Satisfaction a
= .90, Organizational Commitment o = .94, Leader Satisfaction a = .97,
Transformational Leadership, a = .96, Transactional Leadership a =.68, Trust a =.87).
Removing items from the scale did not result in increasing the internal consistency
except the trust in leader scale. Item 2 of the scale
I know s/he will only evaluate my work based on my work performance.” was removed
increasing the consistency from .77 to .87.

Table 1.

Descriptive statistics of study variables for all participants

Number Cronbach Mean SD Range Skewness
of Items Alpha
RWA 15 .88 2.59 .99 4.73 .53
SDO 9 .84 2.23 .92 4.78 58
Leadership 20 .89 3.64 91 4.20 -.30
Perceptions
TF 14 .96 3.95 1.29 5 -37
TS 4 .68 2.67 1.10 5 .61
Job Satisfaction 9 .90 3.80 1.12 5 -.38
L 8 .94 3.98 1.37 5 -.39
Organizational
Commitment
Leader 17 97 3.87 1.29 5 -40
Satisfaction
Trust in Leader 7 .87 4.10 1.17 5 -45

Notes. Standard error of skewness = .13. RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism, SDO = Social Dominance
Orientation, TF = Transformational Leadership, TS = Transactional Leadership. All scales are rated on a 6-point

scale with higher scores indicating higher endorsement of the construct.
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Table 2.

Descriptive statistics concerning the variables of interest for participants with a

women/men manager separately.

Number of Mean SD Range Skewness
Items
RWA 15
Women 2.32 .93 4.20 .59
Men 2.74 .99 4.73 .50
SDO 9
Women 2.11 .98 4.78 .79
Men 2.30 .89 3.89 49
Leadership
Perceptions
TF 14
Women 422 1.17 5 -.51
Men 3.80 1.33 5 =27
TS 4
Women 2.65 1.11 4.75 72
Men 2.68 1.10 5 .56
Job Satisfaction 9
Women 3.85 1.15 5 -39
Men 3.78 1.37 5 -.38
Organizational 8
Commitment
Women 395 1.37 5 -45
Men 3.99 1.37 5 -.36
Leader 17
Satisfaction
Women 4.13 1.18 5 -53
Men 3.74 1.33 5 -.30
Trust in leader 7
Women 4.28 1.08 4.86 -40
Men 4.00 1.21 5 -43

Notes. Standard error of skewness for participants with women managers = .22, Standard error of skewness for
participants with men managers=.17. RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism, SDO = Social Dominance Orientation,
TF = Transformational Leadership, TS = Transactional Leadership. All scales are rated on a 6-point scale with
higher scores indicating higher endorsement of the construct.
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Table 3.

Descriptive statistics concerning the variables of interest for women/men participants

Number of Mean SD Range Skewness
Items
RWA 15
Women 2.37 .90 3.87 .63
Men 2.83 1.03 4.73 35
SDO 9
Women 2.08 .90 3.89 71
Men 2.39 .92 4.78 47
Leadership
Perceptions
TF 14
Women 4.05 1.28 5 -44
Men 3.83 1.30 5 =31
TS 4
Women 2.66 1.14 5 .65
Men 2.69 1.06 5 57
Job Satisfaction 9
Women 3.73 1.12 5 -41
Men 3.88 1.12 5 -.35
Organizational 8
Commitment
Women 3.90 1.36 5 =35
Men 4.07 1.38 5 -45
Leader 17
Satisfaction
Women 3.96 1.32 5 -.59
Men 3.78 1.26 4.94 -.19
Trust in leader 7
Women 4.12 1.23 5 -.59
Men 4.07 1.11 4.61 =25

Notes. Standard error of skewness = .18 for women participants, Standard error of skewness = .19 for men
participants. RWA = Right Wing Authoritarianism, SDO = Social Dominance Orientation, TF = Transformational
Leadership, TS = Transactional Leadership. All scales are rated on a 6-point scale with higher scores indicating
higher endorsement of the construct.

To compare the main effects of the participant gender and the gender of the
leader together with their interaction on a) job satisfaction, b) organizational
commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in leader, a two-way multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted. The results showed that there were
no significant differences among groups according to participant gender (A = .98, F (4,

323)=1.43, p=.23), gender of the leader (A = .98, F (4, 323) =1.93, p=.11) nor was
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there an interaction effect of participant gender and the gender of the leader (A = .99,

F (4,323)=.93, p = .45).

Bivariate correlations of all variables were obtained separately for the entire
sample (Table 4), participants with women managers (Table 5) and participants with
male managers (Table 6). There are some noteworthy significant correlations for all
participants (Table 4). RWA had positive significant correlations with SDO (r = .50,
p < .001), total work experience in the current organization (r = .26, p < .001).
Likewise, organizational commitment had positive significant correlations with job
satisfaction (r = .67, p < .001), transformational leadership perceptions (r = .51, p <
.001), leader satisfaction (r = .44, p < .001), trust in leader (r = .43, p <.001), total
work experience in the current organization (r = .26, p < .001) and age of the
participant (r = .25, p < .001). Job satisfaction had positive significant correlations
with transformational leadership perceptions (r = .43, p < .001), leader satisfaction (r
= .40, p < .001) and trust in leader (r = .40, p < .001). Transformational leadership
perceptions had strong positive significant correlations with leader satisfaction (r =
.86, p <.001) and trust in leader (r = .79, p < .001), while it had negative significant
correlation with transactional leadership (r = -.30, p <.001). Transactional leadership
perception had significant negative correlation with leader satisfaction (r = -.36, p <
.001) and trust in leader (r =-.36, p <.001). Finally, leader satisfaction correlated with
trust in leader (r = .85, p < .001) positively.
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Table 4.

Pearson correlation coefficients for all participants

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Right Wing Authoritarianism o
2. Social Dominance Orientation 50" .
3. Job Satisfaction for Work .08 .07 o
4. Organizational Commitment 19" .09 67 o
5. Transformational Leadership -02  -.04 43" 50"
6. Transactional Leadership 14" 07  -11 -10 -30"
7. Leader Satisfaction -02  -03 40" 44T 86" -36" o
8. Trust in leader -04  -04 40" 43" 79" -36" 85" L
9. Age of The Participant 217 .10 20" 25%  -08 .05 -.08 -08
10. Total Work Experience (TWE) A8 12 18t 210 12 09 -137 14T 760
11. TWE in Current Organization 25 15 4™ 260 - 11" 04 -09 13" 55" 60"
12. TWE with Current Manager .09 .07 A5% 24503 .03 -02  -01 .45 48 52" -
13. Monthly Income 147 -.03 Jd4 203 13" -.06™  -.08 -.11 38" 38" 197 17" L
14. Gender Composition .08 .00 -077"  -12 117 -07 -.05 -.05 .09 .08 .03 -.02 16"
15.Average Communication Time .08 .03 .02 .04 157 .08 .19 A3 205 -03 13" 02 -26% .04
with The Managers
16. Gender of the Participant 23" 17" .07 .06 -.08 .02 -.07 -03 20% .17 13" A1 260 25¢ -13

Notes. N = 330, * p <.01, ™ p <.05. Higher score on the Gender Composition variable indicate more men in the organization.



When the data were investigated, differences were found between participants
with women leaders and participants with male leaders according to significant
correlations (see Table 5 and Table 6). RWA had positive significant correlation with
organizational commitment (r = .25, p <.001) amongst participants with male leaders
but not for participants with women leaders. Transactional leadership had negative
significant effect on job satisfaction (r =-.19, p = .04) and organizational commitment
(r=-.19, p=.04) amongst the participants with women leaders but not for participants
with male leaders. Transformational leadership and job satisfaction correlation was
higher for participants with women leaders (r = .58, p <.001) than participants with
male leaders (r = .36, p <.001). Also transformational leadership and organizational
commitment correlation was higher for participants with women leaders (r = .61, p <
.001) than participants with male leaders (r =.46, p <.001). In addition this, the inverse
association between transactional leadership and leader satisfaction was higher for
participants with women leaders (r = -.53, p < .001) than male leaders (r =-.28, p <
.001), also the inverse association between transactional leadership and trust was
higher for participants with women leaders (r = -.50, p <.001) than participants with
male leaders (r =-.30, p <.001).
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Table 5.
Pearson correlation coefficients of focal variables for participants with women leaders

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Right Wing Authoritarianism o
2. Social Dominance Orientation .56" o
3. Job Satisfaction for Work .02 -.02 o
4. Organizational Commitment .08 .10 70" o
5. Transformational Leadership .06 .01 58" 61" o
6. Transactional Leadership .18 .03 -19™ -.19™ =37 o
7. Leader Satisfaction .02 .02 48" 48" .85" -.53"
8. Trust in Leader -.01 .05 46" 49" 17 -.50"

N=117,*p<.01, *p<.05.

5 Table 6.
oo
Pearson correlation coefficients of focal variables for participants with men leaders

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Right Wing Authoritarianism o
2. Social Dominance Orientation 46" L
3. Job Satisfaction for Work 13 12 o
4. Organizational Commitment 25" .08 65" o
5. Transformational Leadership -.01 -.04 36" 46" o
6. Transactional Leadership 13 .09 -.06 .06 -27" o
7. Leader Satisfaction .01 -.04 36" 42" 86" -28" L
8. Trust in Leader -.03 -.06 36" 40" 81" -30" .86"

N=213, *p<.01



3.4. Hypothesis Testing

In the current study, whether or not RWA and SDO predict the work outcomes
of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, trust in leader, and leader satisfaction
differentially across employees with women or men leaders and the potential
moderation effect of leadership style perceptions on these associations are
investigated. Series of moderation analyses were conducted by using the PROCESS
macro for Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 23.0 (SPSS 23.0). In the analyses,
RWA and SDO were the predictors, transformational and transactional leadership style
perceptions were the moderators and job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
trust in leader, and leader satisfaction were outcome variables. In addition, total work
experience in the current organization was used as a control variable on the analyses
in which organizational commitment was used as the DV. All the combinations of the
moderations are conducted separately for participants with women leaders and
participants with male leaders. An alpha level of .05 was used to test statistical
significance. Since there was not enough participants three way interaction could not
be conducted, thus, perception of the transformational leadership and perception of the

transactional leadership of the participants evaluated separately.

With Hypothesis 1 it was expected that the association between RWA and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more transformational.
All statistical results are shown in Table 7 for all four outcomes. Here, only statistically
significant results are emphasized. A consistent finding was obtained across the four
outcomes. The main effects of transformational leadership perceptions of women
leaders were significant on job satisfaction (b =.56, SE = .08, p <.001, 95% CI = 41,
.72), leader satisfaction (b = .85, SE =.05, p <.001, 95% CI = .76, .95), organizational
commitment (b = .74, SE = .09, p < .001, 95% CI = .57, .91), and trust in women
managers (b = .66, SE =.06, p <.001, 95% CI = .53, .78). The moderation effect was

not significant in any of the analyses. Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
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Table 7.

Simple Moderation Model for RWA and Transformational Leadership Perceptions
for participants with women leaders

Satisfaction Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
with job Commitment satisfaction
RWA -.01 (.10) .01 (.11) -.03 (.06) -.03 (.08)
95% CI -.21, 95%CI -.20, .23 95%CI -.16, .09  95% CI -.18, .13
18
Transformational 56" (.08) 74" (.09) .85% (.05) 66" (.06)

Leadership (TF)

Total Work

Experience In the

95% CI 41, .72

95%CI1 .57, 91

.00 (.00)
95%CI .00, .01

95% CI1..76, .95

95% CI .53, .78

Current

Organization

Age of the L A8 (L17) . L

Participant 95% CI-.17, .52

RWA*TL .02 (.08) -.08 (.09) -.01 (.05) .05 (.006)
95% CI -.13, 95%CI -.26, .10 95% CI-.11,.09  95% CI -.07, .17

17

R? .33 42 72 51

F(df, df) 18.64 (3, 113) 15.88 (5, 111) 96.49 (3, 113) 39.49 (3,113)

X#W Rchange .00 .00 .00 .00

F(df,df) .05 (1, 113) .83 (1, 111) .08 (1, 113) 72 (1, 113)

Notes: Numbers across predictors are b coefficients and numbers in parenthesis next to them are standard errors.
S
p<.05

With Hypothesis 2 it was expected that, the association between SDO and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more transformational.
All statistical results are shown in Table 8 for all four outcomes. According to the
results, all the four outcomes have consistent findings with each other. The main
effects of transformational leadership perceptions of women leaders had a positive
significant effect on employees’ job satisfaction (b = .56, SE = .08, p <.001, 95% CI
= 41, .71), organizational commitment (b = .73, SE = .09, p < .001, 95 % CI = .56,
.90), leader satisfaction (b = .85, SE = .05, p <.001, 95 % CI =.765, .95), and trust (b
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= .65, SE = .06, p < .001, 95 % CI = .53, .77). The moderation effect was not
significant in any of the analyses. As a result, hypothesis 2 was not supported.
Table 8.

Simple Moderation Model for SDO and Transformational Leadership for
participants with women leaders

Satisfaction Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
with job Commitment satisfaction
SDO -.01 (.09) .12 (.10) .01 (.06) .06 (.07)
95% CI -.20, 95%CI -.08, .33 95%CI -.11, .14 95% CI-.09, .21
17
Transformational 56" (.08) 73" (.09) .85%(.05) 65" (.06)

Leadership (TF)

Total Work

Experience In the

95% CI 41, .71

95%CI .56, .90

.00 (.00)
95%CI -.00, .01

95% CI1..75, .95

95% CI .53, .77

Current
Organization
Age of the o A5 (17) L L
Participants 95% CI -.18, .48
SDO*TL .04 (.07) .02 (.08) -.02 (.05) .05 (.06)
95% CI -.10, 95%CI -.14, .19 95% CI -.11, .08 95% CI-.07, .16
.19
R? 33 42 72 51
F(df, df) 18.82 (3, 113) 16.05 (5, 111) 96.33 (3, 113) 39.57 (3, 113)
X#W R2change .00 .00 .00 .00
F(df,df) 35 (1, 113) .07 (1, 111) A1 (1,113) S8 (1, 113)
*p<.05

Hypothesis 3 expected that the association between RWA and a) job
satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, ¢) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in leader
will be negative and stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more
transactional. All statistical results are shown in Table 9 for all four outcomes.
According to results, transactional leadership perceptions had negative significant
effects on job satisfaction (b = -.21, SE = .10, p = .03, 95% CI = -.40, -.02), leader
satisfaction (b = -.58, SE = .09, p = .01, 95% CI = -.75, -.41), organizational

commitment (b =-.31, SE=.12, p=.01, 95% CI = -.54, -.08) and trust (b = -.51, SE
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= .08, p <.001, 95% CI = -.66, -.35). Still, the moderation effect was not significant
in any of the analyses. As a result of this, hypothesis 3 was not supported. A
noteworthy finding was the inverse main effect of transactional leader perceptions on

being satisfied with and having trust in women leaders and also on job satisfaction and

organizational commitment.

Table 9.

Simple Moderation Model for RWA and Transactional Leadership for participants
with women leaders

Satisfaction with Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
work Commitment satisfaction
RWA 07 (12) 16 (.14) 16 ((11) 12 (.10)
95% CI -.16, .31 95% CI -.12, .44 95%CI -.05, .37 95% CI -.08, .31
Transactional -217(.10) -317(.12) -.58"(.09) -.517(.08)

Leadership (TS)

Total Work
Experience In

the Current

95% CI -.40, -.02

95% CI -.54, -.08

.00 (.00)
95% CI -.00, .01

95% CI -.75, -.41

95% CI -.66, -.35

Organization

Age of the o 22 (.21) o o

Participants 95% CI -.20, .65

RWA*TL -.02 (.09) -02 (.11) -.01 (.08) .02 (.08)

95% CI -.20, .17 95% CI -.24, .20 95% CI -.18, .15 95% CI-.13, .17

R? .04 .09 .29 26

F(df, df) 1.61(3,113) 2.17(5,111) 15.57 (3, 113) 13.42 (3, 113)

X#W R2change .00 .00 .00 .00

F(df,df) .04 (1, 113) .05 (1, 111) .03 (1, 113) .05 (1, 113)
*p<.05

Hypothesis 4 expected that the association between SDO and a) job

satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, ¢) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in leader
will be negative stronger when women leaders are perceived to be more transactional.
All statistical results are shown in Table 10 for all four outcomes. According to results,
transactional leadership perceptions had negative significant effects on job satisfaction

(b =-.20, SE = .10, p = .04, 95% CI = -.39, -.01), leader satisfaction (b = -.56, SE =
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.08, p <.001, 95% CI = -.73, -.39), organizational commitment (b =-.29, SE = .11, p
<.001, 95% CI = -.52, -.06) and trust (b = -.49, SE = .08, p < .001, 95% CI = -.65, -

.33). The moderation effect was not significant in any of the analyses. As a result,

hypothesis 4 was not supported. Similar to the analysis with RWA in the model, when

SDO was in the model, again transactional leadership perceptions were an inverse

predictor of satisfaction with and trust in women leaders and also job satisfaction and

organizational commitment. Taken together, leader styles seem to have a

positive/negative effect on outcomes related to having a women leader.

Table 10.

Simple Moderation Model for SDO and Transactional Leadership for participants
with women leaders

Satisfaction with Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
job Commitment satisfaction
SDO -01 (.11) 14 (.13) .05 (.10) .08 (.09)
95% CI-.22, .21 95%CI -.12, .39 95%CI -.14, .24 95% CI -.10,
.26
Transactional -20" (.10) -29" (.11) -.56" (.08) -.49"(.08)
Leadership (TS) 95% CI-.39,-.01  95%CI -.52, -.06 95% CI -.73, -.39 95% CI -.65, -
33
Total Work L .00 (.00) o o
Experience In -.00, .01
the Current
Organization
Age of the o 24 (21) o o
Participants 95% CI -.18, .66
SDO*TL .04 (.09) -06 (.11) .08 (.08) .05 (.08)
95% CI -.14, .23 95%CI -.28, .16 95% CI -.08, .25 95% CI -.10,
21
R? .04 .09 .29 .26
F(df, df) 1.55 (3, 113) 223 (5,111) 15.09 (3, 113) 13.17 (3, 113)
X*W R2change .00 .00 .01 .00
F(df,df) 20 (1, 113) 30(1, 111) 1.01 (1, 113) A45(1,113)
*p<.05

The same analyses were conducted also for participants with men leaders. To

do the analyses, participants with men leaders were selected for the data and

moderation analyses were conducted.
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With Hypothesis 5 it was expected that the association between RWA and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be negative and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more
transformational. All statistical results are shown in Table 11 for all four outcomes.
According to results, the interaction effect between RWA and transformational
leadership perceptions on job satisfaction was significant and negative (b = -.16, SE =
.05, p = .002, 95% CI = -.26, -.06) (Table 13). Hence, when men leaders were
perceived to be less transformational, the higher employees’ RWA level is, the higher
job satisfaction (Figure 1) they have (b = .39, SE = .10, p <.001, 95% CI = .18, .59).
When men leaders were perceived to be more transformational, there was no
interaction effect on job satisfaction (b =-.11, SE = .11, p = .30, 95% CI = -.33, .10).
The main effect of RWA on organizational commitment (b = .22, SE = .08, p <.001,
95% CI=.06, .37) was significant and positive for participants with men leaders (Table
13). In addition to this, transformational leadership perceptions had significant positive
main effects on job satisfaction (b = .30, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI = .20, .40),
organizational commitment (b = .50, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI =.39, .61), leader
satisfaction (b = .86, SE = .04, p < .001, 95% CI =.79, .93), and trust (b = .74, SE =
.04,p <.001, 95% CI=.67, .81) (Table 13). Also, total work experience in the current
organization (b = .00, SE = .00, p < .001, 95% CI =.00, .01) and age (b = .21, SE =
09, p = .02, 95% CI = .03, .38) were positive significant on organizational
commitment. Thus, hypothesis 5a was supported for job satisfaction, however,
Hypotheses 5b, 5S¢ and 5d were not supported when the DV was organizational

commitment, leader satisfaction and trust.
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Table 11.

Simple Moderation Model for RWA and Transformational Leadership Perceptions for
participants with male leaders

Satisfaction with Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
job Commitment satisfaction
RWA 13 (.07) 227 (.08) .01 (.05) -.04 (.05)
95% CI -.01, .28 95%CI .06, .37 95%CI -.08, .10 95% CI -.14,
.06
Transformational 30" (.05) .50" (.06) .86" (.04) 74" (.04)
Leadership (TF) 95% CI .20, .40 95%CI .39, .61 95% C1.79, .93 95% CI .67,
.81
Total Work o .00" (.00) o o
Experience In the 95%CI .00, .01
Current
Organization
Age of the o 217 (.09) L L
Participant 95% CI .03, .38
RWA*TL -.16"(.05) -.10 (.06) -.03 (.04) -.03 (.04)
95% CI -.26, -.06 95%CI -.21, .01 95% CI -.10,.04  95% CI -.10,
.04
R? .19 40 74 .66
F(df, df) 15.84 (3, 209) 27.36 (5, 207) 198.73 (3, 209) 138.16 (3,
209)
X*W R2change .04 .01 .00 .00
F(df,df) 9.80 (1, 209) 3.00 (1, 207) 74 (1, 209) .66 (1, 209)
*p <.05.
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Figure 1.

The Moderation Effect of RWA and Transformational Leadership on Job Satisfaction for
Participants with Male Leaders
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With Hypothesis 6 it was expected that the association between SDO and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be negative and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more
transformational. All statistical results are shown in Table 14 for all four outcomes.
The results showed that, the interaction between SDO and transformational leadership
had a negative significant effect on job satisfaction (b = -.22, SE =.06, p =.0001, 95%
CI=-.33, -.11) and organizational commitment (b = -.18, SE = .06, p =.005, 95% CI
= -30, -.05) (Table 14). That means, when men leaders are perceived less
transformational, the higher employees’ SDO level is, the higher job satisfaction (b =
A48, SE = .11, p <.001, 95% CI = .26, .70) (Figure 3) and organizational commitment
(b =.30,SE=.12,p =.02,95% CI=.06, .54) (Figure 4) they have. When men leaders
are perceived to be more transformational, there were no interaction effect on job
satisfaction (b = -.19, SE = .12, p = .11, 95% CI = -.43, .05) and organizational
commitment (b = -24, SE = .13, p = .07, 95% CI = -.51, .02). Moreover,
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transformational leadership perceptions had a significant positive main effect on job
satisfaction (b = .31, SE = .05, p < .001, 95% CI = .21, .42), organizational
commitment (b = .52, SE = .06, p <.001, 95% CI = .41, .63), leader satisfaction (b =
.86, SE = .04, p <.001, 95% CI=.79, .93) and trust (b = .74, SE = .04, p < .001, 95%
CI = .67, .81). Also, total work experience in the current organization was positive
significant on organizational commitment (b = .00, SE = .00, p <.001, 95% CI = .00,
.01) and age of the participant (b = .24, SE = .09, p = .01, 95% CI = .07, .42) (Table
14). As a result, hypothesis 12 is supported when the DVs were job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, however, it was not supported when the DVs were leader

satisfaction and trust.
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Table 12.

Simple Moderation Model for SDO and Transformational Leadership Perceptions for
participants with male leaders

Satisfaction with Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
job Commitment satisfaction
SDO .13 (.08) .02 (.09) -.01 (.05) -.04 (.06)
95% CI -.02, .29 95%CI -.15, .19 95%CI -.12, .09 95% CI -.15,
.07
Transformational 317 (.05) .52% (.06) .86" (.04) 74" (.04)
Leadership (TL) 95% CI .21, .42 95%CI .41, .63 95% CI1.79, .93 95% CI .67,
.81
Total Work L .00" (.00) _ o
Experience In the 95%CI .00, .01
Current
Organization
Age of the L 24" (.09) o o
Participant 95%CI1 07, 42
SDO*TL -227 (.06) -.18" (.06) -.07 (.04) -.01 (.04)
95% CI -.33 -.11 95%CI -.30, -.05 95% CI -.15, .00 95% CI -.09,
.07
R? 21 39 714 .66
F(df, df) 18 (3, 209) 26.55 (5, 207) 202.12 (3, 209) 137.56 (3,
209)
X#W R2change .06 .02 .00 .00
F(df,df) 14.94 (1, 209) 8.17 (1, 207) 3.45 (1, 209) .08 (1, 209)
*p <.05
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Figure 2.

The Moderation Effect of SDO and Transformational Leadership on Job Satisfaction for
Participants with Male Leaders
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Figure 3.

The Moderation Effect of SDO and Transformational Leadership on Organizational
Commitment for Participants with Male Leaders

5 o,
‘.
‘.
-.~
‘- .o
.-.
~.~
c -

>
"

.o.a...ooo..0.o..oo..0Oo...’o.u.o..o..o.o.o.co.ooo.co’

ional Commitment
D

w
5}

=@ oW transformational
leadership

Organizat
w

e+ e+ moderate transformational
leadership

==® «high transformational
2,5 leadership

low moderate high

SDO

49



With Hypothesis 7 it was expected that the association between RWA and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be positive and stronger when men leaders perceived to be more
transactional. All statistical results are shown in Table 13 for all four outcomes.
According to results, the interaction between RWA and transactional leadership
perceptions had a positive significant effect on leader satisfaction (b = .18, SE = .08,
p =.02,95% CI=.03, .33) and trust (b = .18, SE = .07, p = .009, 95% CI = .05, .32)
(Table 15). That means, when men leaders are perceived more transactional, the higher
employees’ RWA level is, the higher leader satisfaction (b = .24, SE = .12, p = .046,
95% CI = .004, .47) (Figure 4). When men leaders are perceived less transactional,
there was no interaction effect on leader satisfaction (b =-.16, SE = .13, p = .21, 95%
Cl=-41, .09). For the trust outcome, although the interaction effect was significant,
the simple slopes for neither the RW A-trust association at the low level of transactional
leadership (b = -.22, SE = .12, p = .06, 95% CI = -.44, .01) nor the association at the
high level of transactional leadership (b = .20, SE = .11, p = .07, 95% CI =-.02, .41)
were significant. Nevertheless, the direction of effect changed from negative to
positive from lower to higher levels of transactional leadership, resulting in the
observed significant interaction effect. Transactional leadership also had significant
effect on leader satisfaction (b =-.34, SE = .08, p <.001, 95% CI =-.50, -.19) and trust
(b=-.33, SE =.07, p <.001, 95% CI = -.47, -.19). The effect of RWA was positive
and significant on job satisfaction (b = .15, SE = .08, p =.047, 95% CI =.00, .30) and
organizational commitment (b = .25, SE = .09, p = .008, 95% CI = .06, .43). Also,
total work experience in the current organization was positive significant on
organizational commitment (b = .00, SE = .00, p =.02, 95% CI=.00, .01) (Table 15).
As aresult, hypothesis 7 was supported for leader satisfaction and trust, but not for job

satisfaction and organizational commitment.
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Table 13.

Simple Moderation Model for RWA and Transactional Leadership for participants

with male leaders

Satisfaction with job Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
Commitment satisfaction
RWA 157 (.08) 257 (.09) .05 (.09) .00 (.08)
95% CI .002, .30 95%CI .06, .43 95%CI -.12, .22 95% CI -.16,

.16

Transactional -.08 (.07) -.10 (.08) .34 (.08) -337(.07)

Leadership (TL) 95% CI -.22, .06 95%CI -.25,.06  95% CI-.50,-.19  95% CI -47, -
.19

Total Work o .00 (.00) o o

Experience In 95%CI .00, .01

the Current

Organization

Age of the o .20 (.10) L L

Participants 95% CI -.00, .41

RWA*TL .06 (.07) .12 (.08) 187 (.08) 187 (.07)

95% CI -.07, .19 95%CI -.03, .27 95% CI .03, .33 95% CI .05,

32

R? .03 .16 .10 12

F(df, df) 1.94 (3, 209) 8.07 (5, 207) 7.97 (3, 209) 9.34 (3, 209)

X*W R2change .00 .01 .02 .03

F(df,df) .93 (1, 209) 2.30 (1, 207) 5.36 (1, 209) 7 (1,209)

*p <.05.
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Figure 4.

The Moderation Effect of RWA and Transactional Leadership on Leader Satisfaction for
Participants with Male Leaders
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With Hypothesis 8 it was expected that the association between SDO and a)
job satisfaction, b) organizational commitment, c) leader satisfaction, and d) trust in
leader will be positive and stronger when men leaders are perceived to be more
transactional. All statistical results are shown in Table 14 for all four outcomes. A
consistent finding was obtained across the four outcomes. None of the interaction
effects on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, leader satisfaction and trust in
leader were significant. Transactional leadership had significant effect on leader
satisfaction (b = -.34, SE = .08, p <.001, 95% CI =-.50, -.18) and trust (b =-.33, SE
= .07, p < .001, 95% CI = -47, -.18). Also total work experience in the current
organization (b = .00, SE = .00, p = .01, 95% CI = .00, .01) and age (b = .24, SE =
A1, p = .02, 95% CI = .04, .45) had positive significant effect on organizational
commitment. The moderation effect was not significant in any of the analyses either.

As a result, hypothesis 8 was not supported.
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Table 14.

Simple Moderation Model for SDO and Transactional Leadership for participants

with male leaders

Satisfaction with Organizational Leadership Trust in leader
job Commitment satisfaction
SDO .15 (.09) .02 (.10) -.04 (.10) -.06 (.09)
95% C1-.02, .33 95%CI -.18, .23 95%CI -.23, .16 95% CI -.24,
12
Transactional -.07 (.07) -.07 (.08) -34" (.08) -337(.07)
Leadership (TL)  95% CI -.21, .06 95%CI -23,.09  95% CI-.50,-.18 95% CI -.47, -
18
Total Work o .00" (.00) L o
Experience In 95%CI .00, .01
the Current
Organization
Age of the o 247 (.11) o o
Participants 95% CI .04, .45
SDO*TL .03 (.08) .09 (.09) .14 (.09) .05 (.08)
95% CI-.12, .19 95%CI -.10, .27 95% CI -.04, .32 95% CI -.11,
22
R? .02 13 .09 .09
F(df, df) 1.46 (3, 209) 6.09 (5, 207) 6.73 (3,209) 7.05 (3, 209)
X#W R2change .00 .00 .01 .00
F(df,df) .16 (1, 209) .88 (1, 207) 2.28 (1, 209) 41 (1, 209)
*p <.05.

All the results are summarized in table 15.
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Table 15.

Summary Table

Job Organizational Satisfaction Trust in

Satisfaction Commitment  with Leader Leader
Women Managers
RWA X X X X
Transformational leader v (+) 26 v (+) v ()
TF*RWA X X X X
Transactional leader v () v () 20 v (-)
TS*RWA X X X X
SDO X X X X
Transformational leader v (+) v (4 v (+) v ()
TF*SDO X X X X
Transactional leader v () v () 40 40
TS*SDO X X X X
Men Managers
RWA X v () X X
Transformational leader v (+) v () v (+) v (4
TF*RWA v () X X X
Transactional leader X X v () 40
TS*RWA X X v (+) v (4)
SDO X X X X
Transformational leader v (+) 26 v () v ()
TF*SDO v () v (-) X X
Transactional leader X X 20 20
TS*SDO X X X X
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

4.1. Overview

The aim of the current study was to investigate the predictive effects of Right
Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation on the job satisfaction and
organizational commitment of incumbents and incumbents’ trust and satisfaction in
their leaders by taking account of the moderating role of leadership styles. The results
show that whether people are high in RWA and/or SDO or not, they show negative
prejudiced attitudes toward women leaders whom adopt gender role incongruent
leadership styles. On the other hand, it is found that RWA and SDO interact with
gender role congruent / incongruent leadership styles of men leaders and have an effect
on follower attitudes and experiences.

The study provides valuable insights from different points of views into
employees' prejudiced attitudes toward their leaders, depending on employees' RWA
or SDO levels and leaders' gender role congruent or gender role incongruent leadership
styles. It also provides a different perspective to the reasons that have effects on the
job/leader satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust in leader. It is believed
that, the results contribute to the literature and can be helpful for the fight against
gender inequalities and its negative consequences for people especially in the work
context.

In the next sections, detailed information about the results and implications are
discussed. Also, limitations of the study and suggestions for future studies are

presented.

4.2. Discussion of the Findings and Implications

Results showed that although job satisfaction, leader satisfaction,
organizational commitment or trust in leader do not differ according to participant
gender, these outcomes do differ based on the gender of one’s leader in some

situations. When the results about women leaders are investigated deeply, it was found
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that, despite some consistent results with the literature, hypotheses were not supported
for women leaders. The results showed that the interaction between RWA/SDO and
leadership styles had no effect on job/leader satisfaction, organizational commitment
or trust in leader of the employees with women leaders. However, when findings with
male leaders are investigated, the results have partial supports for the hypotheses. First
of all, when employees perceive their male leader as low on transformational
leadership (role congruent), those with higher RW A are more likely to have higher job
satisfaction compared to people with low RWA. In addition to this, when employees
perceive their male leader as low on transformational leadership, those with higher
SDO are more likely to have higher job satisfaction and/or organizational commitment
compared to people with low SDO. Similar to the findings with transformational male
leaders, there were also valuable findings for transactional male leaders. When male
leaders are perceived as high in transactional leadership (again role congruent), those
with higher RWA are more likely to have higher leader satisfaction and trust in their
leader compared to people with low RWA, although the interaction of SDO and
transactional leadership perceptions had no effect on job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, leader satisfaction or trust in leader. In short, significant interaction
effects indicated that employees had more positive attitudes when their male leaders
were perceived more role congruent.

When main effects were investigated, the results showed that transformational
leadership had positive effects on all the outcomes for both women and male leaders.
Transactional leadership had negative effects on all outcomes for women leaders,
although, it had negative effects only on leader satisfaction and trust in leader for male
leaders. From these results, some conclusions can be drawn for women leaders and
men leaders, separately. First of all, even though not all the interaction hypotheses
were supported, the main effects of the leadership styles were supported. Consistent
with the literature stating that people are more satisfied with women leaders adopting
a gender congruent leadership style (transformational leadership) than women leaders
adopting a gender incongruent leaderships style (transactional leadership) (Embry et
al., 2008) the results showed that transformational leadership perceptions of the
women leaders have positive effects on employee outcomes. Secondly, for the men
leaders, the findings show that employees did not show prejudiced attitudes toward

male leaders who adopted a transformational leadership style. It was found that
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employees showed more job satisfaction, leader satisfaction, organizational
commitment and trust in their leader, when they perceived more transformational
leadership from their male leader, which is also consistent with the findings of
Cuadrado, Morales, and Recio (2008) who stated that stereotypical feminine
leadership style adopted by men did not cause negative evaluations for them. However,
it would be useful to add that, the relationships between transformational leadership
and outcomes were stronger for women leaders than men leaders. That is also
consistent with the literature since, transformational leadership behaviors parallel
some women gender roles. Thirdly, for the participants with male leaders, the main
effects of transactional leadership style show that transactional leadership had effects
on leader satisfaction and trust in their leader negatively, however, it had no effect on
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The literature on the association
between transactional leadership and job outcomes has somewhat inconsistent
findings, indicating negative associations [e.g. transactional leadership predicts job
satisfaction and organizational commitment negatively (Erkutlu, 2008; Limsila &
Ogunlana, 2008); predicts leader satisfaction (Erkutlu, 2008) and trust in leader
(Kelloway et al., 2012) negatively], positive associations [e.g., it predicts trust
positively Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Jung & Avolio, 2000)], and also null findings [(e.g.,
no relationship between trust in leader and gender congruent leadership style (Embry
et al., 2008)]. Also there is a consistency with the findings which stated that
transactional leadership has relationship with leader satisfaction (Erkutlu, 2008) and
trust in leader (Kelloway et al., 2012) negatively. Findings of the present study further
contribute to the literature on transactional leader’s negative effect on leader
satisfaction and trust. However, this effect was not observed on the job and workplace
related attitudes of job satisfaction and organizational behavior.

As mentioned before, according to the findings, when women or male leaders
were perceived to be more transformational, the job satisfaction, leader satisfaction,
trust in leader and organizational commitment levels were higher for employees. These
results of main effects are also consistent with the current literature which state the
positive effects of transformational leadership on outcomes (Bushra et al., 2011; Dirks
& Ferrin, 2002; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Jung & Avolio, 2000; Limsila & Ogunlana,
2008; Liu et al., 2010; Voon et al., 2011). From these results, it can be concluded that

transformational leadership is beneficial for employees and organizations whether they
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have women or men leaders. That means, due to leaders transformational style, there
could be lower levels of job dissatisfaction, absenteeism, complaining expression,
tardiness, low morale and decision making participation (Bushra et al, 2011; Rad et
al., 2006), unfulfilled needs of the team members (Phillips, 2001), turnover intentions
(Burke et al., 2007). Also there could be high level of communication (Burke et al.,
2007) and productivity (Loke, 2001).

The results also showed that transactional leadership perceived from women
leaders had negative effects on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, leader
satisfaction and trust in leader, while transactional leadership perceived from men
leaders had negative effects only on leader satisfaction and trust in leader. Therefore,
it could be concluded that employees did not prefer to perceive transactional leadership
from their leaders. It had negative consequences for the employees which would also
create negative consequences for the organizations. On the other hand, it should be
taken into account that while transactional leadership perceived from women leaders
had negative effects on all the outcomes, transactional leadership perceived from men
leaders had negative effects only on leader satisfaction and trust in leader. The results
about women leaders and also men leaders were consistent with the current literature
which stated that the subordinates show less satisfaction with female leaders with
gender role incongruent style than gender role congruent style and on the contrary,
employees show more satisfaction with gender role incongruent male leaders than role
congruent male leaders (Embry et al., 2008). For the male leaders, when employees
perceived gender role incongruent leadership style which is transformational
leadership, employees experienced positive, rather than negative consequences.
However, when there were male role congruent and women role incongruent
leadership style which is transactional leadership, only employees with women leaders
had lower job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Perception of the high level
of transactional leadership had no effect on job satisfaction or organizational
commitment of the employees with male leaders. There could be two possible reasons
for this situation. First of all, it could be said that men adopting a gender congruent
leadership style, that is transactional leadership, eliminated some of the negative
effects of transactional leadership. With relation to this, while there were no effects of
transactional leadership on job satisfaction and organizational commitment of the

participants with male leaders, it had effects on leader satisfaction and trust in leader.
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This might be because the leader satisfaction and trust in leader are two concepts that
could be more proximally affected by personal relationships with leaders while
personal relationships may have indirect effects on job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. Thus, employees with men leaders, might not be satisfied with their
leader or trust them, still, the leadership style might have no effect on job satisfaction
or organizational commitment as it is seen as a “man’s style” and they believe that
leadership should be like this. On the other hand, employees with women leaders could
be affected by personal relationships and also they may not like gender role
incongruent women leaders, thus, as a result of this, it could be having an effect on job
satisfaction and organizational commitment too. Secondly, rather than eliminating the
negative effect, perception of the transactional leadership from women leaders had
negative effect on job satisfaction or organizational commitment, while transactional
leadership itself had not effect on job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
Thus, regardless of their levels of RWA and SDO, employees give negative reactions
to women with role incongruent leadership style while role incongruent leadership
style has no negative effects on job satisfaction and organizational commitment for
male leaders. As a result, it can be concluded that, only women are exposed negative
evaluations from gender incongruent leadership style.

When the main effects of SDO and RWA investigated, the results showed that
there were no main effect of SDO or RWA on any of the outcomes for the participants
with women leaders. Thus, it could be concluded that the effect on job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, leader satisfaction and trust in leader were independent
from SDO and RWA, when employees have women leaders. However, RWA has a
positive effect on organizational commitment of the participants with men managers,
whether they perceive their leader as higher on transformational leadership or
transactional leadership. Also, employees with higher RWA show more job
satisfaction when they perceive more transactional leadership from their male leader.
In here, another interesting point was that the higher RWA helps employees to show
more organizational commitment whether they have transformational male leader or
transactional male leaders. Therefore, it can be concluded that, when people have high
level of RWA, they show higher organizational commitment or job satisfaction since
they have male leader. The reason of this might the effects of gender of the leader.
This might be because people with higher RWA are seeking for social order, stability
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and safety of the groups (Cohrs & Asbrock, 2009) and also tradition, structure,
conformity, religiosity and valuing order (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). When employees
who have male leaders also have high levels of RWA, even though they do not like
their leaders, they will respect them, since the male leaders protect social order,
stability and safety of the group. It will in turn, also help those employees to show
commitment to the organization or satisfied with their jobs. Therefore, as male leaders
provide traditions to be continued, employees with high level of RWA may feel more
committed to the organizations without looking at the leadership style of their male
leader. In addition to organizational commitment, since transactional male leaders are
more traditional, this might also have positive effect on job satisfaction of the
employees with high level of RWA.

To sum up, employees with transformational leaders have higher levels of job
satisfaction, leader satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust in their leader,
while the employees with transactional managers have lower levels of leader
satisfaction and trust in their leaders. Also, employees with transactional women
managers have lower levels of job satisfaction and organizational commitment. The
negative evaluation of the transactional women leaders seems mostly because of their
gender incongruent behavior since perception from transactional leadership from male
leaders have no effect on job satisfaction and organizational commitment. As a result
of this, it can be said that women leaders are exposed to prejudice because of their
leadership style whether the employees have high level of RWA and SDO or not. The
results of the present study show consistency with the findings of Eagly and Karau
(2002) who state that gender role incongruent behaviors of women can receive
unfavorable evaluation from people and also other researchers stated that agentic
women are seen as less likeable and socially skilled than agentic males (Rudman &
Glick, 2001; Phelan et al., 2008). Although, RWA and SDO have relationships with
different kind of prejudices, they do not have any interactions on role incongruent
leadership styles of women leaders and its consequences. On the other hand, women’s
role incongruent leadership style have different and negative consequences while male
role incongruent leadership style has positive effects. As mentioned before, rather than
resulting in negative effect, perception of transformational leadership from male
leaders had positive effects on outcomes. Thus, this situation can point to bigger

problems for women in managerial positions.
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According to results, RWA or SDO’s interaction with transactional leadership
or transformational leadership has no effect on job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, leader satisfaction and trust in leader, when employees have women
leaders. These results showed that gender role congruity plays an important role while
perceiving and evaluating women leadership, RWA and SDO do not have any impact
on this relationship. The existing stereotypes about women leaders in society might
dominate the perception of women leaders and thus, this might eliminate the effects of
RWA and SDO. As a result of this, even people who had low level of RWA and SDO
show similar prejudices toward women leaders as people with high level of RWA or
SDO. However, on the bright side, transformational leadership was perceived
positively by all employees whether their leader were male or women. Since
transformational leadership corresponds with women gender roles, employees would
give more positive reactions to transformational women leader than transformational
male leaders.

The results showed that the interaction between RWA or SDO and
transformational leadership or transactional leadership had different consequences for
participants with male leaders. First of all, according to results, when male leaders
have high or moderate level of transformational leadership, RWA and/or SDO have
no effect on the level of job satisfaction or organizational commitment. However,
when male leaders have low level of transformational leadership, the higher the RWA
level of the employees, the higher the job satisfaction they have and similarly, the
higher the SDO level, the higher the job satisfaction or organizational commitment
they have. Hence, this behavior can be named as positive discrimination shown by
people who have high level of RWA and SDO, through male leaders who have low
level of transformational leadership. Here, it should be paid attention that, while there
were interaction effects on job satisfaction and organizational commitment, there were
no interaction on leader satisfaction and trust in leader. The reason of this might be
that the transformational leadership is the leadership type which is already being
greeted positively by employees. Thus, people with high or low level of RWA may
not give negative reactions to their leaders when they have transformational male
leaders. Also, according to Ayman, Korabik, and Morris (2009), transformational
leadership has an equalizer effect and men can have power for preventing status lost

without losing their legitimacy. They also stated that being considered caring can be
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perceived as paternalistic which in turn creates positive attributes for transformational
male leaders. However, when there would be lower level of transformational
leadership perception from their leader, those people with high level of RWA or SDO
benefited from this situation. This might be because, leader satisfaction and trust in
leader are two concepts that could be more proximally affected by personal
relationships with leaders while personal relationships may have indirect effect on job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. Since the people with high level of RWA
are traditional and people with high level of SDO have a tendency to make more
stereotyping (Whitley, 1999) which might in turn have effect on their belief about
gender roles, they may respect their leader as their leader was male. Thus, although
they do not show differences with people with low RWA or SDO, people with higher
RWA show more satisfaction, and people with higher SDO show more job satisfaction
and organizational commitment to their less transformational leader, because of their
gender.

In addition to the findings with RWA/SDO and their interaction with
transformational leadership, there were also important findings for the effects of
RWA/SDO interaction with transactional leadership on the outcomes. When the
attitudes toward transactional male leaders are investigated, it is found that, when men
leaders are perceived more transactional, the higher employees” RWA level is, the
higher leader satisfaction or trust they have. However, SDO and transactional
leadership interaction has no effect on any of the outcomes. These results of the
interaction effect findings are new for the literature. It is believed that they provide
some insight about role incongruence and prejudices. Unlike RWA, people with high
level of SDO do not have high level of leader satisfaction or trust in their male leader
who adopt transactional leadership style highly. In that point, it can be paid attention
to Duckitt and Sibley’s conclusion that states there are different generalized prejudice
dimensions which are predicted by RWA and SDO in different ways. Moreover, Cohrs
and Asbrock (2009) said that there are different kind of motivational concerns which
cause prejudice through RWA and SDO. While social cohesion and identity have
association with RWA, concerns about in-group superiority and dominance have
relationship with SDO. Cohrs and Asbrock (2009) also indicated that when social
order, stability and safety of group is threatened, RWA strongly drives prejudice rather

than SDO, since there is no competition for the status hierarchy between dominant and
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subordinate groups. On the other hand, when there is a group which competes for
power-status, SDO strongly causes prejudice compared to RWA, since people do not
perceive threats to their social order, stability or safety, although competition can be
understood as a certain kind of threat. As a result of this, it can be concluded that, when
there are male leaders who adopt gender role congruent leadership style highly, people
with high level of RWA have more satisfaction with their leader and trust, since the
leader helps to continue social order and stability for the gender roles, the group. On
the other hand, people with high level of SDO might think that men leaders already
have status and power. Thus leadership style of men leaders may not be important and
it may not cause prejudice behavior toward transactional male leader, whether in a
positive way or in a negative way.

The results also showed that when employees perceived their leaders more
transactional, people with high level of RWA had more leader satisfaction and trust in
their leader but not job satisfaction and organizational commitment. This situation
might be explained by two reasons which was mentioned before. First of all, this might
be because of the strong relationships between RWA and tradition, structure,
conformity, religiosity and valuing order (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). With relation to
this, when male leaders adopt transactional leadership style, there is a consistency
between the male gender roles and leadership style and this consistency can continue
social order, stability and safety of groups which are valuable for RWA (Cohrs &
Asbrock, 2009). For that reason, rather than creating negative prejudice, consistency
with values may create positive prejudice and thus, people with high level of RWA
show higher leader satisfaction and trust in leader. Secondly, leader satisfaction and
trust in leader are two concepts that could be more proximally affected by personal
relationships with leaders while personal relationships may have an indirect effect on
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. When they have transactional male
leaders, the male leader behave as congruent with his gender role, thus, there is a
consistency between the expectations in the society and leaders behavior. Since
transactional leadership behavior is what they expect from the male leaders, people
with high level of RWA show more leader satisfaction and trust in their leader,
however, the other effects might have more influence on job satisfaction and
organizational commitment, thus, the interaction might not have any effect on job

satisfaction and organizational commitment.
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The results of the current study also show that, employees in general benefit
from transformational leaders. Whether the leader is a man or woman,
transformational leadership style has positive effects on job satisfaction, leader
satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust in their leader. However, when a low
level of transformational leadership from a male leader is perceived, having high level
of RWA becomes advantageous for having more job satisfaction and having a high
level of SDO also becomes advantageous for high level of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. In addition to this, although transactional leadership has
no effect on job satisfaction and organizational commitment and negative effect on
leader satisfaction and trust in leader for all people with male leaders, people with high
levels of RWA show more leader satisfaction and trust in their leader. However,
transactional women leaders are evaluated negatively by people independent of their
SDO and RWA levels.

When all the findings are evaluated, some implications will be suggested for
the practices. First of all, the current study and other studies about the relationships
between transformational leadership and job/leader satisfaction, organizational
commitment and trust in leader show that transformational leadership has a positive
effect on employees in general. Whether employees have a high level of RWA and
SDO, it is obvious that high or moderate level of transformational leadership style has
positive effect on employees, thus, both transformational women and men leaders are
beneficial for the organizations. In addition to this, without looking at RWA and SDO
levels, it is clearly seen that transactional leadership is not beneficial since it has no
effect on job satisfaction and organizational commitment and negative effect on trust
in leader for people with male leaders. It has also negative consequences for people
with women leaders. Transactional leadership has positive consequence only for
people who have high level of RWA. Thus, leaders should consider twice when they
adopt a transactional leadership style, because of the negative consequences of
transactional leadership style. Results for transactional leadership style and RWA
relationships are valuable, since it shows that transactional male leaders benefited from
RWA, however, transactional leadership has negative effect on women leaders,
without the effects of employees RWA and SDO level. At one point, it is not
acceptable that, women leaders who adopt transactional leadership style are exposed

the prejudice because of the incongruence between their gender and stereotypes about
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women in society. On the other hand, women can benefit from these stereotypical
thoughts with being transformational leaders. In this way, the effects of their
prejudiced behavior toward role incongruent leaders and its consequences can be
precluded, since there is a match between women gender roles and transformational
leadership style behavior, and at the same time, outcomes of the employees can be
higher which in turn would benefit the organizations.

As aresult, in light of all the information, it can be concluded that organizations
should break the prejudiced ideas toward women leaders and their leadership styles.
With relation to this, on the equal conditions, women should be given a chance to be
leaders. In this way, while there will be more gender equal work environment, there

will be more positive outcomes for organizations, employees and women leaders.

4.3. Limitations and Suggestions for the Future Studies

The study has some limitations. Firstly, although an effort was made to reach
people from different cities, most of the participants reached live in metropolitan
municipalities in Turkey such as Istanbul, Izmir and Ankara. Thus, the culture of the
metropolitan cities might have made participants pay more attention to gender equality
or they might have been more accustomed to it and be more open to women leaders.
Because of the dynamics of the metropolitans and huge cultural differences across
Turkey, having participants from the rural areas might be better for this study. On the
other hand, people who live in metropolitan cities have different cultural backgrounds
from different cities, so the effects of cultural differences might have actually been
reduced. But still, reaching more people from different cities would strengthen the
generalizability of study findings.

Secondly, in the current study, most of the participants are white collar
workers. The representation of the blue-collar workers were limited. The reason of this
situation may be because of the distribution method of the survey. The survey was
distributed via using social media websites such as Linkedin, Facebook and Twitter.
Although the usage of these websites are very high in Turkey and it was easy to reach
people from different backgrounds, education level seems to be playing a role for
completing the survey. Since most of the white collar workers are highly educated,
they are willing to complete the survey. On the other hand, reaching blue-collar

workers was more difficult than white collar workers. For preventing this kind of

65



limitations, paper pencil method might be better. In addition to blue collar workers,
public officers might also be included as participants for the future studies for seeing
the similarities or the differences from private sectors and using these results also for
the public sector.

Like the blue-collar, white-collar problem, most of the participants were
working in sectors like accounting and tourism in which approximately equal number
of men and women are employed. As a result of this, people get used to working with
women as these women may act like a model to show that women can be successful
workers and leaders and this exposure might have a positive effect on their perception
about women leaders. Thus, if there were more participants who work mostly with
male workers rather than female workers, this might create more unbiased results.

As the level of the managerial position was not controlled, it can also be a
limitation. Because of the prejudices toward women leaders, it can be considered that,
people with high level of SDO or RWA might give more harsh reactions to women in
upper level management positions which in turn could have an effect on results. So, in
future studies, the level of the managerial positions can also be used as a control
variable.

At last, it was hard to reach people with women leaders. Unfortunately, many
of the management positions are dominated by male leaders, thus, in the current study
only 35.54% of people had women managers. On the other hand, women and men
participants are equal approximately. Thus, this might be a strength of the study since

in this way, dominance of the one gender on the results are prevented.
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APPENDICES

A. INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Goniilli Katihhm Formu
Sayin Katilimci,

Bu calisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Yiiksek
Lisans Programi 6grencisi Meltem Diizgiin tarafindan Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yonca Toker
danigmanliginda ytiriitiilen tez calismasi kapsaminda yapilmaktadir. Calismanin
amact, bireyin kisiligin siipervizoriine yonelik tutumuyla iliskisi ve bunun da kisinin
is tatminine olan etkisini arastirmaktir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyla goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette,
sizden kurum kimligi veya kisisel kimlik belirleyici hi¢bir bilgi istenmemektedir.
Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir; kesinlikle higbir kisi yada kurumla paylasilmayacaktir. Elde
edilecek bilgiler bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir

Anket, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorulari igcermemektedir ve
tamamlanmasi ortalama 15 dakika stirmektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan
ya da herhangi bagka bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama
isini yarida birakabilirsiniz. Boyle bir durumda anket linkini kapatmaniz yeterli
olacaktir.

Liitfen anket sorularini dikkatli okuyunuz ve yanitsiz soru birakmayiniz.
Aragtirmanin  giivenilir olabilmesi agisindan sorular1 dikkatli ve igtenlikle
cevaplamaniz biiyiik 6nem tasimaktadir. Calismayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in
Meltem DUZGUN (e-mail: meltem.duzgun@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Bu calismaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
ctkabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda
kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum.

Evet [] Hayir |:|
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B. SCALES

Right Wing Authoriatanism

Asagida katilabileceginiz ya da kars1 olabileceginiz bir grup ifade verilmistir.Liitfen
okuduktan sonra her bir ifadeye katilip katilmama diizeyinizi climlelerin yanlarinda
verilen rakamlardan birini daire i¢ine alarak belirtiniz.ilk diisiindiigiiniiz yanitlarin en
uygun yanitlar oldugunu unutmayiniz.

1 = Hig¢ Katilmiyorum
2 = Pek Katilmiyorum
3 = Biraz Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Oldukga Katilryorum

6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. Escinseller ve lezbiyenler, herhangi biri kadar I 2 B3 @4 5 6
saglikli ve ahlaklidir.

2. Hi¢ kuskusuz, mevcut dinsel dgretilere isyan edenler|l 2 3 4 [5 6
ve ateistler diizenli olarak camiye gidenler kadar iyi ve
erdemlidirler.

3. Ulkemizi krizlerden kurtarmak igin, geleneksel I 2 3 @4 5 6
degerlerimize donmek, sert liderleri is basina getirmek
ve koti fikirleri yayanlari susturmak gerekmektedir.

—
[\
[o8)
~
()
N

4. Ciplaklar kampinin olmasinda yanlis bir sey yoktur.

_.
)
oY)
=
h
[@))

5. Bircok kisiyi tedirgin etse bile lilkemizin, geleneksel
uygulamalara kars1 ¢ikma cesareti gosterebilen 6zgiir
diistinceli bireylere ihtiyaci var.

6. Inanglarimizi ve ahlaki yapimizi yiyip bitiren I 2 B3 @4 5 6
geleneksel olmayan degerleri zamaninda yok etmezsek,
giiniin birinde iilkemiz yikilacak.

7. Kendilerini herkesten farkli kilacak olsa bile I 2 B @4 5 6
bireyler, yasam tarzlarini, dini inanglarin ve cinsel
yonelimlerini kendileri belirlemelidir.
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8. Kadinlarin siyasi, sosyal ve ekonomik alanlarda
daha aktif rollere sahip olmasi, okullarda din
derslerinin istege bagli olmasi ve hayvan haklar1 i¢in
yeni diizenlemeler yapilmasini talep ederek mevcut
yasalara ve cogunlugun goriislerine karsi ¢ikanlara
hayranlik duymalisiniz.

9. Ulkemiz, kétiiliikleri yok ederek bizi dogru yola
getirecek giiclii ve kararl bir lidere ihtiyag
duymaktadir.

[—

10. Ulkemizin en iyi bireyleri hiikiimete kars1 ¢ikan,
dini elestiren ve dogal kabul edilen seyleri goz ardi
edebilenlerdir.

[—

11. Bugiin lilkemizde dini degerlerden yoksun, kendi
amaglar icin iilkeyi yikmaya calisan ve otorite
tarafindan mutlaka etkisizlestirilmeleri gereken radikal
ve ahlaksiz bir¢ok kisi var.

12. Kadinin yeri, nerede olmak istiyorsa orasidir.
Kadinin kocasina ve toplumsal geleneklere itaat etmek
zorunda kaldig1 giinler artik gecmiste kalmistir.

13. Atalarimizin yaptiklariyla onur duyarsak, otoritenin
yapmamizi istediklerini yaparsak ve her seyi berbat
eden cliriikk elmalar1 ayiklarsak {ilkemiz miithis olur.

[a—

14. Feministler ve homoseksiieller, geleneksel aile
degerlerine kars1 koyabilecek kadar cesur olduklari i¢in
takdir edilmelidirler.

15. Bu iilkede isler, sorun ¢ikaran gruplar seslerini
keser ve kendi gruplariin toplumdaki geleneksel yerini
kabullenirlerse, biraz daha iyiye gidecektir.
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Social Dominance Orientation Scale

Asagida, toplumda bulunabilecek her tiirlii gruba (dini, siyasi etnik vb.) yonelik bazi
ifadeler verilmistir. Bu ifadelerin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Liitfen, her bir
ifadeye katilma diizeyinizi her ciimlenin yaninda verilen 1’den 6’ya kadar
derecelendirilmis dl¢ek (1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum; 6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum) lizerinde
daire i¢ine alarak belirtiniz. Liitfen 6lgekte bulunan tiim ifadeleri degerlendiriniz.

1 = Hig¢ Katilmiyorum
2 = Pek Katilmiyorum
3 = Biraz Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Oldukga Katilryorum

6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. Biitiin gruplara yasamda esit sans verilmelidir. 1 2 13 14 |5 |6

2. Eger belirli gruplar yerlerinde dursalardi daha az 1 2 |13 |4 |5 |6
sorunumuz olurdu.

3. Belirli gruplarin en iistte, diger gruplarin en altta 1 2 13 |4 |5 |6
olmasi belki iyi bir seydir.

4. Sosyal esitlik toplumsal hedefimiz olmalidir. 1 2 13 (4 |5 |6
5. Bazen diger gruplar olduklar1 yerde 1 2 13 (4 |5 1|6
tutulmalidirlar.

6. Farkli gruplarin kosullarini esitlemek igin 1 2 |3 |4 |5 |6

elimizden geleni yapmaliyiz.

7. Diisiik statiilii gruplar yerlerinde kalmalhidirlar. 1 2 |3 14 |56

8. Farkl1 gruplara esit davransaydik, simdi daha az 1 2 13 |4 |5 |6
sorunumuz olurdu.

9. Yasamda ilerlemek i¢in bazen bagka gruplari 1 2 (3 14 |56
cigneyip gecmek gereklidir.
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Organizational Comittment Scale

Asagidaki ifadeler, kisilerin calistiklar1 kurumlar hakkinda c¢esitli duygu ve
diisiincelerini yansitmaktadir. Asagida sunulan 8 ifadeye su anda calistiginiz kurum
acisindan ne 6l¢iide katildiginizi verilen dlgek ilizerinde uygun rakami daire igine
alarak belirtiniz.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum
2 = Pek Katilmiyorum
3 = Biraz Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Oldukga Katiliyorum

6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum

1. Bu isletmenin sorunlarini kendi sorunlarim gibi | 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissediyorum.

2. Bu isletmeye kars1 giiglii bir ait olma hissim | 1 2 3 4 5 6
var.

3. Bu isletmeye kendimi duygusal olarak bagl | 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissediyorum.

4. Bu isletmenin benim i¢in ¢ok 6zel bir anlam1 | 1 2 3 4 5 6
var.

5. Kendimi bu isletmede ailenin bir pargasi gibi | 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissediyorum.

6. Bu isletmedeki isimi kendi 6zel isim gibi 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissediyorum.
7. Bu igletmenin bir ¢alisani olmanin gurur | 1 2 3 4 5 6

verici oldugunu diigiiniiyorum.

8. Bu igletmenin amaglarini benimsiyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Job Satisfaction Scale

Asagidaki sorular ISINIZ ile ilgili neler diisiindiigiiniiz hakkindadir. isiniz COGU
ZAMAN nasildir? Liitfen her madde icin, verilmis olan sifatin ISINIZI ne 6l¢iide
tanimladigini, agagida verilen 6li 6lgege gore belirtiniz.

1= Hig¢ tanimlamiyor

2= Pek tanimlamiyor
3 = Biraz tanimlamiyor

4= Biraz tanimliyor
5=0ldukga tanimliyor

6= Cok iyi tanimliyor

HARIKA 1 2 (3 |4 516
TATMINKAR 1 2 (3 |4 516
SIKICI 1 2 |3 14 |5 16
YARATICI 1 2 |3 14 |5 16
IDDIALI 1 2 |3 |4 516
BASARI HiSSI VEREN 1 2 |3 |4 516
ZEVK KAYNAGI 1 2 (3 |4 516
DURGUN 1 2 1314 [5]6
ILGINC 1 2 1314 [5]6

85



Leadership Style Scale

Birazdan okuyacaginiz ifadeler, yoneticilerde gozlemlenebilecek yonlerle ilgilidir.
Liitfen ciimleleri dikkatlice okuyarak s6z konusu ifadenin sizin yoneticinizi ne derece
yansittigini 6-noktali derecelendirme dlgegini kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum
2 = Pek Katilmiyorum
3 = Biraz Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Oldukca Katiliyorum

6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum

Yoneticim:
1. Beni bir gorev i¢in motive etmeye calisirken, 1 2 3 4 5 6
gorevle ilgili i¢sel motivasyonumu yiikseltmeye
cabalar.
2. Ben ve takim arkadagslarimin yetkinliklerini, 1 2 3 4 5 6

isle igili kisisel ilgi ve ihtiyaclarini ve her
birimizi nasil motive edecegini bilir.

3. Bana yaptigim isin degerli ve ige yarar 1 2 3 4 5 6
oldugunu hissettirir.

4. Isleri planlar ve yiiriitiirken bizi de fikir 1 2 3 4 5 6
liretmemiz i¢in tesvik eder ve Onerilerimizi
dinler.

5. Isyerinde kendimi aile ortaminda gibi 1 2 3 4 5 6
hissettirir.

6. Yaptiklarimin kisa veya uzun vadede firmaya 1 2 3 4 5 6
saglayacagi katkilar konusunda beni
bilgilendirir.

7. Disiincelerimi 6zgiirce ifade edebilmem igin 1 2 3 4 5 6
beni tesvik eder.

8. Beni varsayilani sorgulamaya, yeni ¢dziim 1 2 3 4 5 6
yollari iiretmeye tegvik eder; yaraticiligimi
destekler.
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Eksik veya gelisime agik yonlerim i¢in
egitimler planlar.

10.

Beni bir ¢alisan olmanin disinda bir insan
olarak da 6nemser.

11.

Gorev dagilimi yaparken, kisisel ilgilerimizi
veyeteneklerimizi de géz dniinde bulundurur.

12.

Ihtiyag duydugumda is dis1 6zel problemlerim
i¢in bana yardim eder.

13.

Istersem is dis1 konularda da benimle konusur.

14.

Davet etmem halinde 6zel hayatimdaki 6nemli
sosyal etkinliklere katilir (diigiin, dogum giinii)

15.

Olas1 herhangi bir hatam tespit etmek ve
gerekirse miidahalede bulunmak adina siklikla
davraniglarimi gozler ve kontrol eder.

16.

Bana herhangi bir isi yaptirmak i¢in tehdit
kullandig: olur.

17.

Istedigi bir isi yapamadigimda bana cesitli
yollarla yaptirim uygular.

18.

Bana bir gorev verdikten sonra, hata yapmami
onlemek i¢in talimat vermeye devam eder.

19.

Ancak istedigi isi, istedigi sekilde
tamamlamama bagli olarak beni ddiillendirir.

20.

Ancak verdigim kadarim alabilecegimi
hissettirir; iliskimiz bir ¢esit ticarete benzer.
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Leader Satisfaction Scale

Lider pozisyonundaki kisiler, ¢alisanlarina karsi, isle ilgili ve is dis1 konularda farkli
tarzlar benimseyebilmektedir. Asagidaki maddeleri okurken beraber calistiginiz
liderin tarzinmi diisiiniiniiz ve liderinizin tarzindan ne derece memnun oldugunuzu 6
noktali derecelendirme dlgeginde belirtiniz. Ornegin, birinci maddede belirtilen “isle
ilgili sorunlar1 ¢ozme sekli” farkli liderler tarafindan farkli sekillerde ele
alinabilmektedir. Siz her bir madde i¢in kendi liderinizin tarzimi diisiinerek, var olan
sekilden memnuniyetinizi belirtiniz.

1 = Hi¢ Memnun Degilim
2 = Memnun Degilim
3 = Pek Memnun Degilim
4 = Biraz Memnunum
5 = Memnunum

6 = Cok Memnunum

LIDERIMIN;
1. Isle ilgili sorunlar1 ¢ozme seklinden 1 2 314 (516
2. Isle ilgili konularda karar verme seklinden 1 2 314|516

3. Calisanlar arasindaki adaleti saglama seklinden 1 2 314|516

4. Calisanlarin is dis1 sorunlara dahil olma seklinden | 1 2 314 (516

5. Yeni ve farkl goriislere yaklagim seklinden 1 2 314|516

6. Yapilan islere geri bildirim verme tarzindan 1 2 3 (41|56

7. Yapilan hatalara kars1 gosterdigi genel tavrindan | 1 2 3 (4|5 |6

8. Calisanlarla iletisim kurma seklinden 1 2 314 (516

9. Calisanlan yapilacak gorevlere yonlendirme | 2 314 (516
seklinden

10. Iste var olan degismeleri ve gelismeleri | 2 314 (516

calisanlara iletme seklinden

11. Gerek is performansim, gerek bilgi, beceri ve
yeterliliklerim, gerekse kisiligimle ilgili negatif ve | 1
pozitif yonlerimi degerlendirme seklinden
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12. Calisanlarin fikirlerine bagvurma sikligindan

13. Calisanlarin gelisimini destekleme seklinden

14. Calisanlarn1  ile  kurdugu  yakinlik/mesafe
seviyesinden

15. Calisanlar gézlemleme/denetleme seklinden

16. Iyi performans gosteren ¢alisanlarini motive etme
seklinden

17. Isyerinde yarattig1 genel ¢alisma ortamindan
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Trust in Leader

Liitfen dogrudan bagli bulundugunuz yoneticinizin asagidaki ifadelerde yer alan
davraniglart ne Olglide sergiledigini asagidaki 6 basamakli 6l¢egi kullanarak
degerlendiriniz. Her bir davranisi ayr1 olarak diislinliniiz ve yoOneticiniz hakkindaki
genel gorislerinizin, belirtilen davranis konusundaki degerlendirmelerinizi
yaniltmasina izin vermeyin.

1 = Hi¢ Katilmiyorum
2 = Pek Katilmiyorum
3 = Biraz Katilmiyorum
4 = Biraz Katiliyorum
5 = Oldukga Katiliyorum
6 = Tamamen Katiliyorum

DOGRUDAN BAGLI OLDUGUM YONETICiMIiN;

1.Beni basarili oldugum zaman ddiillendirecegini 1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6
bilirim.
2.Isimi sadece ¢aligma performansima baglh 1 12 |3 (4 |5 |6

degerlendirecegini bilirim.

3.Is konusunda hakli oldugumda beni koruyacagimni 1 (2 |3 |4 |5 |6

bilirim.

4.Konumunu hakettigine inanirim. 1 |2 |3 |4 |56
5.S0yledikleri ve yaptiklar1 birebir Ortiigiir. 1 |2 |3 |4 |56
6.Otoritesinden rahatsizlik duyarim. 1 |2 |3 |4 |56
7.Bilgisinin eksik kaldig konular vardir. 1 |2 |3 |4 |56
8.Talep ve Onerilerine gilivenirim. 1 |2 |3 |4 |56
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Demographic Information

Demografik Bilgi

Cinsiyetiniz Kadin_  Erkek

Dogum tarihiniz: Ay / Y1l

Cahstigimiz Sektor:

Ajans-Fuar-Organizasyon  Akademi-Yiiksek Ogretim  Arastirma_ Bankacilik
Basin-Yayin/Matbaa  Bilisim_ Cam ve Seramik  Cagri Merkezi ~ Danigmanlik
Dayanikli Tiiketim_ Demir-Celik_ Denetim_ Denzicilik ile ilgili Uretim& Hizmetler _
Egitim_ Eglence-Sanat  Elektrik-Elektronik  Enerji_ Finansal Hizmet
Gayrimenkul ~ Gida_  Giivenlik/Koruma Hizmetleri_ Kimya/Kimyasal Uriinler
Kozmetik  Lojistik/Tagimacilik_~ Madencilik ~ Magazacilik
Medya/Televizyon/Radyo/Film_ Mimarlik/Dizayn_  Mobilya  Miihendislik Hizmetleri_
Otomasyon_ Otomotiv_  Perakendecilik/Toptancilik_ Petrol ve Uriinleri

Reklam ve Tanitim  Saglik/Hastane  Savunma Sanayii  Sigorta  Silahli Kuvvetler
Sivil Toplum Kuruluglar1 =~ Spor_ Tekstil ~ Telekomiinikasyon ~ Tibbi Malzeme
Turizm/Otelcilik  Uretim/Imalat  Yapi/Ingsaat  Ziraat/Hayvancilik

Toplam is Deneyimi Siireniz:

Bulundugunuz Sirketteki Is Deneyimi Siireniz:

Su anki Siipervizoriiniizle Beraber Calisma Siireniz:

Siipervizoriiniiziin Cinsiyeti: Kadin ~ Erkek

Aylik Ekonomik Geliriniz:

Cahistigimiz kurumdaki kadin-erkek orani:

1 = Kadinlar erkeklerden ¢ok daha fazla

2 = Kadinlar erkeklerden biraz daha fazla

3 = Kadin ve erkek sayilari esdeger goriiniiyor diyebilirim

4 = Erkekler kadinlardan biraz daha fazla

5 = Erkekler kadinlardan ¢ok daha fazla
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C. DEBRIEFING FORM

Katilim Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu
Degerli Katilimcei,
Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha once de belirtildigi gibi, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi,
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Meltem Diizgiin
tarafindan Yrd. Do¢. Dr. Yonca Toker danismanliginda yiiriitiilen tez ¢alismasi
kapsaminda yapilmaktadir. Arastirmanin amaci, Sag Kanat Yetkeciligi ve Sosyal
Baskinlik yonelimi olarak bilinen iki kisilik 6zelliginin kadin liderlere kars1 bakis
acisini nasil etkiledigini gormek ve bunun sonucunun da kisinin isten aldig1 tatmin
ve liderine kars1 glivenine etki edip etmedigini arastirmaktir.

Doniistimcii ve etkilesimcei liderlik olmak iizere iki tiir liderlik vardir. Bu liderlik
tarzlarinin tanimlar1 nedeniyle dontisiimcii liderlik kadinlarin liderlik tarzi olarak
goriilmekte, etkilesimci liderlik erkeklerin liderlik tarzi olarak goriilmektedir.
Yapilan bir ¢ok arastirmada, kadinlarin dontistimcii liderlik yerine etkilesimci
liderlik ozelliklerini gosterdiklerinde Onyargiya maruz kaldiklart bulunmustur.
Diger taraftan, Altemeyer'e (1998) gore dnyargiyla giiglii iligki gosteren iki kisilik
tiirii vardir ve bunlar sag kanat yetkeciligi (SKY) ve sosyal baskinlik yonelimidir
(SBY). Altemeyer (1998), bu kisilik 6zelliklerinin kadinlara yonelik 6nyargilar da
dahil olmak iizere bircok Onyarginin nedeni oldugunu belirtmistir. Dolayisiyla,
yiikksek SKY ve SBY diizeyine sahip kisilerin etkilesimci liderligi benimseyen
kadinlara daha fazla 6nyarg1 gosterecegi ve bunun sonucunda da hem SKY hem de
SBY diizeyi yiiksek olan calisanlarin i3 doyumunun ve yoneticilerine yonelik
giivenlerinin diisiik olacagi ongoriilmektedir ve bu g¢alismada bunun gercekten
boyle olup olmadig1 arastirilmaktadir.

Arastirmada sizin yukarida bahsedilen kisilik Ozelliklerine ne kadar sahip
oldugunuzu goérmek ve bunun sonucunda da kadinlara ve kadin liderlere karsi
tutumunuzu 6lgmek i¢in bazi anketler verilmistir. Bunun yaninda is tatmininizi ve
yoneticinize ne kadar giivendiginizi 6lgen anketler de bulunmaktadir.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin 2017 yili ortalarinda elde edilmesi
amaglanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin saglikli ilerleyebilmesi ve bulgularin giivenilir olmasi
i¢cin calismaya katilacaginmi bildiginiz diger kisilerle ¢alisma ile ilgili detayl bilgi
paylasiminda bulunmamanizi dileriz. Bu arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢ok
tesekkiir ederiz.

Arastirmanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Meltem
Diizgiin’e (e-mail: meltem.duzgun@metu.edu.tr) basvurabilirsiniz.

92


mailto:meltem.duzgun@metu.edu.tr

D. ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL

ORTA DOGU TEKNIK ONIVERSITESI

UVGULAMALL ETIK ARASTIRMA MERKEZ] MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

APPLIED ETHILS RESEARCH CENTER

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI 06800
CANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T: +90 312 210 22 91

F:+90 312 210 79 59
ueam@metu.edu.tr

WISNETMIBRYSELY 1 )&\

05 Mayis 2017

Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Génderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kuruly (IAFK)
Igi: insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu Bagvurusu

Sayin Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yonca TOKER ;
Damsmanhigin yaptigmiz yitksek lisans Sgrencisi Meltem DUZGUN’ tin “Gnyargi ve Is tatmini: Kisilik

Kadin Liderlere Karsi c')'nyarg:yf ve Calisanlarin fs Tatminini Nasi! Etkiler” bashkh arastirmasi insan

Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorilerek gerekli onay 2017-S05-080 protokol numarast ile
05.05.2017 - 30.08.2017 tarihleri arasinda gecerli olmak Gizere verilmistir,

Bilgilerinize saygilarimia sunarim.

W/ —

Prof. Dr. $. Halil TURAN

Baskan v
Préf. Dr. Ayhan SOL Prof. Dr. Ayhan Glirbiiz DEMIR
Uye Uye
A 6/
Y
¢. Dr. Zana CITAK
Uye
Yrd. Dd. Dr. Pinar KAYGAN Yra=Bdg. Dr. Emre SELCUK
Uye Uye

93



E. TURKISH SUMMARY/ TURKCE OZET

GIRIS

1.1. Genel Bakis

Liderlik  pozisyonlari, kadinlarin Onyargilara maruz kaldiklarn i
pozisyonlarindan biridir. Liderler toplumsal cinsiyet rollerine uygun davranmadiklari
i¢cin Onyargiya maruz kalabilmekte (Eagly ve Johannesen- Schmidt, 2001; Eagly ve
Karau, 2002) bu da ¢alisanlar i¢in bagka olumsuz sonuglara neden olabilmektedir.

Altemeyer (1998), Sag Kanat Yetkeciligi (SKY) ve Sosyal Baskinlik Y6nelimi
(SBY) adli iki kisilik 6zelliginin, kadinlara yonelik Onyargilar1 da igeren birgok
Onyarginin sebebi oldugunu belirtmistir. Kadin ve erkek liderlerle ilgili mevcut kliseler
de goz Oniine alindiinda, yiiksek diizeyde SKY ve SBY ’e sahip kisilerin, rol uyumsuz
liderlik stilleri benimseyen insanlara daha fazla 6nyargir gostermeleri beklenebilir.
Buna bagli olarak, SKY ve SBY ’nin, lider memnuniyeti, lidere glivenme, is tatmini ve
orgiitsel bagliligi ongérmede, kadin / erkek liderlerden algilanan liderlik tarzi ile
etkilesime girmesi ve daha onyargili kisilikleri olan kisilerin, uyumsuz liderlik tarzinda
bir liderleri varsa, daha az tatmin edici sonuglara sahip olmasi beklenmektedir. Bu
beklentinin altinda yatan mantik, cinsiyet rolii uygunluk teorisi, 6nyargil kisilikler ve
doniisiimcii ve islemsel liderlik stillerinin 6zellikleri lizerine kuruludur.
1.2. Is Giicii Katihm ve Cinsiyet Esitsizligi

Geleneksel yapinin yarattig1 dnyargilar, kadini ev isleri yapip ¢ocuk yetistiren,
erkeklerinse eve ekmek getiren kisi olmasini dikte ederek ¢alisan kadinlarin uzun siire
olumsuz etkilenmelerine neden olmuslardir. Cogu iilkede kadinlarin is gliciine
katiliminin az olmasiin yan sira (Eagly ve Carli, 2007; Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu,
2015), liderlik pozisyonlarinda da kadin sayisinin azhigir dikkat g¢ekicidir. Bunun
yaninda kadinlar benimsemis olduklari liderlik tarzindan dolay1 da 6nyargilara maruz
kalmaktadirlar. Rol uyum teorisine gore, cinsiyet rolleri ile liderlik rolleri arasinda bir
eslesme olmadigi zaman, bu tutarsizligt gosteren insanlara kars1 Onyargi
gosterilmektedir (Eagly ve Karau, 2002) ve bu iki nedene dayandirilmaktadir. ilk
neden, liderlik rollerinin ¢ogunlukla daha kendi kendini yonetebilen ve daha az

toplumsal olarak tanimlanmasidir. Bu da, liderlik rolleri daha maskiilen goriildigi
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icin, kadinlar yerine erkeklerin lider olmasi gerektigi ényargisim olusturur. ikinci
neden ise, liderlik rollerinin erkek cinsiyet rolleriyle uyusmasi sebebiyle, kadinlarin
lider olmasi kendi cinsiyet rolleriyle uyumsuzluk yaratacagindan 6nyargiya neden
olmasidir. Benzer olarak, erkek liderler de feminen olarak tanimlanan bir liderlik roli
istlendiklerinde bu olumsuz degerlendirmelerden zarar gorebilmektedir (Eagly ve
Karau, 2002). Buna bagli olarak, Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie ve Reichard (2008), kadin
liderlerin kendilerini hassas, erkek liderlerinse giiclii gostermedikleri durumlarda
olumsuz degerlendirmelere maruz kadiklarim1 belirtmis, Offerman, Kennedy ve
Wirtz’in (1994) toplumdaki lider prototiplerine uygun olarak kadinlarin olumsuz
degerlendirmelere maruz kalmamak i¢in kendilerini giiglii gostermeleri de gerektigi
bulgusunu da vurgulamislardir.

Kadinlar daha ¢ok toplumun dayattig1 toplumsal cinsiyet rolleriyle de uyusan
doniistimcii liderlik tarzin1 gosterme egilimindedir (Eagly ve Johannesen-Schmit,
2001), ama islemsel liderlik tarzin1 da benimseyebilirler. Ancak, islemsel liderlerin
ozellikleri kadinlarin cinsiyet kliseleriyle uyusmadigindan, Onyargilara maruz
kalabilmektedirler. Bununla ilgili olarak, Eagly ve Karau (2002), etkili liderlik
ozellikleri sergileyen kadin liderlerin, kendi kendini yoneten nitelikler gostermesi ve
kadin rollerine uygun davranmamasindan dolay1, 6zellikle geleneksel cinsiyet rollerini
destekleyen insanlar tarafindan olumsuz degerlendirilebilecegini belirtmistir. Benzer
olarak, erkek liderler de normlari ihlal edip hassas davrandiklarinda, gii¢lii davranan
erkek lidere kiyasla daha olumsuz degerlendirilebilmektedir (Johnson ve ark. 2008).
Bu nedenle, normlar ihlal edip toplumsal cinsiyet rolllerine uyumsuz davranmanin
hem kadinlar hem de erkekler i¢in problemli oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tiim bu bilgilerden, cinsiyet rolii tutarsizliginin neden oldugu 6nyarginin haksiz
durumlara yol agtig1 sonucuna varilabilir. Bu nedenle sorunu agik¢a anlamak i¢in
Onyarglyr ve bunun temelini olusturan mekanizmalar1 anlamak 6nemlidir. Ciinki
olumsuz 6nyargmin varligi, uygunsuz ve / veya haksiz dogasi nedeniyle sorunludur.
Dolayisiyla, Onyargi nedenlerinin ne oldugu ¢esitli acilardan aragtirilmistir.
1.3. Kisilik ve Onyargi

Altemeyer'e (1998) gore, SKY ve SBY kisilik boyutlarinin 6nyargiyla giiglii
iligkileri vardir ve literatiir incelendiginde, yliksek SKY veya SBY'li kisilerin farklh

sosyal gruplara kars1 6nyargili olduklarin1 gosteren bir¢ok 6rnek bulunabilir (Duckitt
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ve Farre, 1994; ; Hiel ve Mervielde, 2005; Hodson ve Costello, 2007; Jost ve
Thompson, 2000; Pratto ve ark., 1994; Sidanius ve Liu, 1992; Stones, 2006; Whitley
1999;). Bu bulgular bizi, yliksek SKY ve SBY'li bir birey bir gruba kars1 6nyargiliysa,
bu kisinin farkli dis gruplara kars1 onyargi gosterme egiliminde oldugu bulgusuna
yonlendirir.

Christopher ve Wodja'ya (2008) gore, yiikksek SBY'li kisiler, erkeklerin
kadinlardan daha {istiin olduguna, kadinlarin erkek tipi istthdam ortamlarinda basarili
olamayacaklarina inanmaktadirlar. Bu nedenle, yiiksek SBY’li kisilerin, kadin
yoneticilere karsi daha olumsuz tutumlar gosterirken erkek yoneticilere kars: kadin
yoneticilere kiyasla daha olumlu tutumlar gdsterdiklerini 6grenmek sasirtict
olmayacaktir (Emeksizoglu, 2016). SBY’nin aksine, yiiksek SKY’li insanlar
kadinlarin yeteneklerinin olmadigini diisiinmekte ancak, kadinlarin daha iyi olacag
bazi rollerin olduguna inanmaktadirlar, ki bu roller kadinlarin es ya da anne gibi
geleneksel rollerde davrandigi rollerdir (Christopher ve Wodja, 2008).

Asbrock, Sibley ve Duckitt (2009), yiiksek SKY’li kisilerin, sosyal diizeni,
istikrar1 ve gilivenligi tehdit eden dis gruplara karsi 6nyargili olduklarini; 6te yandan,
yiiksek SBYli insanlar, sosyal olarak altta ve statii ve gii¢ agisindan diisiik oldugunu
diisiindiigii dis gruplara karst 6nyargili olduklarini belirtmektedir. Bu da rol uyumsuz
davranan liderleri grup dis1 olarak goriip onlara dnyargi gosterme olasiliklari oldugunu
gostermektedir. Ayrica, geleneksel rol tercihlerinden 6tiirli, SBY veya SKY'leri daha
yiikksek olan kisiler, toplumdaki cinsiyet kliselerine uygun davranmadiklari igin
uyumsuz liderlik tarzi olan kadin ve erkek liderlere karsi daha fazla Onyargi
gosterebilirler. Bu bulgular 1s181inda, bu calismada, hem SKY hem de SBY ile uyumsuz
liderlik stili gosteren liderlere kars1 onyarg: arasindaki iliski incelenmistir.

1.4. Lidere Giiven

Kurumlar i¢in, calisanlar iizerindeki olumlu etkileri nedeniyle lidere giiven
onemli oldugundan, liderlik tarzlar1i ve giliven ile iligkilerine dikkat edilmelidir.
Gillespie ve Mann (2004), ekip iiyeleri arasinda paylasilan ortak degerlerle lidere
giiven arasinda giiclii bir iliski oldugunu bulmugslardir. Buna bagl olarak, cinsiyet
rollerine uyumsuz davranan lider, gelenekselligi ihlal edecegi i¢in, bu liderlerle
calisanlar arasinda paylasilan ortak degerler azalabilir. Dolayisiyla lidere gilivenin

olumsuz etkilenmesi, bundan da en ¢ok SBY ve SKY'si yiiksek olan kisilerin
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etkilenmesi muhtemeldir. SKY ve SBY’si yiiksek olan kisilerin cinsiyet rollerine
uyumlu davranan liderlere yiiksek diizeyde giiven gostermeleri beklenirken, cinsiyet
rollerine uyumsuz davranan lidere disiik seviyede giiven goOstermeleri
ongoriilmektedir.

1.5. Is ve Lider Memnuniyeti

Kurumlar i¢in yiiksek is tatmini ve lider memnuniyetinin olumlu etkileri
oldugunda, her ikisine de 6nem verilmektedir. Bushra, Usman ve Naveed'e (2011)
gore, yiisek dlizeyde doniisiimcii liderlik yiiksek is memnuniyetiyle iliskilidir. Bu
bulgulara ek olarak, Voon, Lo, Ngui ve Ayob (2011), is tatmininin doniisimcii
liderlikle pozitif bir iliski kurarken, islemsel liderlikle iliskisinin negatif oldugunu
tespit etmistir.

Quaquebeke, Kerschreiter, Buxton ve Dick (2009)'a gore, calisanlarin lider igin
ideal degerleri ile liderin kendisi arasinda bir eslesme oldugu zaman, ¢alisanin lider
memnuniyeti artar (r = .66). Buna bagl olarak, cinsiyet rollerine uyumsuz davranan
liderlere sahip olmak, calisanlarin lider icin ideal degerleriyle lider arasinda
uyumsuzluga sebep olacagindan, calisanlarin lider tatmininin diigmesine neden
olabilir. Bu da, 6zellikle SKY veya SBY'si yiiksek olan kisilerin, daha az memnuniyet
gostermelerine ve i tatmininin diismesine neden olabilir, ¢ilinkii deger ve toplumsal
kliselerin ihlalleri bu kisilerin 6nyargi gostermesine neden olur.

1.6. Orgiitsel baghihk

Orgiitsel baghlik, calisanlar iizerindeki etkisinden dolayr kurumun &nem
verdigi alanlardan biridir. Yiiksek orglitsel baglilik gosteren calisanlar, ileri diizeyde
performans gosterme konusunda yliksek motivasyona sahiplerdir, ayrica isten ayrilma
egilimi ve ise devamsizlik egilimleri azdir (Bushra ve ark., 2011).

Arastirmalara gore, doniisiimcii liderler islemsel liderlerden daha fazla orgiitsel
baglilik saglamaktadir (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, ve Bhatia, 2004; r = .40, Bushra ve digerleri,
2011; Erkutlu, 2008; Lo, Ramayah ve Min, 2009; Raja ve Palanichamy. 2011;
Thamrin, 2012; Walumbwa, Orwa, Wang, ve Lawler, 2005). Diger taraftan, islemsel
liderlik stiline sahip kadin liderler ve doniisiimcii liderlik stiline sahip erkek liderlerin
cinsiyet rolleriyle uyumlu liderlik gdstermedikleri i¢in yiiksek SKY ve SBY’li

kisilerde Onyargiya sebep olacagi ve bunun da Orgiitsel baghiligi diisiirecegi
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ongoriilmektedir. Liderlere yonelik cinsiyet kliselerinin, ayn1 zamanda ¢alisanlarin is
tatmini, lider tatmini, giiven ve orgiitsel bagliligini da etkileyecegi onerilmektedir.
1.7. Hipotezler

Asagidaki  hipotezler  yukarida  belirtilen  tartismalara  dayanarak
olusturulmustur. Tiim hipotezlerde algilanan liderlik tarzinin 6nyargil kisilik ile is /
lider tutumlari arasindaki iliskide moderator degisken olmasi beklenmektedir.
H1) SKY ve ya H2) SBY ile a) is tatmini, b) liderden memnuniyet, ¢) lidere giiven ve
d) orgiitsel baglhilik arasindaki iliski, kadin liderlerin daha az doniisiimcii algilanmalari
(rol uyumsuz) yerine daha doniisiimcii (rol uyumlu) algilanmalart durumunda pozitif
ve daha giiglii olacaktir.
H3) SKY ve ya H4) SBY ile a) is tatmini, b) liderden memnuniyet, ¢) lidere giiven ve
d) orgiitsel baglilik arasindaki iliski, kadin liderlerin daha az islemsel algilanmalari
yerine daha islemsel (rol uyumsuz) algilanmalari durumunda negatif ve daha giiglii
olacaktir.
H5) SKY ve ya H6) SBY ile a) is tatmini, b) liderden memnuniyet, ¢) lidere giiven ve
d) orgiitsel baglilik arasindaki iliski, erkek liderlerin daha az dontistimcii algilanmalari
(rol uyumlu) yerine daha doniisiimcii (rol uyumsuz) algilanmalari durumunda negatif
ve daha giiglii olacaktir.
H7) SKY ve ya H8) SBY ile a) is tatmini, b) liderden memnuniyet, ¢) lidere giiven ve
d) orgiitsel baghlik arasindaki iliski, erkek liderlerin daha az iglemsel algilanmalar
yerine daha iglemsel (rol uyumlu) algilanmalar1 durumunda pozitif ve daha giiglii

olacaktir.

YONTEM

2.1. Katihmcilar

Tiirkiye'nin ¢esitli illerindeki 332 6zel sektor calisanindan veri toplanmaistir.
Katilimcilar 36 farkli sektorde calismakta olup bir ¢ogu turizm sektoriinde
calismaktadir. 37 kisinin yas aralig1 18-24, 188 kisinin yas araligi 25-34, 68 kisinin
yas aralig1 35-44, 26 kisinin ise yas aralig1 45 ila 54 arasinda degismekte olup, 14
kisinin yas1 55'in iizerindedir. Katilimcilarin ortalama toplam is tecriibesi 106.80 ay
(SS = 164.63 ay) ve mevcut is yerlerinde ortalama is tecriibesi 54.11 ay (SS = 69.61
ay) olup, mevcut yoneticileriyle olan ortalama is deneyimi 32.33 (SS = 39.52) aydir.
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Katilimcilarin, yoneticileriyle olan ortalama iletisim siiresi haftada 16.5 saattir (SS =
19.09).
2.2 Araclar
2.2.1. Sag Kanat Yetkeciligi Olcegi

Sag Kanat Yetkeciligi'ni 6lgmek i¢in, Altemeyer (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen
ve Giildii (2011) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan SKY &lgegi kullanilmistir. Olgek
maddelerinin i¢ tutarlilig1 .85 ile .94 arasinda degismektedir (Fodor, Wick, Hartsen ve
Preve, 2007). Bu ¢alismada 6l¢egin Cronbach Alfa degeri .88 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.2. Sosyal Baskinhk Yonelimi Olgegi

Sosyal baskinlik yonelimini 6l¢mek icin, Sidanius ve Pratto (1999) tarafindan
gelistirilen ve Karacanta (2002) tarafindan uyarlanan SBY Olgegi kullanilmistir.
Olgegin uyarlanmis versiyonu icin Cronbach alpha .85, bu calismada ise .84 olarak
bulunmustur.
2.2.3. Déniisiimcii ve Etkilesimci Liderlik Stili Olgegi

Katilimcilarin liderlerinin liderlik tarzini degerlendirmek ig¢in Doniisiimcii
Liderlik Olgegi (Donmez, 2014; Dénmez ve Toker, 2017) kullanilmistir. Olgegin
Doniistimeii Liderlik kisminin Cronbach alfa’s1 .96, islemsel liderlik kismininsa
Cronbach alfas1 .66 olarak belirtilmistir. Bu ¢alismada dontisiimcii liderlik Cronbach
alfa .96, islemsel liderlik ise Cronbach Alfa .68 bulunmustur.
2.2.4. Is Tatmini Olcegi

Is tatmini, Smith, Kendall ve Hulin (1969) tarafindan gelistirilen, Ergin (1997)
tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan Is Memnuniyeti Endeksi ile dl¢iilmiistiir. Uyarlanmis
versiyonunun Cronbach Alpha’st .92, test-tekrar test giivenirligi .84 olarak
bildirilmistir (Ergin, 1997). Bu ¢alismada Cronbach Alpha .90 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.5. Lider Tatmini Olcegi

Lider memnuniyetinin dl¢iilmesinde Lider Memnuniyet Olgegi (Demircioglu
ve Toker, 2016) kullanilmistir. Olgegin i tutarlilik giivenirligi .97 olarak belirtilmistir.
Bu calismada Cronbach Alpha .97 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.6. Orgiitsel Baghlik Olcegi

Orgiitsel Baglilik, Allen ve Meyer (1990) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Wasti
(2000) tarafindan Tiirkce’ye uyarlanan Orgiitsel Baglilik Olgegi ile dl¢iilmiistiir. Olgek
tic farkli boliime sahip olsa da, 6lgegin sadece Cronbach Alpha’si .87 olarak belirtilen
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Duygusal Baglilik boyutu kullanilmistir. Bu c¢alismada Cronbach Alpha .94 olarak
bulunmustur.
2.2.7. Yoneticiye Giiven Olcegi

Yoneticiye giiveni 6lgmek icin Inelman (2006) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Goncii,
Aycan ve Johnson (2009) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan Siipervizér Giiven Olgegi
kullanilmistir. Uyarlama 6l¢egin giivenirligi .83 olarak belirtilmistir (Goncii, 2011).
Bu ¢alismada Cronbach Alpha .87 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.8. Demografik Bilgi

Katilmecilara Cinsiyet, yas, sektor, toplam i3 tecriibesi, mevcut
organizasyondaki toplam is tecriibesi, mevcut yoneticiyle toplam is tecriibesi,
yOneticinin cinsiyeti, aylik gelir, organizasyondaki kadin erkek is¢ilerin orani,
katilimcilarin yoneticileriyle ortalama iletisim siireleri ve mavi yakali mi1 yoksa beyaz
yakal1 is¢i mi olduklart bilgileri sorulmustur.
2.3. Prosediir

Etik onayi, Universite Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'ndan almmistir. Tiim
anketler MetuQualtrics {lizerinden internet baglantisiyla katilimcilara gonderilmistir.
Baglantinin dagitilmasinda sosyal medya siteleri kullanilmistir. Katilimeilar once
bilgilendirilmis onam formunu okumus ve c¢alismaya goniillii olarak katildiklarini
onaylamiglardir. Sonda sunulan demografik bilgiler boliimii disinda tiim Slgekler
katilimcilara rastgele dagitilmigtir. Anket sonunda, anketle ilgili bilgilerin bir kisminin

onay formunda belirtilmemesi nedeniyle bilgilendirme saglanmigstir.

SONUCLAR

3.1. Tammlayia statistikler

Katilimcilarin ve liderlerin cinsiyetinin ve ayni zamanda ikisinin etkilesiminin,
a) 1§ tatmini, b) orgiitsel baghlik, c¢) lider memnuniyeti ve d) lidere duyulan giiven
tizerindeki etkilerini karsilastirmak icin, iki yonlii ¢cok degiskenli bir varyans analizi
(MANOVA) yapilmistir. Sonuglar, gruplar arasinda katilimer cinsiyeti (A = .98, F(4,
323)=1.43, p=.23), liderin cinsiyeti (A= .98, F(4, 323)=1.93, p=.11) veya katilimci
cinsiyeti ve liderin cinsiyeti etkilesimi (A = .99, F(4, 323) = .93, p = .45) i¢in farklilik

olmadigint gostermistir.
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3.2. Hipotezler

Hipotez 1’in analiz sonuglarina gore, kadin liderlerden algilanan dontisiimcii
liderliginin temel etkisinin is doyumu (b = .56, SE = .08, p <.001,% 95 CI = 41, .72),
lider memnuniyeti (b = .85, SE = .05, p <.001,% 95 CI=.76, .95), 6rgiitsel baglilik (b
=.74, SE = .09, p <.001,% 95 CI1 = .57, .91) ve yoneticiye giiven (b =.66, SE = .06, p
<.001,% 95 CI = .53, .78) iizerinde anlamli etkisi vardir. Analizlerin higbirinde
moderator etkisi bulunmamusitr. Dolayisiyla, hipotez 1 desteklenmemistir.

Hipotez 2’nin analiz sonuglari, kadin liderlerden algilanan doniisiimcii
liderligin temel etkisinin ¢aliganlarin is tatminini (b = .56, SE = .08, p <.001,% 95 CI
= .41, .71), orgiitsel baglilig1 (b = .73, SE = .09, p <.001,% 95 CI = .56, .90), lider
memnuniyeti (b = .85, SE = .05, p <.001,% 95 CI =.765 , .95) ve lidere giiveni (b =
.65, SE = .06, p <.001,% 95 CI = .53, .77) anlamh olarak yordadigini gostermistir.
Moderator etkisi, hicbir analizde anlamli degildir. Dolayisiyla, hipotez 2
desteklenmemistir.

Hipotez 3’lin analizin sonuglarina gore, kadin liderlerden algilanan islemsel
liderligin is tatmini (b =-.21, SE=.10, p=.03,% 95 CI=-.40, -.02), lider memnuniyeti
(b=-.58, SE=.09, p=.01,% 95 CI =-.75, -.41), orgiitsel baghlik (b =-.31, SE = .12,
p=.01,% 95 CI = - .54, -08) ve giiven (b =-.51, SE = .08, p <.001,% 95 CI = -.66, -
.35) tlizerinde negatif yondeolumsuz ve anlamli oldugunu gostermistir, fakat,
moderatdr etkisi analizlerin hi¢birinde anlamli bulunmamaistir. Bu sebeple, hipotez 3
desteklenmemistir.

Hipotez 4’lin analiz sonuclari, kadinlardan algilanan islemsel liderligin is
tatmini (b = -.20, SE = .10, p =.04,% 95 CI =-.39, -.01), lider memnuniyeti (b =- .56,
SE =.08, p <.001,% 95 CI=-.73, -.39), orgiitsel baglilik (b =-.29, SE= .11, p <.001,%
95 CI=-.52, -.06) ve giiven (b =-.49, SE =.08, p <.001,% 95 CI = -.65, -.33) lizerinde
anlamli ve negatif yonde oldugunu gostermis, moderator etkisi, hi¢cbir analizde anlamli
bulunmamaistir. Sonug olarak, hipotez 4 desteklenmemistir.

Erkek liderleri olan katilimeilar i¢in de ayn1 analizler yapilmigtir.

Hipotez 5’in analiz sonuglari, erkek lideri olan ¢alisanlarin, SKY ile doniisiimcii
liderlik algisinin arasindaki etkilesimin is tatmini iizerinde anlamli ve olumsuz
oldugunu gostermistir (b = -.16, SE = .05, p =.002,% 95 CI = -.26, -.06) (Tablo 13).

Yani, erkek liderler daha az doéniisiimcii lider (rol uyumlu) olarak algilandiginda,
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calisanlarin SKY diizeyi arttikga, is tatmini artmaktadir (Sekil 1) (b =.39, SE=.10, p
<.001,% 95 CI = .18, .59). SKY'nin orgiitsel baglilik iizerindeki ana etkisi anlamli ve
pozitiftif (b = .22, SE = .08, p <.001,% 95 CI = .06, .37) (Tablo 13). Ek olarak, erkek
liderlerden algilanan déntisiimcii liderligin is tatmini (b = .30, SE = .05, p <.001,% 95
CI = .20, .40), orgiitsel baglilik (b = .50, SE = .06, p <.001,% 95 CI = .39, .61), lider
memnuniyeti (b = .86, SE = .04, p <.001,% 95 CI =.79, .93) ve giiven (b = .74, SE =
.04, p <.001,% 95 CI = .67, .81) lizerinde anlamli ve pozitif etkileri olmustur (Tablo
13). Ayrica mevcut organizasyondaki toplam is deneyimi (b =.00, SE =.00, p <.001,%
95 CI=.00,.01) ve yas (b=.21,SE=.09, p=.02,% 95 CI=.03, .38) orgiitsel baglilikta
pozitif ve anlamli etkiye sahiptir. Dolayisiyla, hipotez 5 sadece is tatmini igin
desteklenmistir.

Hipotez 6’nin analizleri, SBY ile doniisiimcii liderlik arasindaki etkilesimin
erkek lideri olan ¢alisanlarin is tatmini (b =-.22, SE =.06, p=.0001,% 95 CI =-.33, -
.11) ve orgiitsel bagliligi (b = -.18, SE = .06, p = .005,% 95 CI = -.30, -.05) negatif
yonde etkiledigini gostermistir (Tablo 14). Yani, erkek liderler daha az doniistimcii
olarak algilandigi zaman, ¢alisanlarin SKY'si arttikga, i tatmini (b = .48, SE = .11, p
<.001,% 95 CI= .26, .70) ( Sekil 3) veya orgiitsel baglilig1 da artmaktadir (b =.30, SE
=.12, p = .02,% 95 CI = .06, .54)(Sekil 4). Ayrica, erkek liderlerden doniistimcii
liderlik temel algisinin ve is tatmini (b = .31, SE = .05, p <.001, 95% CI = .21, .42),
orgiitsel baghlik (b = .52, SE = .06, p < .001, 95% CI = .41, .63), lider memnuniyeti
(b = .86, SE = .04, p <.001,% 95 CI = .79, .93) ve giiveninde (b = .74, SE = .04, p
<.001,% 95 CI = .67, .81) pozitif anlamli etkisi olmustur. Mevcut organizasyondaki
toplam is tecriibesininse orgiitsel baglilik (b = .00, SE = .00, p <.001,% 95 CI = .00,
.01) ve katilimcinin yas1 (b =. 24, SE = 0,09, p = 0,01,% 95 CI = 0,07,42) tizerinde
pozitif anlamli etkisi vardir (Tablo 14). Sonug olarak, hipotez 11 sadece is tatmini ve
orgilitsel baglilik icin desteklenmistir.

Hipotez 7°nin analiz sonuclari, SKY ile erkek liderlerden alginan islemsel
liderligin, etkilesimin lider memnuniyeti (b = .18, SE =.08, p=.02,% 95 CI1=.03, .33)
ve giiven (b= .18, SE=.07, p=.009,% 95 CI =.05, .32) iizerined pozitif anlaml etkisi
vardir (Tablo 15). Bu, erkek liderlerden islemsel liderlik algisi arttik¢a ve ¢alisanlarin
SKY seviyesi yiikseldik¢e, lider memnuniyetinin daha yiliksek olmasi anlamina gelir

(b = .24, SE = .12, p = .046,% 95 CI = .004, .47) ( Sekil 4). Giiven i¢in, anlaml1
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etkilesim bulunmasina ragmen, basit egimlerde anlamli iliski bulunamamistir. Yine
de, etkinin yonii, diisiik seviyeden yiiksek seviye islemsel liderlikte negatif yonden
pozitif yone dogru degiserek, onemli etkilesim etkisiyle sonuglanmistir. Erkeklerden
algilanan islemsel liderligin ayn1 zamanda lider memnuniyeti (b = -.34, SE = .08, p
<.001,% 95 CI =-.50, -.19) ve giiven (b =-.33, SE =07, p <.001,% 95 CI =-.47, -.19)
tizerinde 6nemli etkisi vardir. SK'Y'nin is tatmini (b = .15, SE =.08, p =.047, % 95 CI
=.00, .30) ve orgiitsel baglilik (b =.25, SE =.09, p =.008, 95% CI =.06, .43) iizerinde
olumlu ve anlamli etkisi bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, mevcut organizasyondaki toplam is
tecriibesi, orgiitsel baglilik agisindan da anlamli bulunmustur (b = .00, SE = .00, p =
.02,% 95 CI = .00, .01) (Tablo 15). Sonug olarak, hipotez 7, lider memnuniyeti ve
giiveni i¢in desteklenmistir.

Hipotez 8’in analizin sonuglarina gére, moderator etkisi hi¢cbir bagimli degisken
lizerinde gozlenmemistir. islemsel liderligin lider memnuniyeti (b = -.34, SE = .08, p
<.001,% 95 CI=-.50, -.18) ve giiven (b = -.33, SE = .07, p < .001, 95% CI = -47, -
.18) lizerinde negatif anlamli etkisi vardir. Ayrica mevcut organizasyondaki toplam is
deneyimi (b = .00, SE = .00, p=.01,% 95 CI=.00, .01) ve yas (b = .24, SE= .11, p =
02,% 95 CI = .04, .45) orgiitsel baglilik {izerinde olumlu ve anlamli etkiye sahiptir.

Sonug olarak, hipotez 8 desteklenmemistir.

TARTISMA

4.1. Bulgularmn ve Uygulamalarin Tartisiimasi

Sonuglar, SKY / SBY ve liderlik stilleri arasindaki etkilesimin, kadin lideri olan
calisanlarin, is / lider memnuniyeti, orgiitsel baglilik veya liderine giliven iizerinde
etkisi olmadigini gostermistir. Bu durum, toplumdaki kadin liderlerle ilgili kliselerin,
kadin liderleri degerlendirirken SKY ve SBY'nin etkisini ortadan kaldirdigim
diistindiirmektedir. Ayrica, bulgular, ¢alisanlar erkek liderlerin doniisiimcii liderligini
(rol uyumsuz) diisiik algilarsa, SKY'leri daha yiiksek olanlarin, SKY'leri distiik
olanlara gore daha yiiksek iy memnuniyetine sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Benzer
olarak, calisanlar erkek liderlerini doniisiimcii liderligini diisiik olarak algiladiklarinda,
yiiksek SBY'li kisilerin diisiik SBY'li insanlara kiyasla daha yiiksek is tatmini ve / veya
orgilitsel bagliliga sahip olma egiliminde oldugunu gostermistir. Diger taraftan, erkek

liderler islemsel liderlikte yiiksek olarak algilandiginda (rol uyumlu), SKY'si yiliksek
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olanlarin diisiik SKY'li kisilere kiyasla liderlerinde daha yiiksek lider memnuniyeti ve
giivenine sahip olma olasiligin1 géstermistir.

Ana etkiler incelendiginde, literatiire uygun olarak, ¢alisanlarin, cinsiyet rolii
uyumlu liderlik tarzi benimseyen (doniistimcii liderlik) kadin yoneticilerden
memnunken, cinsiyet rollerine uymayan liderlik tarzi benimseyen (islemsel liderlik)
kadin yoneticilerden memnun olmadigi bulunmustur. Ayni zamanda, Cuadro, Morales
ve Recio’nun (2008) bulgulariyla da tutarhi olarak, erkek liderlerinden daha fazla
dontistimcii liderlik algilayan ¢alisanlarin daha fazla is tatmini, lider memnuniyeti,
orgiitsel baglilik ve giiven gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, erkek liderleri olan
katilimeilar i¢in, islemsel liderlik stilinin, lider memnuniyetini ve liderine olan giiveni
olumsuz yonde etkilerken, is tatmini ve Orglitsel baglilik iizerinde etkisi olmadig
bulunmustur. Bu durumda, erkek cinsiyet rolleriyle islemsel liderligin 6zelliklerinin
benzer olmasinin, islemsel liderligin olumsuz etkilerinin ortadan kalkmasina etki ettigi
sonucuna varilabilir.

Bulgulara gore, doniistimcii liderligin hem kadin hem erkek liderli ¢alisanlar
icin yararli oldugu sonucuna varilabilir. Diger taraftan, kadin liderlerden algilanan
islemsel liderligin is tatmini, orgiitsel baglilik, liderlik doyumu ve liderlik giiveninde
olumsuz etkileri varken, erkek liderlerden algilanan islemsel liderlikse sadece liderlik
memnuniyeti ve giivenini olumsuz etkilemistir. Bunun iki nedeni olabilecegi
diisiiniilmektedir. Ilk olarak, islemsel liderligin erkek liderler igin cinsiyet uyumlu bir
liderlik tarzi olmas1 sebebiyle ¢alisanlar i¢in bazi olumsuz etkileri ortadan kaldirdigi
diisiiniilebilir. Ayrica, sadece lider memnuniyeti ve lidere olan giivenin olumsuz
etkilenmesi, bu sonuglarin liderlerle kisisel iligskilerden daha dogrudan etkilenebilecek
iki kavramken, is doyumu ve orgiitsel bagliligin liderle iligkiden dolayli etkilenme
olasiligi olan kavramlar olmasindan kaynaklanabilir. ikinci olasi sebep, islemsel
liderligin olumsuz etkisi yerine, islemsel kadin liderlerin orgiitsel baglilik ve is tatmini
tizerinde olumsuz etki yaratmasi olabilir. Buna bagli olarak SKY ve SBY seviyelerine
bakilmaksizin, sadece kadin liderlerin uyumsuz liderlik tarzinin is tatmini ve orgiitsel
baglilik tizerinde olumsuz etkiye sahip oldugu sonucu ¢ikarilabilir.

Bulgulardaki diger nokta, yiiksek SKY'nin, doniisiimcii ya da islemsel erkek
liderli calisanlarin daha fazla orgiitsel baghilik gostermelerini saglamasidir. Bunun

nedeni, SKY’si daha yiiksek olan kisilerin, gruplarinda sosyal diizenin, istikrar,
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giivenlik (Cohrs ve Asbrock, 2009) ve geleneksel yap1 aramasi (Duckitt & Sibley,
2009) ve liderin erkek olmasinin bu durumu devam ettirecek olmasi olabilir.

Bulgular, SKY veya SBY ile doniisiimcii liderlik veya islemsel liderlik
arasindaki etkilesimin, erkek liderleri olan katilimcilar i¢in farkli sonuglar1 oldugunu
gostermistir. Erkek liderler diisiik seviyede doniistimcii liderlik gosterdiginde,
calisanlarin SKY’si ne kadar yiiksekse, sahip olduklari is tatmini o kadar yiiksek
olmus, benzer sekilde, SBY ne kadar yiiksek olursa, is tatmini veya orgiitsel baglilik o
kadar yliksek olmustur. Burada, is tatmini ve oOrgiitsel baglilik iizerinde etkilesim
etkileri olsa da, lider memnuniyeti ve lider gliveninde bir etkilesim olmamasina dikkat
edilmelidir. Bunun nedeni doniisiimcii liderligin, ¢alisanlar tarafindan zaten olumlu
karsilanan liderlik tipi olmasi olabilir. Ayrica, Ayman, Korabik ve Morris'e (2009)
gore, doniistimcii liderligin esitleyici etkisi vardir ve erkekler mesruiyetlerini
kaybetmeden statii kaybini1 6nleme giiciine sahip olabilirler. Diger taraftan, liderlerden
daha diisiik bir dontisiimcii liderlik algisi, yiiksek SKY veya SBY’e sahip kisiler i¢in
olumlu olmustur. Bunun nedeni, lider memnuniyetinin ve lidere duyulan giivenin,
liderlerle kisisel iligskilerden dogrudan etkilenebilecek iki kavram olmasi ve kisisel
iligkilerin i doyumu ve orgiitsel baglilik tizerinde dolayl etkisi olabilecegi olabilir.

SKY’si yiliksek calisanlar, erkek liderlerde daha ¢ok islemsel liderlik
algilandiginda lider memnuniyetinin veya giiveninin arttig1 sonucuna ulasilirken, SBY
ve erkek islemsel liderlik etkilesiminin sonuc¢larin higbirinde etkisi olmadig:
bulunmustur. Bu noktada, Cohrs ve Asbrock’un (2009) SKY’nin grubun sosyal
diizeni, istikrar1 ve giivenligi tehdit edildiginde, SBY nin ise grup i¢in gii¢ savasi
oldugunda 6nyargili davranmaya sebep oldiugunu sdylemesi dikkate alinabilir. Buna
bagl olarak, cinsiyet rolii uyumlu, islemsel liderlik gosteren erkek lidere sahip
olmanin sosyal diizen, istikrar ve giiven saglayacag diisiincesiyle SKY’si yliksek olan
kisilerin memnuniyetini arttirdig1 sonucuna ulasilabilir. Ote yandan, yiiksek diizeyde
SBY olan insanlar, erkek liderlerin zaten statii ve gilice sahip oldugunu diisiindiigii i¢in
degiskenleri etkilenmemis olabilir.

Sonuglar ayrica, ¢alisanlar erkek liderlerini daha islemsel algiladiklarinda,
yiiksek SKY’e sahip kisilerin lider memnuniyeti ve giivenin daha yiiksek oldugunu
ancak SKY’nin is tatmini ve orgiitsel baglilik iizerinde etki yapmadigini gostermistir.

Her seyden once, bu, SKY ve geleneksel ve kuralla uygunluk, dindarlik ve itaat
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arasindaki giiclii iliskilerden kaynaklanabilir (Duckitt ve Sibley, 2009). Diger taraftan,
liderlik memnuniyeti ve lidere duyulan giivenin, liderlerle kisisel iliskilerden daha
dogrudan etkilenmesi bu sonuglar iizerinde etki yaratmisken, kisisel iliskilerin is
tatmini ve orgiitsel baglilik iizerinde dolayli bir etkisi olmasi etkiyi engellemis olabilir.

Tim bulgular degerlendirildiginde, organizasyonlar i¢in bazi c¢ikarimlar
onerilecektir. Oncelikle, doniisiimcii liderlerin kuruluslar icin faydali oldugu sonucuna
varilabilir. Buna ek olarak, SKY ve SBY seviyelerine bakilmaksizin, islemsel
liderliginin fayda saglamadig1 acik¢a goriilmektedir. Islemsel liderligin sadece erkek
lidere sahip yiiksek SKY’li insanlar i¢in olumlu etkileri vardir. Dolayisiyla,
isletmelerde hem doniisiimcii liderlik stilini benimseyen liderlerin olmasi, hem de daha
cok kadin liderin bu stiller olan rol uyumunun olasi 6nyargilari ortadan kaldirabilecegi
g0z Online alinarak, kadin liderlere sans taninmasi gerektigi agiktir.

4.2. Calismanin Kisithliklari ve Gelecekteki Calismalar i¢in Oneriler

Calismanin bazi kisithiliklart bulunmaktadir. Birincisi, katilimeilarin ¢ogunun
biiyliksehirlerde yasamasidir. Farkli sehirlerden insanlara ulasmak, arastirma
bulgularinin genellenebilirligini artiracaktir.

Ikincisi, bu calismada, katilimcilarin cogu beyaz yakali iscilerdir. Mavi yakali
is¢ilerin temsili sinirlidir. Mavi yakali ¢alisanlarin yaninda, kamu gorevlilerinden veri
toplanmasi1 6zel sektorlerden farkliliklart gérmek ve bu sonuglart kamu sektorii i¢in
kullanmak i¢in faydali olabilir.

Bir diger problem katilimcilarin ¢ogunun, yaklagik olarak esit sayida kadin ve
erkegin calistigt muhasebe ve turizm gibi sektorlerden olmasidir. Kadin is¢ilerden
ziyade ¢ogunlukla erkek is¢ilerle ¢alisan daha fazla katilimcinin olmasi, daha tarafsiz
sonuglar dogurabilir.

SKY ve SBY’li kisilerin iist yonetimdeki kadin liderlere daha fazla tepki
verebilecegi diisiiniilerek, yonetim seviyesinin kontrol edilmemis olmasi hem
sinirlama olarak kabul edilebilir hem de gelecek calismalarda bunun kontrol edilmesi

Onerilebilir.
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