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ABSTRACT
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The present study aimed to investigate the effects of the four leadership styles
(i.e., transformational leadership, paternalistic leadership, task-oriented leadership and
relationship-oriented leadership) on employees’ multidimensional work motivations
and organizational commitment and to reveal the mediating effets of psychological
need satisfaction processes (i.e., satisfaction of emlployees’ needs for autonomy,
competence and relatedness) in the proposed relationships. Data were collected from
461 white-collar employees working in various sectors and analyzed by using
Structural Equation Modeling. The findings revealed that TL and T-O leadership
behaviors were important predictors of employees’ autonomus, and controlled work
motivations as well as amotivation via their effects on satisfaction of employees’ needs
for autonomy, competence and relatedness. Employees’ intrinsic motivation levels
were found to be positively associated with their affective and normative commitment
and employees’ identified regulation levels were found to be positively associated with
their affective commitment. Moreover, employees’ introjected motivation levels were
found to be positively associated with their normative commitment and employees’
external regulation levels were found to be positively associated with their continuance
commitment. Also, as expected, employees’ amotivation was found to be negatively

associated with their affective, normative, and continuance commitment. Additionally,



TL and PL leaderhsip styles were found to be directly and positively associated with
employees’ affective and normative commitment. Finally, R-O leadership style was
found to be the least effective leadership style in predicting the outcome variables. The
findings are discussed in terms of theoretical and practical implications as well as

suggestions for future research.

Keywords: Leaderhip styles; bullying; satisfaction of psychological needs;

multidimensional work motivations; organizational commitment.



OZET

LIiDERLIK TIPLERI, CALISAN iIHTIYACLARI, COK BOYUTLU i$
MOTIVASYONLARI VE ORGUTSEL BAGLILIK ARASINDAKI
ILISKILER: ARACILI BIR MODEL ONERISI

CIVIT, Selinay
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Sosyal ve Orgiitsel Psikoloji

Danisman: Dog. Dr. Asli GONCU KOSE

Temmuz 2020, 121 sayfa

Bu ¢alisma, dort liderlik stilinin (doniistimcii liderlik, babacan liderlik, gorev-
odakl1 liderlik ve iliski-odakli liderlik) ¢alisanlarin ¢ok boyutlu is motivasyonlar1 ve
orgiitsel bagliliklar1 {izerindeki etkilerini arastirmayr ve Onerilen iliskilerde
calisanlarmn psikolojik ihtiyag memnuniyet siireclerinin araci etkilerini ortaya koymay1
amaglamaktadir. (calisanlarin  6zerklik, yetkinlik ve baghlik ihtiyaglarinin
karsilanmasi). Veriler, ¢esitli sektorlerde calisan 461 beyaz yakali c¢alisandan
toplanmis ve Yapisal Denklik Modellemesi (YDM) kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
Sonuglar, dontistimcii liderlik ve gorev-odakli liderlik davranislarinin calisanlarin
ozerklik, yetkinlik ve baglilik ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmasi {izerindeki etkileri araciligi
ile c¢alisanlarin G6zerk ve kontrollii is motivasyonlarminve ayni zamanda
motivasyonsuzluklarmin 6nemli bir yordayicis1 oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
Calisanlarin i¢gsel motivasyon diizeylerinin duygusal ve normatif baglilik diizeyleri ile
pozitif yonde iligkili oldugu ve ¢alisanlarin 6zdeslestirilmis diizenleme diizeylerinin
duygusal baghlik diizeyleri ile pozitif yonde iliskili oldugu bulunmustur.Ayrica,
calisanlarin i¢e yansitilmig motivasyon diizeylerinin normatif baglilik diizeyleri ile

pozitif iligkili oldugu ve calisanlarin distan gelen diizenleme diizeylerinin devam
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baglilig1 diizeyleri ile pozitif yonde iligkili oldugu bulunmustur. Ayrica, beklenildigi
gibi, ¢alisanlarin motivasyonsuzluk diizeyleri duygusal, normatif ve devam bagliliklar
ile negatif iligkili bulunmustur. Ek olarak, diiniisiimcli ve babacan liderlik tipleri,
calisanlarin duygusal ve normatif bagliliklartyla dogrudan ve pozitif iligkili
bulunmustur. Son olarak, iliski-odakli liderlik tipinin, sonu¢ degiskenlerini tahmin
etmede en az etkili liderlik tipi oldugu bulunmustur. Bulgular, kuramsal ve
uygulamaya yonelik ¢ikarimlar ile gelecekteki calismalara yonelik 6nerilerle birlikte

tartisilmastir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Liderlik tipleri; psikolojik ihtiya¢ tatmini; ¢ok boyutlu is

motivasyonu; orgiitsel baglilik.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Leadership can be explained as a process that involves guiding tasks, goals and
policies of a group or an organization, having an impact on people in an organization
for executing strategies and achievingobjectives, and influencing the culture of the
organization (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Since theability of motivating and influencing
other people for contributing to efficiacy and success of the group or organizationis
vital forthis process, motivation can be considered as one of the central elements of
the leadership (Bouckenooghe, Zafar, & Raja, 2015). In the organizational contexts,
motivating employees and maintaining a motivating work environment requires
qualified leaders to communicate effectively, to generate creative opinions, to find
creative solutions while managing personnel operations, and to provide reexamination
of motivational issues (Carlisle & Murphy, 1996). The literature also demonstrated
that the ways in which employees supervised were significant motivating factors
which should be understood in more detail (Hebda, VVojak, Griffin, & Price, 2007).

Therefore, more studies that focused on the relationship between different
leadership styles and employee motivation are needed. In the literature, one of the
leadership styles that has been showed to have the most powerful relationships with
employee motivation shown to be Transformational Leadership (TL). In previous
studies, relationships between TL and several work outcomes have been
investigated.To illustrate, Eyal and Roth (2011) investigated leadership styles within
an educational setting and they have found that TL was significantly and positively
correlated withemployees’ autonomous work motivations. Similarly, Hater and Bass
(1988) have found that followers of transformational leaders reported higher levels of
job satisfaction and motivation. More recently, Alghazo and Al-Anazi (2016)
investigated how leadership styles of managers affectemployees’ motivaton in a
private petrochemical company and discovered that participative and TL styles were
positively correlated with employees’ motivation. In addition, TL was examined in

relation to several work and employee related outcomes such as job satisfaction (Bass



& Avolio, 1990; Boamah, Laschinger, Wong, & Clarke, 2018; Bycio, Hackett, &
Allen, 1995; Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; Musinguzi, Namale, Rutebemberwa, Dahal,
Nahirya-Ntege, & Kekitiinwa, 2018; Puni, Mohammed, & Asamoah, 2018; Ross &
Offermann, 1997), job performance (Almutairi, 2016; Babalola, 2016; Barling, Weber,
& Kelloway, 1996; Geier, 2016; Para-Gonzalez, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Martinez-
Lorente, 2018; Yukl, 19981), organizational commitment (Al-Yami, Galdas, &
Watson, 2018; Babalola, 2016;Barling et al., 1996; Jain, Duggal, & Ansari, 2019), job
crafting (Hetland, Hetland, Bakker, & Demerouti, 2018; Wang, Demerouti, & Le
Blanc, 2017), organizational citizenship behaviors (Bottomley, Mostafa, Gould-
Williams, & Leoén-Cazares, 2016; Hackett, Wang, Chen, Cheng, & Farh, 2018;
Majeed, Ramayah, Mustamil, Nazri, & Jamshed, 2017; Nasra & Heilbrunn, 2016),
work engagement (Amor, Vazquez, & Faina, 2019; Shaughnessy, Griffin,
Bhattacharya, & Fitzpatrick, 2018; Zhu, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2016) and
psychological empowerment (Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002).

TL was the leadership style which was investigated with association to positive
employee, work, and organizational outcomes especially in Western cultural contexts.
However, in non-Western cultures, especially in the Middle East and Asia, another
leadership style that has shown to be highly valid and efficient was the Paternalistic
Leadership (PL) (Aycan, Schyns, Sun, Felfe, & Saher, 2013; Chan, Huang, Snape, &
Lam, 2012).PL is generallyexplained as a leadership style in which fatherly
benevolence and authoritarianism is combined (Farh & Cheng, 2000). Leaders with
PL style want to maintain control and power in their work group; at the same time,
they tend to display individualized consideration and concern towards their employees
or subordinates (Martinez, 2005). In the literature, PL was examined in relation to
follower work outcomes such as team commitment (Cheng, Huang, &, Chou, 2002),
job satisfaction (Pellegrini, Scandura, &, Jayaraman, 2007; Uhl-Bien, Tierney, Graen,
&, Wakabayashi, 1990; Wu, Hsu, &, Cheng, 2002), organizational commitment (Farh,
Cheng, Chou, &, Chu, 2006; Pellegrini et al., 2007), perormance (Pellegrini &
Scandura, 2006), and organizational citizenship behaviors (Chou, Cheng, &, Jen,
2005).However, relationships between PL and employee work motivations has been
investigated by very few empirical research (Goncii Kose & Metin, 2019).

In addition to TL as a universally accepted and empirically investigated
leadership style, and PL as an emic leadership style that has been shown to be effective

especially in specific cultural contexts, two other leadership styles which have been
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examined in the leadership research since 1950s are Task-Oriented (T-O) and
Relationship-Oriented (R-O) leadership styles. Specifically, Stogdill (1950) has
defined two different behavioral patterns demonstrated by leaders that can be used to
classify the range of leadership styles that leaders could adopt. Leaders who adopt T-
O leadership style tend to defineclear roles for employees to follow, and they focus
mainly on goal achievement rather than interpersonal relationships at workplace. On
the other hand, leaders who adopt R-O leadership style tend to demonstrate sympathy
and respect to their employees, they show genuine concern for their subordinates’
well-being and appreciation, provide assistance, and they emphasize interpersonal
relationships more than task completion or goal achievement in workplace (Bass,
1990a, 1990b).In the literature, T-O and R-O leadership styles have been investigated
in relation to a number of follower and organizational outcomes. For example, it was
found that R-O leadership style had a stronger positive relationship with employee
performance than T-O leadership style had (Hater & Bass, 1998).However, Jung and
Avolio (1999) demonstrated that whereas individual performance and T-O leadership
style was more strongly associated, R-O leadership style was found to contribute more
to predicting collective performance. Brown and Dodd (1999) showed that T-O
leadership style resulted in greater satisfaction with the supervisor and productivity
than R-O leadership style.

The present study is expected to contribute to the literature by examining the
effects of four majorleadership styles (i.e., transformational, paternalistic, relationship-
oriented, and task-oriented) on employees’ multidimensional work motivations (i.e.,
intrinsic motivation, identified regulation introjected motivation, external regulation,
and amotivation) within the framework of Self Determination Theory (SDT; Deci &
Ryan, 2000). Also, in line with the propositions of SDT, mediating effects of three
psychological needs of employees, namely, relatedness, competence, and autonomy
needs, in the relationships between aforementioned leadership styles and
multidimensional work motivations are empirically tested. In addition, the links of
these four major leadership styles with employees’ organizational commitment are

examined in a partially mediated theoretical model (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Proposed model of the study variables

1.1.SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY AND THE THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK OF MULTIDIMENSIONAL WORK MOTIVATIONS
According to the SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000) individuals feel motivated
primarily when their three basic psychological needs are satisfied. These three basic
needs are need for autonomy, need for competence, and need for relatedness. The main
proposition of the SDT is the notion that the humans have an innate tendency for
psychological development, well-being and internalization; and fullfilment of this
innate progression might be inhibited or accelerated as individuals distinctely acts
upon their surroundings (Deci & Ryan, 2000). According to Deci and Ryan (1980,
2000) psychological development is usually demonstrated by showing interest and
exploratory commitment in activities that people interpret as exciting and appealing
and these behaviors are manifasted even in the abscence of external reinforcement or
simply intrinsic motivation. Intrinsically motivated people can be defined as

indiviudals who are concerned with producing or searching out challenging



circumstances and thereafter who have desire for trying to overcome those challenges
in a continuous and recurring process (Deci & Ryan, 1980). Within this framework,
psychological internalization refers to when individuals turn their external motives for
participating in an action into a state that is completely internalized and combined
within the self (Deci & Ryan, 1985).

SDT proposes distinct subtypes of extrinsic motivation and all of these
subtypes differ in terms of their internalization levels, which means that they differ in
their process of changing goal-driven actions which were orginally contolled by
external factors (i.e., rewards or punishments) into internally regulated structures (Deci
& Ryan, 2000; Gagné, Chemolli, Forest, & Koestner, 2008). The first type of extrinsic
motivations, which is a motivation form that is fully non-internalized, can be defined
as engaging in an activity in order to acquire rewards or to prevent punishment and it
is called external regulation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The second type, which is
introjected regulation is explained as the regulation that stems from inwardly pushing
forces like ego-involvement, guiltiness and embarrassment (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan
& Connell, 1989). The third type, identified regulation refers to engaging in an activity
since an individual identifies with its significance or worth and assumes it as one of its
own, so this form of motivation is considered to include willpower. However,
identified regulation diverges from intrinsic motivation in a sense that actions driven
by identified regulation is done for the instrumental value it symbolizes rather than an
instinsic satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Target-specific behaviors can differ in their
extent to which they are performed with a complete sense of choice and freedom (Deci
& Ryan, 2000). Autonomous work motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified
regulation) refers to the intrinsic motivation and well-internalized extrinsic motivation,
respectively, as they are self-determined behaviors, and controlled work motivations
(i.e., external regulation motivation and introjected motivation) refers to controlled or
non-self-determined behaviors which people feel obligated to do (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Lastly, amotivation can be described as the lack of motivation towards an action or an
activity (Gagné et al., 2008).

SDT also states that satisfaction of the three main psychological needs, namely,
need for autonomy, need for competence, and need for relatedness; are crucial for
people to attain psychological development, internalization, and well-being in that
experiencing need satisfaction results in more autonomous types of motivation and

improved well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Need for autonomy is described as
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people’s need for feeling psychologically independent and it is strongly related to
individuals’ desire for behaving in ways that allow themselves to be in charge of their
actions (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Rather than affected by external forces, being
responsible of one’s own behaviors is the main premise of need for autonomy
(deCharms, 1968). In scope of the SDT, need for competence is people’s innate
tendency to discover and control their environments and to search for ideal challenges.
Finally, need for relatedness refers to longing for to be connected to others and a need
for both to care for and to be cared for by other people (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).
Need for relatedness is likely to be satisfied when people form intimate relations,
consider themselves as a part of a group and have a strong sense of communion (Van
den Broeck, Ferris, Chang, & Rosen, 2016).

McClelland (1985) has proposed a theory of motivation that is rather similar to
the propositions of SDT. That is, the author argued that individuals are mainly
motivated by three basic needs; achievement, affiliation, and power. When an
individual can achieve his/her own aim without looking and evaluating achievements
and situations of other people, it can be said that this individual’s achievements need
is fulfilled (McClelland 1985; Yamaguchi, 2003). Individuals with high need for
achievement want to take credit for their accomplishments and to get success by
chance make them feel uncomfortable (Robbins, 2003; Weiner, 1979). On the other
hand, need for power can be conceptualized as the concern for influence and status
and it is considered to be related to social dominance and risk taking (Winter &
Stewart, 1978). Individuals who report high need for power constantly search for status
and they usually want to be in ambitious and competitive environments (Veroff, 1992).
Lastly, longing for obtaining intimate informal relationships with other people reflects
need for affiliation (McClelland, 1961, 1985; Robbins, 2003). People with high need
for affiliation display tendency towards devoting remarkable time searching for
interactions with other people (McClelland & Koestner, 1992). Also, individuals who
report high levels of need for affiliation are likely to search for teamwork and
collaboration with others (Yamaguchi, 2003).

Whether motivation is investigated in the scope of McClellands’ Theory of
Needs or SDT, studies examining the relationship between leadership and motivation
has been mainly focused on motivation of the leaders (e.g., Barbuto, Fritz, & Marx,
2000; Barbuto Jr, 2005; Chaudhry, & Javed, 2012; Conchie, 2013; Hansson &
Andersen, 2007; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; Steinmann, D6rr, Schultheiss, &
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Maier, 2015) rather than motivation of employees. Other than a couple of studies
(Ahmad, Abbas, Latif, & Rasheed, 2014; Goncii Kose & Metin, 2019), studies on the
managers’ leadership styles and their effects on employees’ motivation are somwehat

limited.

1.1.1. PL, Employee Needs and Multidimensional Work Motivations

PL is defined as a hierarchical relationship in which the leader expects loyalty
and respect from workers as he/she regularly behaves like a parent figure who provides
guidance to his or her workers in situations related to their professional as well as
personal lives (Aycan, 2006; Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007). PL is a leadership style
that is often examined in Asian, Middle-Eastern, Latin American and African contexts
(e.g., Ayman & Chemers, 1991; Behrens, 2010; Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004; Kim, 1994;
Martinez, 2005). Aycan (2006) identified five subdimensions to operationalize PL
which are 1) creating a family atmosphere at workplace, 2) establishing individualised
relationships with subordinates, 3) getting involved in employees’ non-work lives, 4)
loyalty expectation, and 5) status hierarchy and authority. For instance, giving fatherly
or motherly advice to his/her subordinates regarding both their professional and
personal lives is one of the behavioral examples for “creating a family atmosphere at
workplace” subdimension of PL (Ozer, Dogan, & Tmaztepe, 2013). In addition, a
paternalistic leader wants to know every worker individually and s/he demonstrates
genuine concern for every employees’ well-being and these behaviors are among the
components of “establishing individualised relationships with subordinates”
subdimension of PL. Attending subordinates’ important events like their weddings and
funerals are behavioral indicators of “getting involved in employees’ non-work lives”
subdimension (Aycan, 2006). In line with “loyalty expectation” subdimension,
paternalistic leaders expect their subordinates to be loyal and respectful in response to
care, attention, and protection they provide to them (Cerit, 2013). Lastly, “status
hierarchy and authority” subdimension of the PL generally refers to paternalistic
leaders’ belief that they know what is best for their subordinates and they don’t want
to be questioned regarding their authority (Aycan, 2006).

According to Hofstede (1980), specific leadership behaviors may be effective
in some cultures, but may not be that effective in other cultures or contexts. For
example, in western countries, paternalistic leaders’ interest in non-work life of

employees can be perceived as an indicator of invasion of privacy. In contrast,
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behaviors included in this subdimension can be interpreted as valuable and desirable
in non-western cultural contexts which are characterized by high collectivism (Aycan,
2006). In his study, Hofstede (1980) pointed out that group goals and needs are being
prioritized more than individualistic goals and needs in collectivistic cultures and in
such cultural contexts in which conformity, interdependence and reciprocity are
common, paternalism is perceived as an effective and valuable leadership style (Otken
& Cenkci, 2012). Power distance is also an important cultural construct which has
important implications for PL. Power distance related to individuals’ perceptions of
power differences (Hofstede, 1980) and according to Hofstede (1980), big power gaps
between a leader and a subordinate usually considered as normal in cultures with high
power distance. Accordingly, in cultural contexts characterized by high power distance
subordinates are expected to understand that they are inferior compared to a leader
who is superior in terms of experience, capability and knowledge (Aycan, 2006) and
this kind of approach to the power relations between a subordinate and a leader is
consistent with PL. According to Cesur, Erkilet, and Taylan (2015) individualism-
collectivism, power distance, and masculinity-femininity dimensions are among the
main cultural antecedents of PL. Consistently, a study conducted in six countries by
Aycan, Schyns, Sun, Felfe, and Saher (2013) revealed that in high power distance and
collectivistic cultures, subordinates preferred to work with leaders who had
paternalistic, authoritarian and performance-oriented leadership styles.

In a number of studies conducted in Turkey it was found that the leaders with
PL style were successful in increasing their subordinates’ feelings of trust in their
leaders, organizational commitment and psychological empowerment (e.g., Aksoy,
2008; Erben & Giineser, 2008; Goncii, Aycan, & Johnson, 2014; Yiizbasioglu &
Dogan, 2018). PL’s effects on several work, organization and follower related
outcomes such as in-role job performance (Ozgelik & Cenkci, 2014), organizational
citizenship behaviors (Ersoy, Born, Derous, & van der Molen, 2012), job performance
(Arsezen-Otamis, Arikan-Saltik, & Babacan, 2015; Saygili, Ozer, & Karakaya, 2020;
Ugurluoglu, Aldogan, Turgut, & Ozatkan, 2018), innovative performance
(Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, Gumusluoglu, & Scandura, 2020), psychological well-being
(Cetin, Toylan, Cakirel, & Cakirel, 2017)were also investigated within the Turkish
work context. However, other than Goncii Kdse and Metin’s study (2019), no study so
far focused on the underlying psychological mechanisms and motivational processes

involved in the links of PL with multidimensional work motivations.
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It can be said that PL is a leadership style that meets the relatedness needs of
employees more than it meets the competence and autonomy needs of them because it
is stated that managers who demonstrate an effort to create a sincere family
environment at work, personalized relationships with their employees, protect them
against external criticism, and demonstrate PL style which is characterized by being
included in the lives of their employees outside of work, are expected to strongly meet
their workers’ needs for intimacy and contribute to their internal motivations (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Goncii Kose & Metin, 2019). Also, it is hypothesized that the “creating a
family atmosphere in the workplace”, “establishing close and individualised
relationships with subordinates” and “getting involved in non-work domain”
dimensions of the paternalistic leadership style will be positively related to employees’
intrinsic motivation (Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, & Gilimisliioglu, 2013). Because
managers with PL style treat their employees as if they are a family elder, they can
expect their employees to adopt their own values and the values of the organization
and employees who respond positively to this expectation are expected to try to do
well in order to comply with these values which they are internalized (Goncii Kose &
Metin, 2019). Therefore, PL is also expected to increase employees’ identified
regulation. Goncii Kose and Metin (2019) showed that there was a significant positive
relationship between PL and both intrinsic motivation and identified regulation of
employees, also they showed that there was a significant negative relationship between
PL and employees’ amotivation. However, the authors called for future studies that
would investigate the underlying psychological mechanisms involved in the
relationships of PL and these motivation types. In the present study, it is suggested that
PL is likely to contribute mainly to employees’ satisfaction of need for relatedness,
which in turn, is expected to enhance employees’ intrinsic motivation and identified
regulation, and decrease their amotivation.

Consistent with expected positive relationships of satisfaction of need for
relatedness with intrinsic motivation and identified regulation, and the negative link
between satisfaction of need for relatedness and amotivation, Van den Berghe,
Soenens, Aelterman, Cardon, Tallir, and Haerens (2014) found that there was a
significant positive relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness and both intrinsic motivation and identified regulation. In addition,

satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness was found to be significantly and



negatively associated with amotivation (Parfyonova, 2009). Therefore, the first set of
hypotheses of the present study is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 1a: PL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous work
motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via its positive effects
on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.

Hypothesis 1b:PL is negatively associated with employees’ amotivations via

its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.

1.1.2.TL, Employee Needs and Multidimensional Work Motivations

TL is known as the leadership style in which leaders encourage their followers
to overstep their own interests and are seen as talented in effecting their followers
intensely and remarkably (Robbins, 2003). Avolio & Bass (2001) have divided
characteristics of managers with TL style into four subdimensions as; idealized
influence, individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, and inspirational
motivation. ldealized influence is conceptualized as generating a charismatic role
model by expressing high expectations regarding groups’ aims and tasks, which gains
the appreciation of followers (Kovjanic, Schuh, Jonas, Quaquebeke, & Van Dick,
2012). Inspirational motivation refers to maintaining a vision and purpose to followers
through displaying optimism and trust that objectives can be reached (Avolio & Bass,
2001). Intellectual stimulation is explained as couraging followers to question
available methods and beliefs by restructuring problems in order to discover new
solutions (Avolio & Bass, 2001). And, individual consideration refers to being aware
of and taking into account followers’ uniqe needs, strengths and desires to be able to
improve their capacities (Avolio & Bass, 2001; Kovjanic et. al., 2012).

Leaders with TL style succesfully frame attractive goals and they are
specifically defined as masters in attributing universalistic values that are alluring to
followers (Bass, 1985). As a result, followers tend to perceive these goals as their own
and perceive them as congruent with their own values and principles (Bono & Judge,
2003). Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, and Lowe (2009) stated that one of the
complementary feature of TL behavior is employee participation as they provide
employees autonomy when they are out and fulfill their duties. In other words,
transformational leaders give their subordinates a sense of self-control rather than
presenting a leadership style that has a dominant or controlling pattern (Ryan & Deci,

2008). Managers with TL are also suggested to connect collective objectives to
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followers’ individualistic goals which causes followers to be more likely to
autonomously follow these objectives (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993). Manik (2016)
examined the relationship between TL and motivation in scope of McClellands’
Theory of Needs (1985) and he found out that TL and achievement motivation of the
employees was positively associated. Shamir, House and Arthur (1993) stated that
managers with TL style increases employees’ feelings of competence through
indicating high expectations (idealized influence) and by communicating their
confidence in that these expectations can be fulfilled (inspirational motivation). It was
suggested that these factors are central in increasing followers’ sense of competence
(Locke & Latham, 2002). Another fundamental characteristic of TL is that it fosters a
sense of relatedness among employees (Kovjanic et. al., 2012). Managers with TL
style typically demonstrate self-sacrificing behaviors and they are ready to ignore their
own interests for the good of the group (Avolio, 1999) and these selfless actions
receive respect and appreciation from the followers (Conger & Kanungo, 1998).
Accordingly, Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, and Chen (2005) revealed that TL and
dyadic interaction quality between managers with TL style and their followers were
positively associated. In turn, this should play a part in satisfying followers’ need for
relatedness (Kovjanic et. al., 2012).

In their study, Jensen and Bro (2017) observed a positive significant direct
relationship between the TL leadership style and the satisfaction of each of the three
basic psychological needs. Furthermore, they reported that satisfaction of employees’
needs for autonomy and competence serves as a mediator in the relationship between
TL and intrinsic motivation. Accordingly, a thesis study conducted in 2019 examined
the relationship between the components of TL and satisfaction of the followers' basic
psychological needs and the results of the study indicated a significant positive
relationship between idealised influence dimension of TL and both satisfaction of the
followers' basic psychological needs for competence and autonomy (Alturigi, 2019).
It was found by Gillet, Gagné, Sauvagere and Fouquereau (2013) that perceived
support of the leader on followers’ autonomy had a positive effect on employees'
intrinsic motivation and their identified regulation.

In their meta analysis, Van den Broeck and colleagues (2016) reported that
satisfaction of employees’ needs for competence and autonomy was significantly
positively associated with both intrinsic motivation and identified regulation. Also, the

directions of the relationships of all three types of employees’ need satisfaction and
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amotivation were found to be negative. Relationships between satisfaction of
employees’ psychological needs and controlled motivation were less clear-cut. For
example, Ping-ying’s (2017) study revealed that satisfaction of employees’ needs for
competence and relatedness were negatively associated with employees’ controlled
motivations; however, satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was found to be
positively associated with employees’ controlled motivation. According to Haivas,
Hofmans, and Pepermans (2012) satisfaction of employees’ three psychological needs
were negatively associated with external regulation; whereas, satisfaction of
employees’ three psychological needs were positively associated with introjected
motivation. In line with the theoretical background regarding TL and multifactor work
motivations and the previous research findings, the next set of hypotheses of the
present study is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 2a:TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous work
motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via its positive effects
on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.

Hypothesis 2b:TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous work
motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via its positive effects
on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

Hypothesis 2c:TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous work
motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via its positive effects
on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.

Hypothesis 2d:TL is negatively associated with employees’ controlled work
motivations (i.e., external regulation motivation and introjected motivation) via its
positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.

Hypothesis 2e:TL is negatively associated with employees’controlled work
motivations (i.e., external regulation motivation and introjected motivation) via its
positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

Hypothesis 2f:TL is negatively associated with employees’ amotivations via its
positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ needs for relatedness, autonomy and

competence.
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1.1.3. T-O Leadership, Employee Needs and Multidimensional Work
Motivations

T-O leaders attach importance to task achievement; they build order and guide
followers in setting performance goals and reaching high performance (Fleishman,
1953). T-O leaders are considered to be task driven which results in them being less
worried for maintaining interpersonal relationships with their followers. Therefore, it
can be suggested that T-O leaders are more inclined to satisfy their followers’
competence needs rather than relatedness needs (Goncti, 2011).

According to the Job Demands-Resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007),
T-O leaders provide their followers with resources that meet the demands of their jobs,
either by giving them clear instructions or directly by telling them what to do.
Therefore, T-O leadership style is expected to satisfy competence needs of employees.
However, since leaders or supervisors adopting T-O leadership style highly emphasize
task accomplishment and getting the job done in prespecified timelines, they are
expected to give the clear-cut instructions regarding the work processes and about how
the task should be completed. In other words, such leaders are not likely to encourage
their subordinates to find new ways to do a task or to have flexibility in terms of
procedures or timelines. Therefore, T-O leadership style is expected to have negative
effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

Hypothesis 3a: T-O leadership style is positively associated with employees’
autonomous work motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via
its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.

Hypothesis 3b: T-O leadership style is negatively associated with employees’
controlled work maotivations (i.e., introjected motivation and external regulation) via
its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.

Hypothesis 3c: T-O leadership style is positively associated with employees’
controlled work motivations (i.e., introjected motivation and external regulation) via
its negative effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

Hypothesis 3d: T-O leadership style is negatively associated with employees’
autonomous work motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via
its negative effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

Hypothesis 3e:T-O leadership style is negatively associated with employees’

amotivations via its positive effectson satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.
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Hypothesis 3f:T-O leadership style is positively associated with employees’

amotivations via its negative effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.

1.1.4. R-O Leadership, Employee Needs and Multidimensional Work
Motivations

R-O leaders behave towards their followers’ with respect and display genuine
interest in them by emphasizing communication with them, listening them, showing
faith and trust in their actions and by demonstrating appreciation for their contributions
(Fleishman, 1953, Halpin & Winer, 1957a; Yukl, 1981). According to Ehrhart and
Klein (2001), employees who value establishing interpersonal relationships at work
would more likely to benefit from R-O leadership style since they would have similar
values and expectations with a leader or a supervisor who adopted this style. The
authors also argued that employees who value goal achievement and who have high
need for structure, on the other hand, would not like to work with a R-O leader who
mainly focuses on communication and employee well-being rather than structure and
guidance.

Because leaders whose dominant leadership style is R-O leadership are
primarily interested in establishing and sustaining good relationships with their
followers rather than providing structure and establishing clear guidelines and
procedures for task accomplishment as leaders whose dominant leadership pattern is a
T-O one, they are more likely to satisfy their followers’ relatedness needs rather than
their competence and autonomy needs. Therefore, (mainly) R-O leaders are expected
to satisfy their followers’ need for relatedness, and in contrast, they are expected to
fail to satisfy their followers’ needs for competence and autonomy. In line with the
theoretical background and the previous findings, the next set of hypotheses of the
present study is generated as follows:

Hypothesis 4a:R-O leadership style is positively associated with employees’
autonomous work motivations (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via
its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.

Hypothesis 4b:R-O leadership style is negatively associated with employees’

amotivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.
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1.2.LEADERSHIP STYLES, EMPLOYEE NEEDS, MULTIDIMENSIONAL
WORK MOTIVATIONS, AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
There has been growing attention among scholars in the concept of

Organizational Commitment (OC) and in empirical assessments of its causes and
results in a range of organizational settings. According to Meyer and Allen (1997) “it
expresses the psychological approach of the employee to the organization and is a
psychological situation that leads to the decision to continue the membership of the
organization that reflects the relationship between the employee and the organization”
(p. 11). Factors such as demonstrating a strong will to continue to be a member of the
organization, believing in goals and values of the institution and volunteering to do
everything for the organization are at the heart of the concept of OC (Swailes, 2002).
In the literature, OC is examined in three dimensions which are affective commitment,
continuance commitment and normative commitment. Even though the function of the
three commitment sub-dimensions is to establish a link between the organization and
the employee, the nature of the bond that is created by each dimension differs (Allen
& Meyer, 1990). Affective commitment is a product of the reconciliation between the
individual and the institutional values, which leads an employee to be emotionally
involved in the organization (Meyer &Allen, 1997; Wiener, 1982). Normative
commitment can be defined as employees’ evaluation of commitment to the
organization as a duty and responsibility and acceptance of this commitment as the
right thing to do (Giil, 2002; Meyer & Allen, 1997). Unlike these two dimensions,
continuance commitment can be explained as a desire or will to remain in the
organization due to the belief that the consequences of leaving the organization will
be heavier than staying (ilsev, 1997; Meyer & Allen, 1997).

Whether it has been exhibited as performance, attendance or sticking with the
organization, work motivation is considered to be the one of the key factors influencing
OC levels and types of employess, and therefore, the relationships between these two
constructs has been widely investigated (George & Sabapathy, 2011). In addition,
several studies concluded that high levels of OC and highly motivated employees are
among the most important factors that contribute to the welfare of the organization
(Locke & Latham, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Pinder, 1998).

In their study which was conducted to examine the relationship between
teachers’ work motivations and OC, George and Sabapathy (2011) reported that

affective and normative commitment were found to be significantly and positively
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related to work motivation, whereas continuance commitment was found to be
unrelated to work motivation. Similarly, in a study conducted in Indonesia, it was
hypothesized and found that there was a strong positive relationship between OC and
work motivation (Mangkunegara & Octorend, 2015). In a different study, Salleh,
Zahari, Said and Ali (2016) demonstrated a positive relationship between work
motivation and OC. In a recent research which examined the relationship among
nurses' locus of control, wok motivation factors and their OC, Kalil, Abd-Elrhaman
and Sliman (2019) reported that overall score of work motivation factors and OC were
positively associated and the authors recommended hospital administrators to give
greater significance to establishing creative methods that would contribute to
sustainment of high work motivation, which in turn, would increase OC among
employees. Lastly, in a study it was hypothesized that higher levels of motivation led
to higher levels of commitment among workers and in line with this hypothesis, the
results indicated a strong positive relationship between work motivation and OC
(Manalo, de Castro, & Uy, 2020).

People who autonomously motivated for their job and who experience a sense
of pleasure and interest while working are expected to feel responsibility for their
organization, to feel emotionally attached to their workplaces, and to have a high desire
to continue to work in their organization. Consistently, Choong, Lau, and Wong (2011)
showed that there was a significant positive relationship between employees’ intrinsic
motivation and all three types of OC. Particularly, the results demonstrated that the
correlation between intrinsic motivation and affective commitment was the strongest
and it was followed by normative commitment and continuance commitment.
According to Gagné, Chemolli, Forest, and Koestner (2008), employees’ intrinsic
motivation and identified regulation levels were positively associated with their
affective commitment levels. In another study which was conducted in Turkey,
Altindis (2011) found that employees’ intrinsic motivation was positively associated
with affective and normative commitment levels; however, it was negatively
associated with continuance commitment. Gagné and her collegues (2008) argued that
normative commitment and introjected motivation would be positively related hence
they are similar in a way that they both represent an internalized feeling of obligation
and duty. Accordingly, the results of their study showed that introjected motivation
was positively associated with normative commitment. Continuance commitment can

also be considered similar to external regulation hence it focuses on evaluation of gains
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and losses associated with staying in or leaving the organization. In other words, they
both represent material and external elements influencing workplace demeanor. In a
previous research which examined continuance commitment by dividing it into two
dimensions, namely, high sacrifice and low alternatives, it was found that external
regulation was significantly positively related to only low alternatives subdimension
of continuance commitment (Gagné et al., 2008). In line with the theoretical
background regarding multidimensional work motivations and organizational
commitment and the previous research findings, the next set of hypotheses of the
present study are generated as follows:

Hypothesis 5: Employees’intrinsic motivation and identified regulation levels
are positively associated with their affective commitment and normative commitment
levels.

Hypothesis 6:Employees’introjected motivation levels are positively
associated with their normative commitment levels.

Hypothesis 7:Employees’ external regulation levels are positively associated
with their continuance commitment levels.

Hypothesis 8:Employees’amotivations levels are negatively associated with

their affective, normative, and continuance commitment levels.

1.3. DIRECT EFFECTS OF LEADERSHIP STYLES ON ORGANIZATIONAL
COMMITMENT
According to the previous research, work experiences, personal and

organizational elements can all be considered as predictors of OC (Eby, Freeman,
Rush, & Lance, 1999; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Allen & Meyer, 1990). Among these
variables, leadership style of supervisors had been one of the most investigated
variables since it has both direct and indirect effects on OC via its influence on key
factors such as trust, perceived organizational justice, perceived organizational
support, motivation, and loyalty (e.g., Goncii et al., 2014; Mowday, Porter & Steers,
1982).

In their study that examined the relationship between PL and organizational
commitment, Hakimian, Farid, Ismail, and Ismail (2014) reported significant positive
relationships between PL and all of the three types of OC. However, the relationships
between PL and affective commitment and normative commitment were stronger than

the relationship between PL and continuance commitment. Supporting the positive
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relationship between PL style of supervisor and employees’ normative commitment,
Erben and Guneser (2008) showed that employees who worked with paternalistic
leaders were less likely to leave their organizations even if a better job with higher
income was offered to them. Paternalistic leaders who communicate their expectations
regarding loyalty and put high emphasis on creating a family atmosphere at the
workplace are expected to contribute to employees’ internalization of sense of
obligation towards the organization they work for. Employees who feel that they
should be loyal and deferent towards both their paternalistic leader (who is the closest
representative of the organization) and their organization even in adverse
circumstances would develop and report high levels of normative commitment. At the
same time, a paternalistic leader who acts as a parent figure in guiding workers both
inside and outside of the work environment (Gelfand, Erez, & Aycan, 2007) and who
demonstrates high levels of supportive behaviors may be more successful than their
non-paternalistic counterparts in creating emotional bonds and interactions with their
employees, which in turn, may be expected to contribute to employees’ affective
commitment. However, employees’ evaluation about the costs of leaving the
organization and continuance commitment is suggested to be affected by various
factors including availability of alternatives, monetary rewards presented by the
current organization, and downward as well as upward comparisons; and therefore,
leadership style is not expected to be significantly related to employees’ continuance
commitment and the next set of hypotheses of the presented study is generated as
follows:

Hypothesis 9a: PL style of the supervisors is positively and directly associated
with employees’affective commitment.

Hypothesis 9b: PL style of the supervisors is positively and directly associated
with employees’normative commitment.

Transformational leaders give reference and emphasis on collective identity,
they emphasize sense of belongingness, and forming common mission and vision. By
this way, they are expected to increase their employees’ affective and normative
commitment levels. Supporting this proposition, Mert, Keskin, and Bas (2010) found
that TL was significantly and positively associated with employees’ affective
commitment. Similarly, Riaz, Akram, and ljaz (2011) and Pradhan and Pradhan (2015)
reported strong positive relationships between TL and employees’ affective

commitment. According to Chan and Mak (2014) TL was positively related to pride
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in being a follower of the leader, and affective and normative commitment levels.
Bugitnien¢ and Skudiené (2008) found that TL had a very weak influence on
continuance commitment compared to affective and normative commitment. This
finding provided support for the notion that continuance commitment was mainly
associated with the costs that an employee associates with economic losses and
benefits rather than how employees were managed (Bu¢itiniené & Skudien¢, 2008). In
line with the theory of TL and the previous findings, in the present it is suggested that
TL will be directly associated with employees’ affective and normative commitment
levels and the next set of hypotheses are generated as follows:

Hypothesis 10a: TL style of the supervisors is positively and directly associated
with employees’affective commitment.

Hypothesis 10b: TL style of the supervisors is positively and directly associated
with employees’normative commitment.

Leaders who have R-O leadership style show genuine concern for their
subordinates and try to develop close interpersonal relationships among work group
members (Moldogaziev & Silvia, 2015). Since affective commitment refers to to be
emotionally attached in the organization, leadership efforts aiming to form better
relations with and among subodtinates and harmonization between individual and
institutional values are expected to have positive effects on employees’ affective
commitment. Consistently, in their study, Gilbert, De Winne, and Sels (2011)
demonstrated that there was a significant positive relationship between R-O leadership
style and employees’ affective commitment. Also, in a study that examined the
associations between various leadership roles undertaken by public sector managers
and employees’ affective commitment, it was found that there was a significant
positive relationship between R-O leadership style and employees’ affective
commitment (Moldogaziev & Silvia, 2015). Similarly, in a study conducted in Korea,
significant positive relationship between R-O leadership style and employees’
affective commitment was demonstrated (Hong, Cho, Froese, & Shin, 2016).
Therefore, it is expected that R-O leadership style is directly associated with
employees’ affective commitment levels. However, unlike PL and TL, R-O leaders do
not demonstrate high levels of effort to increase employees’ feelings of belonginess to
the work group and loyalty to the organization. Therefore, R-O leaders are not
expected to make direct contribution to employees’ normative commitment, rather R-

O leadership style is expected to be positively related to employees’ normative
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commitment via its effects on employees’ need satisfaction and multidimensional
work motivations and the last hypothesis of the present study is generated as follows:
Hypothesis 11: R-O leadership style of the supervisors is positively associated

with employees’affective commitment.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

2.1. PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

A total of 461 white-collar workers from Turkey participated in the present
study. Participants were informed beforehand that gathered data would be used in the
scope of the present research and their responses would remain confidential. 264 of
the participants (57.5%) were women and 195 of the participants (42.5%) were men.
Participants were working in the organizations operating in public, education, health,
service, food, automotive, banking and finance, textile, fast-moving consumer goods,
metal, pharmaceutical, durable consumer goods, media, construction and materials
sectors. The demographic characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 1. The
ages of the participants were ranged from 19 to 62 and lots of the participants were
young adults (M = 34.32, SD = 10.55). Participants’ average tenure years were
calculated as 7.83 (SD = 8.88). The average number of years that the participants have
been working with their current managers was 3.20 (SD = 3.57). Most of the
participants were graduated from university (60.5%). Inclusion criterion was to be

working with the current supervisor at least for 6 months.
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Table 1

Demographic characteristics of the participants

Demographic characteristics of the participants

Age

Gender (%)

Education (%)

Tenure
(years)

Tenure with Manager

(years)

Industry (%)

M
SD

Male
Female

Secondary school
High school
Academy
University
Master’s degree
Doctoral degree

Public

Education

Health

Service

Food

Automotive

Banking and finance
Textile

Fast-moving consumer goods
Metal

Pharmaceutical

Durable consumer goods
Media

Construction and materials
Other

34.32
10.55

42.50
57.50

2.40
17.10
9.50
60.50
9.80

7.83
8.88

3.20
3.57

31.60
13.40
10.10
9.20
4.40
2.90
2.90
2.20
2.20
40
.90
.90
1.10
5.50
12.30
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2.2. MEASURES

2.2.1. Transformational Leadership

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-Form 5X; Avolio, Bass, & Jung,
1999) was used to measure transformational leadership style of the supervisors of the
participants. The questionnaire consists of 20 items and four dimensions which are
idealized influence, individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, and
inspirational motivation. Participants were asked to rate each item using a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from “0 = not at all” to”5 = frequently, if not always”. A
standardized and validated Turkish version of MLQ-Form 5X was available
(http://www.mindgarden.com/products/mlgr.htm). A sample item is “He/she talks
optimistically about the future”. In the literature, the reliability coefficients of the
original overall scale were reported to range from 0.74 to 0.91 (Bass & Avolio, 1995;
Howell & Hall-Marenda, 1999). For the Turkish version of the scale, Goncii Kose and
Metin (2019) reported that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .90, .84, .81, and
.81 for idealized influence, individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, and
inspirational motivation subscales, respectively. Internal reliability coefficient of the
overall Turkish scale was resported as .96.

2.2.2. Paternalistic Leadership

Paternalistic Leadership Scale developed by Aycan (2006) in Turkish was used
to measure PL levels of the supervisors. The scale consists of 21 items and the
participants give their responses by using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = Never, 5 =
Always). High scores indicate high levels of PL. The scale assesses paternalism in five
dimensions: Creating family atmosphere at workplace, forming individualized
relationships with subordinates, involvement in employees’ non-work lives, loyalty
expectations, status hierarchy and authority. A sample item of the scale is “Behaves
like a family member (father/mother or elder brother/sister) towards his/her
employees”. Aycan (2006) reported the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of creating
family atmosphere at workplace subscale as .89, forming individualized relationships
with subordinates subscale as .85, involvement in employees’ non-work lives subscale
as .82, loyalty expectations subscale as .79, status hierarchy and authority subscale as

.88, and the Cronbach’s alpha of the overall scale was resported as a = .87.
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2.2.3. Relationship-Oriented and Task-Oriented Leadership Styles

Fleishman’s (1953) Leadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ) was used to
assess employee perceptions of R-O and T-O leadership styles of their supervisors.
The scale was adapted to Turkish by Stimer and Bilgi¢ in an unpublished research. The
scale consists of 40 items, and 20 items measure the leader’s R-O leadership style (a
sample item is “S/he gets the approval of the staff on important matters before getting
ahead”), and 20 items assess the leader’s T-O leadership style (a sample item is “S/he
pushes the staff for greater effort”). Responses are gathered on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from “l = never” to “5 = always. Fleishman (1953) reported that the
Cronbach’s alpha of the R-O leadership style scale was o= .89 and that the Cronbach’s
alpha of the T-O leadership style scale was a = .88. For the Turkish version of the
scale, Goncii (2013) reported that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the R-O
leadership scale and T-O leadership scale were .88 and .77, respectively.

2.2.4. Work-Related Basic Need Satisfaction

The Work-Related Basic Need Satisfaction scale (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste,
De Witte, Soenens, & Lens, 2010) was used to assess participants’ need satisfaction.
The scale consists of 18 items assessing satisfaction of the need for autonomy (e.g., “‘I
feel free to do my job the way I think it could best be done’’; six items), need for
competence (e.g., “‘I am good at the things I do in my job’’; six items), and need for
relatedness (e.g., <At work, I feel part of a group’”’; six items). Participants were asked
to give their responses by using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = totally disagree, 5 =
totally agree). Uri (2018) reported that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the
subdimensions (satisfaction of the need for autonomy, satisfaction of the need for
competence, and satisfaction of the need for relatedness needs) were ranged from .84
to .90. For Turkish sample, Donmez (2014) reported that the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients of the subscales were .75 for the satisfaction of the need for relatedness
subscale, .77 for the satisfaction of the need for competence subscale, and .77 for the

satisfaction of the need for autonomy subscale.

2.2.5. Multidimensional Work Motivations

Multidimensional work motivations of the participants were measured by
Multidimensional Work Motivations Scale (MWMS) which was developed by Gagné
and her colleagues (2014). The scale was adapted to Turkish by Goncii Kdse and Metin
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(2019). Responses are given on a 7- Likert point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Multidimensional work motivation scale consists of 19
items and 5 subdimensions. Respondents are asked to answer the question of “Why do
you put an effort when doing your current job?”. Amotivation is measured by 3 items
and a sample item is “I don't, because I really feel that I'm wasting my time at work”.
External regulation is measured by 6 items (three items for external social regulation
and three items for external material regulation) and a sample item is “Because I risk
losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it”. Intrinsic motivation is measured with
four items and a sample item is “Because what I do in my work is exciting”. Identified
regulation is measured with 3 items and a sample item is “Because putting efforts in
this job aligns with my personal values”, and introjected motivation is measured with
3 items a sample item is “Because it makes me feel proud of myself”. Gagné and her
colleagues (2014) reported the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the subscales as .79,
.76, .70, .75, and .90 for amotivation, external regulation, introjected motivation,
identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation subscales, respectively. Goncii Kose and
Metin (2019) reported the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of the subscales as .74 for the
amotivation, .80 for external regulation, .76 for introjected motivation, .78 for
identified regulation, and .77 for intrinsic motivation.

2.2.6. Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment was measured by organizational commitment scale
developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). The scale was adapted to Turkish by Wasti
(1999) and the author added 7 items to the scale which are intended to further capture
organizational commitment in Turkish cultural context. The Turkish version of the
scale measures 3 dimensions with 25 questions. In the scale, affective commitment is
measured with 8 items and a sample item is “I really feel as if this organization’s
problems are my own”. Continuance commitment iS measured with 7 items and a
sample item is “I believe I have too few options to consider leaving this organization”.
Normative commitment is measured with 10 items and a sample item is “I would feel
guilty if I left this organization now”. Responses are given on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For the Turkish measure,
Wasti (1999) reported that the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of the
subscales were .84, .80, and .70 for affective, continuance, and normative commitment

subscales, respectively.
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CHAPTER 111

RESULTS

3.1. OVERVIEW

In this chapter data screening and cleaning procedures, descriptive statistics,
correlational relationships among the study variables and the results of the main
analyses are presented. Data screening and cleaning procedures are explained in the
first section. In the second section, reliability analyses of the measures are presented.
In the third section, bivariate and partial correlations among the study variables are
presented and interpreted. The fourth section demonstrates the results of the main

analyses conducted for hypothesis testing.

3.2. DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING

Firstly, the data from 461 participants were checked with the consideration of out
of range values in order to determine the accuracy of data entry process. The results
indicated that the data didn’t contain any out of range values. However, it was found
that out of 461 participants, 26 did not meet the inclusion criterion which was to be
working with the current supervisor at least for six months, and therefore, their data
were exluded from the data set. After that the data were examined for missing values.
It was determined that there were 62205 data points in the data set. Apart from
demographic data, a total of 167 (0.3%) missing data were found in 62205 data points.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), when the data set contains missing values
less than 5%, mean replacement method can be used in order to handle the missing
data. Therefore, missing values in the data set were handled with the series mean
replacement method.

Once the missing data were handled, outlier analysis was performed. Mahalonobis
distance analysis was used in order to identify multivariate outliers. After conducting
Mahalonobis distance analyses, 12 participants were identified as multivariate outliers
and they were excluded from the data set. As a result, the final sample included 423

participants.
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3.3. RELIABILITY ANALYSES OF THE STUDY MEASURES

Prior to the computation of scale scores, descriptive statistical analyses and testing
of the hypotheses, reliability analyses of the study measures were carried out. Since
there were no translated/backtranslated and/or recently developed measures in the

present study, only the Crobach’s alpha was used as the estimate of reliability.

3.3.1. Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership scale includes 20 items and 4 dimensions. These
subscales are intellectual stimulation (4 items), idealized influence (8 items),
inspirational motivation (4 items), and individual consideration (4 items). Cronbach’s
alpha value of the scales were found to be o = .80, a = .90, a = .83, and a = .83,

respectively. The overall reliability of the transformational leadership scale was .96.

3.3.2. Paternalistic Leadership

The Cronbach’s alpha value of the 21-item scale was .92. However, in the
reliability analysis of the paternalistic leadership scale it was revealed that the item-
total correlations of the items 9 (i.e., While making decisions about his/her employees
(e.g., promaotion, firing) performance is not the most important criterion for him/her)
and 12 (i.e., When necessary, s/he can do something in the name of his/her employees
without getting their approval) were lower than the expected value of .30 (i.e., .25 and
.17, respectively). Therefore, a decision was made to remove these two items. The
Cronbach’s alpha value of the subscales were found to be .88 for the creating family
atmosphere at workplace, .75 for the forming individualized relationships with
subordinates, .75 for the involvement in employees’ non-work lives, .65 for the loyalty
expectations, and .66 for the status hierarchy and authority. The Cronbach’s alpha

value of the overall scale which included 19 items was .93.

3.3.3. Relationship-oriented and task-oriented leadership styles

The reliability analysis revealed that the T-O leadership scale had an acceptable
internal consistency estimate (.77). However, when item-total correlations were
examined, two of the items were found to have negative item-total correlations (i.e., -
.07 and -.01; and the Cronbach’s alphas if item deleted were .79 and .79, respectively).

Therefore, these two items were removed from the scale. The Cronbach’s alpha
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coefficient of the 18-item scale was found to be .80. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
of the 20 items R-O leadership scale was found to be a = .91.

3.3.4. Work — Related Basic Need Satisfaction

The Work-Related Basic Need Satisfaction scale includes 18 items and 3
subdimensions. Each subdimension includes 6 items. The Cronbach’s alpha values of
the subscales were as follows; a = .84 for the satisfaction of need for relatedness
subscale, o = .82 for the satisfaction of need for competence subscale, and a. = .75 for

the satisfaction of need for autonomy subscale.

3.3.5. Multidimensional Work Motivations

Multidimensional work motivations scale consists of 19 items and 6
dimensions. However, the results of Goncii Kése and Metin’s (2019) study showed
that external social regulation and external material regulation subdimensions did not
differ significantly in Turkish sample and were loaded on the same factor. Therefore,
these two sub-dimensions were combined and examined under a single dimension
called external regulation. The Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities of the amotivation,
external regulation, introjected motivation, identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation subscales were at convenient levels (o= .75, a = .80, a = .70, o = .81, o =

.80, respectively).

3.3.6. Organizational Commitment

The Cronbach’s alpha value of the affective commitment subscale was found
to be .83. Total item correlations of two very similar reverse coded items were below
.30 (r =.20 and r = .20, respectively). However, excluding these items were not found
to make a significant increase in the reliability coefficient (i.e., .02) and the common
problem with these items were thought to be their reverse coded nature. Therefore, the
scale score for the affective commitment subscale was calculated by including all of
the 8 items. The Cronbach’s alpha values of the continuance commitment and
normative commitment subscales were found to be .77 and .86, respectively. The

Cronbach’s alpha value of the overall scale was .92.
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3.4. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS, BIVARIATE AND PARTIAL
CORRELATIONS AMONG THE STUDY VARIABLES

The means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values of study
variables are presented in Table 2. Involvement in employees’ non-work lives
subdimension of PL, R-O leadaership style and amotivation were found to have the
lowest mean scores, whereas, status hierarchy and authority subdimensions of PL,
satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and identified regulation found to have

the highest mean scores. The mean scores of all the remaining variables were close to

the midpoint.

Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations; Minimum and Maximum Values of Study Variables
Variable Mean SD Min.  Max. Rating scale
Creating family 3.29 97 1 5 1-5
atmosphere at workplace
Forming individualized 3.33 .86 1 5 1-5

relationships with
subordinates

Involvement in 3.02 .05 1 5 1-5
employees’ non-work

lives

Loyalty expectations 3.42 .05 1 5 1-5
Status hierarchy and 3.69 .03 1 5 1-5
authority

Paternalistic leadership 3.37 75 1.16 4.95 1-5
Ideliazed influence 3.31 .92 1 5 1-5
Individualized 3.28 .89 1 5 1-5
consideration

Intellectual stimulation 3.53 .89 1 5 1-5
Inspirational motivation 3.32 .95 1 5 1-5
Transformational 3.32 .04 1 5 1-5
leadership

Relationship-oriented 3.00 .03 1.20 5 1-5
leadership

Task-oriented leadership 3.46 .03 2.11 4.83 1-5
Satisfaction of 3.60 .04 1.67 5 1-5

employees’ need for

relatedness

Satisfaction of 3.25 .78 1 5 1-5
employees’ need for

autonomy

Satisfaction of 400 .72 1.67 5 1-5
employees’ need for

competence
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Intrinsic motivation 449 151 1 7 1-7
Identified regulation 526 142 1 7 1-7
Introjected motivation 485 1.34 1 7 1-7
External Regulation 338 136 1 7 1-7
Amotivation 234 135 1 7 1-7
Affective commitment 437 124 1.25 7 1-7
Continuance commitment 4.21  1.17 1 7 1-7
Normative commitment 423 1.20 1.60 6.90 1-7

Bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented in Table 3.As
expected, age was found to be positively correlated with tenure with the manager,
positional tenure and satisfaction of employees’ need for competence. On the other
hand, age was found to be negatively correlated with all of the subdimensions of TL
and overall TL score given for the supervisors. Moreover, age was found to be
negatively correlated with creating family atmosphere at workplace and forming
individualized realtionships with subordinates subdimensions of PL andoverall PL
score given for the supervisors. Finally, age was found to be negatively associated with

perceived R-O leadership style and external motivation.
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Table 3

Intercorrelations among the study variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age -
2. Gender .09 -
3. Education -.06 -11* -
4. Tenure with Manager 38** .08 - 24%* -
5. Positional Tenure .68** .07 -.08 S50** -
6. ldealized Influence -15** -03 -.02 -.01 -11* -
7. Individualized Consideration  -.15** -.03 -.05 .03 -.09 90*%* -
8. Intellectual Stimulation -17**  -03 .03 -.02 -.09 83**  80** -
9. Inspirational Motivation -12*  -01 .00 -.02 -.06 .88** 78** 76** -
10. Transformational -16** -.03 -01 -.00 -10*  .98**  93**  Q0**  |92** -
Leadership
11. Creating Family -18** .02 -.04 -.00 -17**  66**  .64**  57**  5O**  66** -
Atmosphere at Workplace
12. Forming Individualized -15** -01 .02 -.05 -14*  64**  65**  58**  58**  66** .80** -
Realtionships with
Subordinates
13. Involvement in Employees”  -.05 .04 -01 -.04 -.08 Sh** BA*R AB** AB**  Bh¥*  73x*  7hx* .
Non-work Lives
14. Loyalty Expectations -.03 .03 -.03 -.05 -10*  46**  42%*  38**  44** A6** 62** .61**  .62** -
15. Status Hierarchy and -.08 -.06 -.00 .06 -.06 bS4**  BO*F*  49*%*  5O**  Bh**  GO**  57** Ah¥F G7xR

Authority
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
16. Paternalistic Leadership -13** .00 -01 -01 -14**  69**  67**  .61** .63** 70** 92** Q0**  84** 77**  76**
17. Relationship-Oriented -12*  -03 -.03 -.00 -.08 J2**% 75%*  g5**  @2** [ 73**  61** .60** 55¥*  36** 37+
Leadership
18. Task-Oriented Leadership -.02 -.00 .06 -.02 -.02 .06 -.02 10* 12* .06 .01 .06 -.03 A7x* 27
19. Satisfaction of Employees” .06 -.04 .06 .07 .07 A3** 38**  35F* 3R 41** 30**  35**F 32*%*  26%*  .26%*
Need for Relatedness
20. Satisfaction of Employees’  .18**  -.05 .08 J12* A7x* 26%*%  22%%  20%*  .26%* .26%* .17**  22** 09 A8**  26**
Need for Competence
21. Satisfaction of Employees’ .08 -.04 -.04 A11* .07 A9**  AB**  AL*R* A3F* AQF* 32** 36** 33+ 15%* 19+
Need for Autonomy
22. Amotivation -.08 10* -.03 -10 -.05 -35%* - 32** . 28** . 32**k . 34**k 8%k - 20%* . QG**  _DA*k . DQx*
23. External Regulation -21%* .04 -10* .01 -.20%* .08 .09 .08 .09 .09 .05 .02 .03 .05 A12*
24. ldentified Regulation .07 -10*  .10* .09 .05 35**  33**  32*%*  33F*  36*F*  26**F  24**  19**  23*%*  28**
25. Introjected Motivation .01 -11* .06 .08 -.03 B0**F 20%*%  26%*  27**  31*x 22%*%  Q1**  18*%*  22%*  20*%*
26. Intrinsic Motivation -.03 -.06 .07 .04 -.04 AQ**  37** 34** 38F* 41x* 20%*  D@**k  PG5Fk 23%*  24**
27. Affective Commitment .09 -.00 .02 A3** .09 S4**k - B3*F AG*F* ATF* B4R A4** 41¥* 0 30%* 32%* 32**
28. Continuance Commitment .05 -.04 -14*%*  14** 08 24%% 5%k 21%*  23%*  2B*x  Q7**x 3%k 2%*  27**  30**
29. Normative Commitment .03 -.02 -.07 14** 07 A4** J4**x 0 3eF* 38F* 44*%* 40**  34**  35*%*  35%*  3g**

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Education level ranges from 1 (= Primary school) to 5 (= Doctoral Degree).
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Table 3

Continued
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

16. Paternalistic Leadership -
17. Relationship-Oriented B1** -
Leadership
18. Task-Oriented Leadership 10* -33** -
19. Satisfaction of the Need for 35**  39** 02 -
Relatedness
20. Satisfaction of the Need for 22%*  20**  15*%*  56** -
Competence
21. Satisfaction of the Need for 33**  Bh** L 21**  BeF*  A49** -
Autonomy
22. Amotivation -32**  -33** -01 SA8F* - A2%* ATR* -
23. External Regulation .06 -.02 A4x* - 13%*F _20%* - 15**  28%*
24. ldentified Regulation 28**  27** 03 A40**  40%*  43**  -56** -.05 -
25. Introjected Motivation 26%*  18**  13**  27**  30**  27**  -38** 18** 77** -
26. Intrinsic Motivation 31x* 32x* -.01 A3** 35**  B3F* _46** 02 69**  54** -
27. Affective Commitment A5%*  A7** 01 B52**  40**  B58**  -50** -.07 S4F* A4x*F BhE*F*
28. Continuance Commitment 30**  16** 11* 20%* 1% 17** - 20%*%  19**  28**  20%*  1T7**  46*%* -
29. Normative Commitment A3**  31** 08 A2**  28**  39** . 38** (9 AL** 0 41** 0 AQ** 73*%* 0% -

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Gender was found to be negatively associated with education levels of the
participants meaning that women reported higher levels of education than men thas
has participated in the study. Moreover, gender was found to be positively associated
with participants’ amotivation scores meaning that men reported higher levels of
amotivation towards their work than women thas has participated in the study. Finally,
gender was found to be positively associated with identified regulation and introjected
motivation scores meaning that women reported higher levels of identified regulation
and introjected motivation scores than men.

Education level was found to be negatively correlated with tenure with the
current supervisor, external regulation and continuance commitment.On the other
hand, education level of the participants was positively associated with identified
regulation.

As expected, tenure with the current supervisor was positively correlated with
organizational tenure. Tenure with the current supervisor was also found to be
positively correlated withsastisfaction of employees’ needs for autonomy and
competence as well as employees’ affective, normative and continuance commitment
levels meaning that as the time worked with the same supervisor increased, satisfaction
of employees’ needs for autonomy and competence and, affective, normative and
continuance commitment scores of the participants were also increased.

Tenure at the current job was positively correlated with satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence. On the other hand, tenure at the current job was
negatively correlated with idealized influence and overall TL scores as well as with
creating family atmosphere at workplace, forming individualized realtionships with
subordinates and loyalty expectations subdimensions of PL and overall PL scores
given for the supervisors. Finally, tenure at the current job was found to be negatively
correlated with employees’ external regulation levels.

Idealized influence and individualized consideration subdimensions of TL and
overall TL scores were found to be positively correlated with all of the study variables
except from T-O leadership style scores given for the supervisors, and employees’
amotivation and external regulation levels. Idealized influence and individualized
consideration subdimensions of TL and overall TL scores were not found to be
significantly associated with T-O leadership style and external regulation, whereas
they were found to be negatively correlated with employees’ amotivation scores. In

addition, intellectual stimulation and inspirational motivation subdimensions of TL
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were found to be positively correlated with all of the study variables except from
amotivation and external regulation levels of the participants. Intellectual stimulation
and inspirational motivation subdimensions of TL were not significantly correlated
with external regulation levels of the participants, whereas they were found to be
negatively correlated with amotivation scores of the participants.

Similarly, creating family atmosphere at workplace and forming individualized
realtionships with subordinates subdimensions of PL were found to be positively
correlated with all of the study variables except from T-O leadership style scores given
for the supervisors, and employees’ amotivation and external regulation levels.
Creating family atmosphere at workplace and forming individualized realtionships
with subordinates subdimensions of PL were not found to be significantly associated
with T-O leadership style and external regulation, whereas they were found to be
negatively correlated with employees’ amotivation scores. Involvement in employees’
non-work lives subdimension of PL was found to be positively correlated with all of
the study variables except from T-O leadership style, satisfaction of employees’ need
for competence, amotivation and external regulation. Involvement in employees’ non-
work lives subdimension of PL was not significantly associated with T-O leadership
style, satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and external regulation, whereas
it was found to be negatively correlated with employees’ amotivation scores. Loyalty
expectations subdimension of PL and overall PL scores were found to be positively
correlated with all of the study variables except from amotivation and external
regulation. Loyalty expectations subdimension of PL and overall PL scoreswere not
significantly associated with external regulation, whereas they were found to be
negatively correlated with employees’ amotivation scores. Finally, status hierarchy
and authority subdimension of PL was found to be positively correlated with all of the
study variables except from amotivation. Interestingly, status hierarchy and authority
subdimension of PL was found to be negatively correlated with employees’
amotivation scores.

R-O leadership style was found to be positively associated with all of the study
variables except for T-O leadership style, external regulation and amotivation. That is,
R-O leadership style was not significantly correlated with external regulation scores
of the participants, whereas, as expected, it was negatively associated with T-O

leadership style and employees’ amotivation scores.
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T-O leadership style was positively associated with inspirational motivation
subdimension of TL, loyalty expectations and status hierarchy and authority
subdimensions of PL, and overall PL scores given for the supervisors. In addition, T-
O leadership style was found to be positively associated with satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence scores and employees’ introjected motivation,
external regulation and continuance commitment levels. As expected, T-O leadership
style was negatively associated with R-O leadership style and satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy scores.

In line with the general expectations and propositions, satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness was found to be positively correlated with all of the
study variables except forT-O leadership style, external regulation and amotivation.
Satisfaction of employees’ need for relatednesswas not significantly correlated with
T-O leadership style whereas it wasnegatively correlated with participants’ external
regulation and amotivation scores. Satisfaction of employees’ need for competence
was found to be positively correlated with all of the study variables except from
involvement in employees’ non-work lives subdimension of PL, external motivation
and amotivation.Satisfaction of employees’ need for competence was not significantly
correlated with involvement in employees’ non-work lives subdimension of PL
whereas it was negatively correlated with participants’ external regulation and
amotivation scores.Finally, satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was found
to be positively correlated with all of the study variables except for T-O leadership
style, external regulation and amotivation. That is, satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy was negatively correlated with T-O leadership style scores given for the
supervisors as well as with external regulation and amotivation scores of the
participants.

Amotivation was found to be negatively correlated with all of the study
variables except for T-O leadership style and external regulation. That is, amotivation
was not found to be significantly correlated with T-O leadership style whereas it was
found to bepositively correlated with external regulation. External regulation was
found to be positively correlated with status hierarchy and authority subdimension of
PL, T-O leadership style and introjected motivation, amotivation and continuance
commitment levels of the participants. On the other hand, external regulation was
found to be negatively correlated with satisfaction of employees’ needs for relatedness,

autonomy and competence. Introjected motivation was found to be positively
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correlated with all of the study variables except for amotivation scores of the
participants. That is, introjected motivation and amotivation were negatively
associated. Identified regulation was found to be positively correlated with all of the
study variables except for T-O leadership style scores given for the supervisors and
external regulation and amotivation scores of the participants. More specifically,
identified regulation was not found to be significantly correlated with T-O leadership
style and external regulation, whereas it was found to be negatively correlated with
amotivation scores of the participants. Intrinsic motivation was found to be positively
correlated with all of the study variables except for T-O leadership style scores given
for the supervisors and external regulation and amotivation scores of the participants.
That is, intrinsic motivation was not significantly correlated with T-O leaderhip style
and external regulation scores of the participants whereas it was negatively associated
with amotivation scores of the participants.

Affective and normative commitment were found to be positively correlated
with all of the study variables except for T-O leadership style scores given for the
supervisors and employees’ external regulation and amotivation levels. That is,
affective and normative commitment scores of the participants were not significantly
correlated with T-O leaderhip style and external regulation, whereas, they were found
to be negatively associated with their amotivation scores. Finally, continuance
commitment was found to be positively correlated with all of the study variables
except for amotivation. Interestingly, continuance commitment scores of the
participants were found to be negatively associated with their amotivation levels.

Since age, gender, education level, tenure with the current supervisor, and
positional tenure were significantly associated with the main study variables, partial
correlations were calculated by controlling for these variables and presented in Table
4. As can be seen in this table, after controlling for the above-mentioned demographic
variables, the correlations between the study variables were similar to the bivariate
correlations except for the relationship between involvement in employees’ non-work
lives dimension of PL and satisfaction of employees’ need for competence andthe
relationship between T-O leadership and continuance commitment. In the partial
correlation analysis it was found that the relationsip between involvement in
employees’ non-work lives dimension of PL and satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence was positive and significant whereas, the relationsip between T-O

leadership and continuance commitment was turned out to be insignificant.
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Table 4

Partial Correlations among the Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Idealized Influence -
2. Individualized 89** -
Consideration
3. Intellectual Stimulation 83**  .80*™* -
4. Inspirational Motivation 89**  78**  75** -
5. Transformational 98**  93**  goF*  Q2** -
Leadership
6. Creating Family 65**  63**  b5e**  58**  65** -
Atmosphere at Workplace
7. Forming Individualized B4**  65**  B7**  B8**  GeF*  79** -
Realtionships with
Subordinates
8. Involvement in Employees’  .55**  54**  A4Q**  AB**  56**  72**  76** -
Non-work Lives
9. Loyalty Expectations AT** AZF* 39*F*  ABF* AT** 63**  63**  .62** -
10. Status Hierarchy and HS4**  50**  48**  B51**  B5**  g0**  57**  46**  58** -
Authority
11. Paternalistic Leadership 69** 67>  60**  .63** 70**  92*%*  90**  84** 78** T76** -
12. Relationship-Oriented JO** 74%* e4F* BlF* 72%*  BB**  KO**  BAx*  35** 36**  59** -
Leadership
13. Task-Oriented Leadership .06 -.03 .09 JA1* .06 .01 .06 -.02 18** 28**  11* -.34**
14. Satisfaction of Employees’ .46**  .41**  37**  38**  44**  33*¥*  3@**  34r*  20** 29**  39**  41** 03 -
Need for Relatedness
15. Satisfaction of Employees” .31**  26**  23**  20%*  30** = 22**  26**  12* 22%* 30** 27> 21%*  16*%*  .56**

Need for Competence
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

16. Satisfaction of Employees” .51**  .49**  A42**  A5**  G51**  32**  36** .33** .16** A7** 33*%* b7k L 22%%  BerR 49%*
Need for Autonomy

17. Amotivation -36**  -33** -30** -34** -36** -30** -30*%* -25%% -25%¥% 8%+ _33** _34** (2 -48** - 42%*
18. External Regulation .02 .05 .03 .05 .04 -.01 -.00 .02 .04 A1* .03 -.06 A5%* - 12* - 16**
19. Identified Regulation 38**  35**  34**  3b** 38 28*F*  26%*F 21*%*  26*%* 30** 31** 28** .05 A40**  38**
20. Introjected Motivation 32*%*  30** 28%* 28**  32%* 23*%*  22%*%  19*%*  25** 30*F*  28* A7 1e**  .28%*  30**
21. Intrinsic Motivation A41%*  38**  35%*  38**  A41F* 28*%*  27**  25%*  23** 22*%* 30> 32** 01 A43*%*  36**
22. Affective Commitment SEF*  54** 48F*  47** B5F* 45*F* 43** 40** 35F* 33F* A7 A7 02 S1F* 39**
23. Continuance Commitment ~ .23**  24**  21**  21**  24**  7**x  23**  22%*  27** 32*%*  31** 15 10 20%*  17**
24. Normative Commitment A4Fx A4xx Z7F* 37 447 40 35FF 34%* 37 A40*%*  44**  30** .10 A43*F*  30**

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4

Continued
16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
16. Satisfaction of the Need for Autonomy -
17. Amotivation -ATFF -
18. External Regulation -165**  28**
19. Identified Regulation A4** -56** .06 -
20. Introjected Motivation 27** -37**  19** 16** -
21. Intrinsic Motivation S4** -A44**  -02 .68** 53** -
22. Affective Commitment S7** -49*%* - 07 D4** A4** D5** -
23. Continuance Commitment A7F* -20%*  19** 29** 31** A7** A6** -
24. Normative Commitment 39** -.38** .09 A1** A1** A1** A3** J0**

Note. Numbers on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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3.5. MODEL TESTING

The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) using AMOS 6.0 was used to test the
hypotheses and the proposed model. According to the proposed model, leadership
styles of the supervisors and employees’ organizational commitment are related to
each other both directly and through their effects on satisfaction of employees’ basic
psychological needs and employees’ work motivations. The results of the SEM
analysis revealed that the proposed model (M1) provided acceptable fit to the data (>
(51) =190.61, CFI =.96, TLI =.92, NFI = .95, GFI = .94, RMSEA = .08) (Figure 2).
However, the modification indices suggested paths from PL to continuance
commitment, from PL to amotivation, from T-O leadership style to introjected
motivation and to external regulation, from satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness to normative commitment, from satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy to affective commitment, and from introjected motivation to continuance
commitment. All of these suggestions were found to be theoretically appropriate.
Therefore, these paths which were suggested by the modification indices were added
in the M2 and the M provided better fit to the data (y? (44) = 108.96, CFI = .98, TLI
= .96, NFI = .97, GFI = .97, RMSEA = .06) (Figure 3).
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Figure 2. SEM results of the proposed model (Model 1)

The results regarding the My showed that PL was not significantly associated
with satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness. Therefore, Hypothesis 1a which
suggested that PL would increase employees’ autonomous work motivations (i.e.,
intrinsic motivation and identified regulation) via its positive effects on satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness andHypothesis 1b which proposedthatPL
woulddecrease employees’ amotivationvia its positive effects on satisfaction of

employees’ need for relatedness were not supported.
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In line with Hypotheses 2a and 2b, it was found that TL was positively
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associated with employees’ autonomous work motivations Via its positive effects on
satisfaction of both employees’ needs for relatedness and autonomy.Therefore,
Hypotheses 2a and 2b were fully supported. In Hypothesis 2c it was proposed that TL
would increase employees’ autonomous work motivations Vvia its positive effects on
satisfaction of employees’ need for competence. However, although the path from TL
to satisfaction of employees’ need for competence was positive and significant, the
relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and intrinsic

motivation was found to be insignificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 2c was partially




supported. Hypothesis 2d which suggested that TL would decrease employees’
controlled work motivations (i.e., external regulation motivation and introjected
motivation) via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence
was partially supported because, contrary to expectations, satisfaction of employees’
need for competence was positively associated with employees’ introjected
motivation.Contrary to Hypothesis 2e which proposed that TL would decrease
employees’ controlled work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy,the path from satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy to introjected motivationwas positive, and the path from satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy to external regulation was not significant. Therefore,
Hypothesis 2e was not supported. In Hypothesis 2f it was proposed that TL would
decrease employees’ amotivations Via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’
needs for relatedness, competency, and autonomy. The findings revealed that TL was
positively associated with satisfaction of employees’ needs for relatedness,
competence, and autonomy, which, in turn, were negatively associated with
employees’ amotivation. Therefore, Hypothesis 2f was fully supported.

T-O leadership style was found to be signicificantly and positively associated
with satisfaction of employees’ need for competence; which, in turn, was found to be
positively related to identified regulation. However, satisfaction of employees’ need
for competence and intrinsic motivation was not significantly related. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3a which proposed that T-O leadership style would increase employees’
autonomous work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’
need for competence was partially supported. Hypothesis 3b suggested that T-O
leadership style would decrease employees’ controlled work motivations (i.e.,
introjected motivation and external regulation) via its positive effects on satisfaction
of employees’ need for competence.T-O leadership style and satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence was positively and significantly associated.
However, the direction of the relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence and introjected motivation was found to be negative. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3b was partially supported. Hypothesis 3c stated that T-O leadership style
would increase employees’ controlled work motivations via its negative effects on the
satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy. However, Hypothesis 3¢ was partially
supported because the path from satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy to

introjected motivation was positive and the path from satisfaction of employees’ need
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for autonomy to external regulation was not significant. Hypothesis 3d which proposed
that T-O leadership style will decrease employees’ autonomous work motivations via
its negative effects on the satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was fully
supported. In addition, T-O leadership style was positively related to satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence, which, in turn, was negatively related to
amotivation. Accordingly, Hypothesis 3e which suggested that T-O leadership style
will decrease employees’ amotivations via its positive effectson satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence was fully supported. Hypothesis 3f predicted that T-
O leadership style would increase employees’ amotivations also via its negative effects
on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy and this hypothesis was also fully
supported.

The results showed that although the paths from satisfaction of employees’
need for relatedness to both intrinsic motivation and identified regulation were positive
and significant, the link of R-O with satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness
was not significant Therefore, Hypothesis 4a which proposed that R-O leadership style
would increase employees’ autonomous work motivations via its positive effects on
the satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness was not supported. Likewise, even
though the relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness and
amotivation was negative, the link of R-O with satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness was not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 4b which suggested that R-O
leadership style would decrease employees’ amotivations via its positive effects on the
satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness was also not supported.

The findings revealed that, employees’ intrinsic motivation was positively
associated with both affective and normative commitment. However, the paths from
identified regulation to affective commitment and normative commitment were not
significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 which stated that employees’intrinsic motivation
and identified regulation levels would be positively associated with their affective
commitment and normative commitment levels was partiallysupported.In line with
Hypothesis 6, introjected motivation and normative commitment was found to be
positively associated. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was also fully supported. It was
revealed that external regulation was positively associated with continuance
commitment. Therefore, Hypothesis 7 which suggested that employees’external
regulation levels would be positively associated with their continuance commitment

was fully supported. The results also showed that Hypothesis 8 which proposed that
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employees’amotivation levels would be negatively associated with their affective,
normative, and continuance commitment levels was fully supported.

PL style of the supervisors was found to be negatively associated with both
employees’ affective and normative commitment levels. Therefore, Hypothesis 9a
which suggested that PL style of the supervisors and employees’affective commitment
would be positively associated was not supported. Similarly, Hypothesis 9b which
stated that PL style of the supervisors and employees’normative commitment would
be positively associated was also not supported by the data. Hypothesis 10a suggested
that TL style of the supervisors and employees’affective commitment would be
positively associated. Fully supporting Hypothesis 10a, TL style of the supervisors and
employees’affective commitment was found to be positively and significantly
associated. Hypothesis 10b suggested that TL style of the supervisors and
employees’normative commitment would be positively associated. Accordingly, TL
style of the supervisors and employees’normative commitment was found to be
positively and significantly associated. Therefore, Hypothesis 10b was also fully
supported. Finally, in line with Hypothesis 11,R-O leadership style of the supervisors
and employees’affective commitment was found to be positively associated.

As mentioned above, modification indices suggested additional direct links for
the proposed model (My) and the model in which these links are added is labeled as
Model 2 (Mg Although not hypothesized, the findings of the SEM results of
Moarevealed that PL and continuance commitment was directly and positively
associated. In the findings it was revealed that the direct relationship of PL with
amotivation wasnegative and significant. The direct links between T-O leadership
style and both introjected motivation and external regulation suggested by
modification indices werealso found to be positive and significant. Satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness was found to be positively and directly associated
with employees’ normative commitment. The direct path from satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy to affective commitment was also found to be positive
and statistically significant. Lastly, introjected motivation and continuance
commitment was also found to be directly and positively associated.

The findings of the M also revealed that three paths which were found to be
insignificant in My were turned out to be significant after adding the suggested paths
in the second model. Specifically, supporting Hypotheses 9a and 9b, in M2 it was found

that the relationships of PL with affective(f = .10, p = .03) and normative
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commitment(f = .20, p< .001) were significant. Also, the relationship between
employees’ identified regulation levels and affective commitment levels were found
to be significant in the results of the M (4 = .13, p<.01).In addition, the path between
R-O leadership style and affective commitment which was found to be positive and
significant was turned out to be insignificant in M2. Therefore, Hypothesis 11 which
was supported by the results of M1 was not supported by the results of Mo.
Standardized and unstandardized regression weights and standart errors of the
tested paths between the study variables in My are presented in Table 5. Standardized
and unstandardized regression weights and standart errors of the tested paths between
the study variables in Mz are presented in Table 6. Summary of the hypotheses and the

results are presented in Table 7.

Table 5
Standardized and unstandardized regression weights and standart

errors of the tested paths between the study variables in M1

Unstandardized S.E Standardized

Estimates Estimates
Paternalistic leadership - Satisfaction of 10 .06 .09
employees’ need for relatedness
Transformational leadership - Satisfaction .29 .06 32***
of employees’ need for relatedness
Transformational leadership > Satisfaction 45 .04 SO***
of employees’ need for autonomy
Transformational leadership > Satisfaction .20 .04 25F**
of employees’ need for competence
Task-oriented leadership > Satisfaction of -.38 .06 - 25%**
employees’ need for autonomy
Task-oriented leadership - Satisfaction of .18 .06 A13**
employees’ need for competence
Relationship-oriented leadership > .06 .07 .05
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness
Satisfaction of employees’ need for 22 .08 12%*

relatedness = Intrinsic motivation
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Satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness > Identified regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness > Amotivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy -> Intrinsic motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy -> Identified regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy -> Introjected motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy -> External regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy > Amotivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence > Intrinsic motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence - Identified regulation

Satisfaction of employees’ need for

competence > Introjected motivation

Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence = External regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence > Amotivation
Intrinsic motivation - Affective
commitment

Intrinsic motivation - Normative
commitment

Identified regulation - Affective
commitment

Identified Regulation - Normative
commitment

Introjected motivation - Normative
commitment

External regulation - Continuance

commitment

14

-.36

.83

52

29

-11

-.45

.16

43

41

-.32

-31

21

15

.08

-.09

.10

15

48

.06

.08

.09

.09

.09

.09

.09

10

.10

.10

10

.09

.04

.03

.04

.05

.04

.03

.08*

- 23w

Wi

.29***

d7**

-.06

- 27k

.07

.22***

.22***

=17

_.16***

.27***

.20***

.10

-11

12%*

. 17***



Amotivation - Affective commitment
Amotivation - Normative commitment
Amotivation - Continuance commitment
Paternalistic leadership = Affective
commitment

Paternalistic leadership = Normative
commitment

Transformational leadership - Affective
commitment

Transformational leadership - Normative
commitment

Relationship-oriented leadership -

Affective commitment

-.18

-21

-22

.01

A1

27

.20

22

.07

.07

06

.07

_.20***

_.25***

_.26***

.01

.07

.20***

. 15***

A3**

Note. . ***Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level;

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level,

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
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Table 6
Standardized and Unstandardized regression weights and standart errors of the

tested paths between the study variables in M;

Unstandardized S.E Standardized

Estimates Estimates
Paternalistic leadership - Satisfaction of .10 .06 .09
employees’ need for relatedness
Transformational leadership = Satisfaction .29 .06 Y ke
of employees’ need for relatedness
Transformational leadership = Satisfaction 45 .04 S0***
of employees’ need for autonomy
Transformational leadership - Satisfaction .20 .04 25%**
of employees’ need for competence
Task-oriented leadership - Satisfaction of -37 .06 - 25%**
employees’ need for autonomy
Task-oriented leadership - Satisfaction of .18 .06 13**
employees’ need for competence
Relationship-oriented leadership - .06 .07 .05
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness
Satisfaction of employees’ need for 22 .08 J12%*
relatedness = Intrinsic motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for A4 .06 .08*
relatedness = Identified regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for -31 .08 - 20%**
relatedness = Amotivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for .83 .09 A3FF*
autonomy -> Intrinsic motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for Sl .09 28%**
autonomy -> Identified regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for 35 .09 WA Rekaie
autonomy -> Introjected motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for .01 10 .00
autonomy —> External regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for -41 .09 - 24%F*

autonomy > Amotivation
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Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence > Intrinsic motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence -> Identified regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence = Introjected motivation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence - External regulation
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence > Amotivation
Intrinsic motivation - Affective
commitment

Intrinsic motivation - Normative
commitment

Identified regulation > Affective
commitment

Identified Regulation > Normative
commitment

Introjected motivation - Normative

commitment

External regulation - Continuance
commitment

Amotivation - Affective commitment
Amotivation - Normative commitment
Amotivation = Continuance commitment
Paternalistic leadership - Affective
commitment

Paternalistic leadership > Normative
commitment

Transformational leadership - Affective
commitment

Transformational leadership - Normative
commitment

Relationship-oriented leadership >

Affective commitment

51

15

43

34

-43

-31

A7

14

A1

-.07

.16

.10

-12

-12

-.10

A7

32

24

A7

A1

10

.10

.10

A1

.09

.04

.03

.04

.05

.04

.03

.08

.07

06

.07

.07

.22***

LgrH

- 23w

SN bl

.21***

. 18***

A3**

-.09

. 17***

12%*

-13**

- 14%*

-11*

10*

.20***

A7**

A3**

.06



Paternalistic leadership - Continuance
commitment

Paternalistic leadership = Amotivation
Task-oriented leadership = Introjected
motivation

Task-oriented leadership - External
regulation

Satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness - Normative commitment
Satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy -> Affective commitment
Introjected motivation - Continuance

commitment

.35

-21
.26

.46

13

.26

12

.07

.07
.08

13

.05

.06

.04

.23***

- 12%*
10**

. 18***

09**

. 17***

14**

Note. ***Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level;

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level,

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7

Summary of the Hypotheses and the Results

Hypothesis 1a  Not PL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous
Supported  work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness.
Hypothesis 1b  Not PL is negatively associated with employees’ amotivations
via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need
Supported  for relatedness.
Hypothesis 2a  Fully TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
Supported employees’ need for relatedness.
Hypothesis 2b  Fully TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
Supported employees’ need for autonomy.
Hypothesis 2c  Partially ~ TL is positively associated with employees’ autonomous
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
Supported employees’ need for competence.
Hypothesis 2d  Partially ~ TL is negatively associated with employees’ controlled
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
Supported employees’ need for competence.
Hypothesis 2e  Not TL is negatively associated with employees’ controlled
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
Supported employees’ need for autonomy.
Hypothesis 2f  Fully TL is negatively associated with employees’ amotivations
via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ needs
Supported  for relatedness, autonomy and competence.
Hypothesis 3a  Partially ~ T-O leadership is positively associated with employees’
autonomous work motivations via its positive effects on
Supported  gatisfaction of employees’ need for competence.
Hypothesis 3b  Partially ~ T-O leadership style is negatively associated with
employees’ controlled work motivations via its positive
Supported ¢ ffects on satisfaction of employees’ need for competence.
Hypothesis 3¢ Partially ~ T-O leadership style is positively associated with
employees’ controlled work motivations via its negative
Supported ¢ ffects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.
Hypothesis 3d  Fully T-O leadership style is negatively associated with
employees’ autonomous work motivations via its negative
Supported ¢ ffects on satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.
Hypothesis 3e  Fully T-O leadership style is negatively associated with
employees’ amotivations Vvia its positive effectson
Supported  gatisfaction of employees’ need for competence.
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Hypothesis 3f  Fully T-O leadership style is negatively associated with
employees’ amotivations via its negative effects on
Supported  gatisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy.
Hypothesis 4a  Not R-O leadership style is positively associated with
employees’ autonomous work motivations via its positive
Supported ¢ ffects on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.
Hypothesis 4b  Not R-O leadership style is negatively associated with
employees’ amotivations via its positive effects on
Supported  gatisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.
Hypothesis 5 Partially ~ Employees’intrinsic motivation and identified regulation
levels are positively associated with their affective
Supported  commitment and normative commitment levels.
Hypothesis 6 Fully Employees’introjected motivation levels are positively
associated with their normative commitment levels.
Supported
Hypothesis 7 Fully Employees’external regulation levels are positively
associated with their continuance commitment levels.
Supported
Hypothesis 8 Fully Employees’amotivations levels are negatively associated
with their affective, normative, and continuance
Supported  commitment levels.
Hypothesis9a  Fully PL style of the supervisors is positively and directly
associated with employees’affective commitment.*
Supported
Hypothesis 9b  Fully PL style of the supervisors is positively and directly
associated with employees’normative commitment.*
Supported
Hypothesis Fully TL style of the supervisors is positively and directly
associated with employees’affective commitment.
10a Supported
Hypothesis Fully TL style of the supervisors is positively and directly
associated with employees’normative commitment.
10b Supported
Hypothesis 11~ Not R-O leadership style of the supervisors is positively and
directly associated with employees’affective commitment.
Supported

*Hypothesis is fully supported in Model 2.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The present study is expected to contribute to the literature by examining the
effects of four major leadership styles on employees’ multidimensional work
motivations within the framework of SDT (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Also, in line with the
propositions of SDT, mediating effects of satisfaction of three psychological needs of
employees, namely, relatedness, competence, and autonomy needs, in the relationships
between aforementioned leadership styles and multidimensional work motivations are
empirically tested. The direct and indirect relationships of these four major leadership
styles with employees’ organizational commitment levels, which are proposed as the
distal outcome variables, are examined in a partially mediated theoretical model. Since
in the present study, not only the direct effects of aforementioned leadership styles on
employees’ multidimensional work motivations were examined in a comprehensive
theoretical model for the first time in the literature, but also mediating effects of
satisfaction of employees’ psychological needs in the relationsip between these
leadership styles and employees’ work motivations are examined, and in therefore, the
present study contributed to the existing body of research by revealing the
psychological mechanisms involved in the links of four major leadership styles and
multidimensional work motivations. Finally, by investigating the differential
relationships between these leadership styles and different dimensions of
organizational commitment in a partially mediated model, the present study aimed to
contribute to leadership, motivation and organizational commitment research at the
same time and provide suggestions for future studies as well as for practitioners who
aim to increase both motivations and employees’ commitment in work settings where

employees are exposed to different leadership styles.
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4.1. DISCUSSION OF THE MAIN FINDINGS, THEORETICAL
CONTRIBUTIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The results of bivariate correlation analyses revealed that tenure with the
current manager was positively correlated with satisfaction of employees’ needs for
autonomy and competence as well as employees’ affective, normative and continuance
commitment levels. Similar positive relationships between tenure with the current
manager and satisfaction of employees’ needs for autonomy and competence was also
established in a previous study (Chiniara & Bentein, 2016).However, since we can’t
infer causal relationships with a cross-sectional design, it is not precisely known
whether employees continue to work with the same supervisor because their autonomy
and competence needs are satisfied, or their needs are satisfied because they work with
a manager or supervisor they have known for a long time. As the time spentan
employee and a supervisor work together increases, the relationship and interaction
between them may be expected to become more intense and reciprocal. If this
relationship is characterized by reciprocal trust and good will, employees’ needs for
autonomy and competence is likely to be more and more satisfied each day. And, since
trust between a supervisor and an employee has already been established in such a
relationship, the leader might be letting his/her employee to be more autonomous and
free regarding work and task related situations. In turn, this trust relationship may also
contribute to employees’ organizational commitment levels. Alternatively, however,
an employee may also be choosing to continue to work in his/her current organization
since he/she is able to establish such a relationship. As a practical contribution, the
results of the current study suggests that repeating changes in supervisory positions
might be detrimental to organizations. However, there may be situations where the
opposite of this relationship may also be true. For instance, as the time spent with an
abusive leader increases, satisfaction of employees’ needs for autonomy and
competence and employees’ organizational commitment levels is likely to be
decreased rather than increased. Therefore, future studies are suggested to investigate
moderating effects of specific leadership behaviors such as abusive supervision in the
links of tenure with the supervisor with positive employee-related and organizational
outcomes including satisfaction of basic psychologival needs, organizational
commitment, organizational identification, and identification with the leader.

Interestingly, bivariate correlations among the study variables revealed that

loyalty expectations subdimension of PL and overall PL scores were found to be
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positively correlated with all of the study variables except from amotivation and
external regulation and that status hierarchy and authority subdimension of PL was
found to be positively correlated with all of the study variables except from
amotivation. This correlation series show how similar PL and TL are in Turkish culture
since the two dimensions that differentiate PL from TLare suggested to be loyalty
expextation and status hierarchy and authority subdimensions of PL. However, even
these two subdimensions of PL style show the same correlation patterns as the TL
dimensions. Previous studies conducted in Turkey also revelaed that PL and TL were
positively associated with similar positive outcome variables in the Turkish cultural
context and that PL and TL are usually perceived as very similar leadership styles by
employees and follwers (Goncii et al., 2014; Goncii Kose & Metin, 2019). In addition,
status hierarchy and authority and loyalty expectation subdimensions of PL were found
to be significantly correlated with T-O leadership style. This makessense since a leader
who usually give directions regarding how to do and complete work tasks and tells
employees what to do is expected to be perceived as a relatively authorian figure who
demands loyalty and deference from his/her employees.

Contrary to predictions of Hypotheses 1a and 1b and the existing literature, PL
was not found to be significantly correlated with satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness. Interestingly, in the studies which have examined PL by dividing it into
three subdimensions as benevolent, moral, and authoritarian, dissimilar results were
obtained. For example, in a previous study it was found that benevolent and moral PL
subdimensions were negatively related to perceived discrimination in human resources
practices, whereas authoritarian PL was not found to be significantly related to
perceived discrimination among employees. However, it was found to be positively
related to nepotism (Erden & Otken, 2019). Supervisors who demonstrate PL style
may discriminate between their employees and may violate equality more frequently
since they want to their subordinates to be loyal to them and expect their employees to
respect their authority. Similarly, loyalty expectation and status hierarchy and
authority subdimensions of PL refer to expectation of unquestionable obedience and
commitment from subordinates. Accordingly, subordinates who demonstrate higher
levels of obedience and loyalty to their supervisors might be favored in this
relationship. In turn, supervisors who have PL style may not be able to or willing to
satisfy every employee’s need for relatedness to the same degree. In other words,

paternalistic leaders may be more likely to emphasize in-group and out-group
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discrimination and may show high levels of in-group favoritism which would lead
members of out-groups to report lower levels of satisfaction of need for relatedness
than members of in-groups. Therefeore, future studies are suggested to control for the
effects of leader-member exchange (LMX; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1996) relationships
while investigating the links between PL and satisfaction of employee needs.

The findings concerning Hypothesis 2a revealed that, in line with the
expectations, TL was found to be positively associated with employees’ autonomous
work motivations via its positive effects on satisfaction employees’ needs for
relatedness. Accordingly, in their study Hetland, Hetland, Andreassen, Pallesen, and
Notelaers, (2011) found that TL was positively associated with satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness. Similarly, satisfaction of employees’ need for
relatedness was found to mediate the relationship between TL and work engagement
in a previous research (Kovjanic, Schuh, & Jonas, 2013).Therefore, the present
research confirmed previous results revealing that supervisors who are rated as high
on TL style show concern for their subordinates, provide them close interpersonal
relationships, and by this way they satisfy their employees’ need for relatedness.
However, the present study contributed to the relevant literature by showing that TL
was positively associated with employees’ autonomous work motivations not directly
but via its positive effects on satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness.

The findings also provided support for the Hypothesis 2b which suggested that
TL would be positively associated with employees’ autonomous work motivations via
its positive effects on satisfaction employees’ needs for autonomy. That is, supervisors
or managers who are perceived as high on TL style are likely to provide opportunities
for their employees to make free choices and make their own decisions, which in turn,
enhance their employees’ autonomous work motivations. In support of Hypothesis 2b,
Jensen and Bro (2017) reported that satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was
a mediator in the positive relationship between TL and autonomus work motivations.
Similarly, the results of the study conducted by Goéziikara and Simsek (2015) revealed
that job autonomy fully mediated the effect of TL on work engagement.However,
while investigating the effects of different leadership styles including TL on
satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy and their indirect effects on employees’
autonomous work motivations, future research might benefit from controlling for the
effects of contextual factors such as task structure and/or job requirements. For

example, an employee who has a repetitive or a highly structured job in which there is
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no room for autonomy, might not benefit from a transformational leader’s inclination
toward satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy. Indeed, TL behaviors that are
inclined to motivate employees for making their independent judgments and decisions
autonomously may even frustrate employees if they frequently engage in highly
structured tasks which require close supervision and in such cases, TL may even be
negatively associated with autonomous work motivations. Thefeore, future studies are
suggested to include task structure and requirements while examining the links of TL
with both employees’ satisfaction of need for autonomy and employees’
multidimensional work motivations.

The findings concerning Hypothesis 2c demonstrated that, partially supporting
the expectations and the findings of the previous research (e.g., Hetland, Hetland,
Andreassen, Pallesen, & Notelaers, 2011; Stenling & Tafvelin, 2014), TL and
employees’ need for competence was positively and significantly related, and
employees’ need for competence was, in turn, positively associated with their
identified regulation levels. However, contrary to the propositions of SDT (Deci &
Ryan, 2000), and the expectations of the current study, satisfaction of employees’ need
for competence and intrinsic motivation was not found to be significantly
related. These results is likely to indicate that a person who thinks s/he does her/his job
very well or s/he is good at her/his job does not always indicate that s/he loves that job
or enjoys doing it. On the other hand, people who think they are good at their job tend
to think that what they do is important, so they may have motivation to do their job
well. In fact, the positive relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence and identified regulation supports the above mentioned explanation. In
order to provide alternative explanations for the insignificant relationship found
between satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and intrinsic motivation,
effects of various possible moderators and mediators might be examinedin future
studies. For example, in a study which examined the mediating effects of positive and
negative affect in the relationship between need satisfaction and autonomous work
motivations, it was found that positive affect was a partial mediator in the positive
relationship between need for competence and autonomus work motivations.
However, when autonomus work motivation wasexamined as two subdimensions,
intrinsic motivation was found to be significantly postitively related to positive affect
but identified regulation was found to be unrelated to both positive and negative affect

(Vandercammen, Hofmans, & Theuns, 2014). According to researchers, the results of
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the study confirmed the propositions of SDT and the literature by demonstrating that
positive affect was particularly important for intrinsic motivation since doing an
activity for its own sake or for the gratification experienced during the activity was
highly associated with positive emotions like enjoyment and pleasure. Also, in their
study, Dysvik, Kuvaas, and Gagné (2013) demonstrated that competence was only
related to intrinsic motivation when participants’ had high levels of autonomy.Another
plausible explanation for the above mentioned findings may be that, positive
relationship found between satisfaction of employees’ need for competence and
identified regulation and insignificant relationship found between satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence and intrinsic motivation may be specific to
Turkey.That is, in Turkey people are not entirely free in choosing their professions,
and most people prefer universities and professions based on their national university
enterance exam points, not solely based on their desires, vocational interests, and
talents. Yet, people may take their jobs seriously and become successfulin their jobs
due to the effects of personality characteristics such as conscientiousness and, in turn,
their satisfaction of need for competence might be high.In future studies that would
focus on the relationships between satisfaction of three basic needs identified by SDT
and multidimensional work motivations, participants’ freedom of choice in terms of
their profession may also be investigated as a potential confounding or control variable
and questions such as “Did you choose your professionautonomously?” or “How much
your choice of profession was your own?” may be added in future research.

Partially supporting our expectations regarding Hypothesis 2d, the relationship
between TL and satisfaction of employees’ need for competencewas found to be
positive.However, even though the relationship betweensatisfaction of employees’
need for competence and external regulation was negative, contrary to expectations
and the hypothesized relationships, satisfaction of employees’ need for competence
was found to be positively associated with employees’ introjected motivation. In their
study that aimed to propose a research model to understand extrinsic motivations of
online users’ intentions based on SDT, Zhang, Wang, Lin, and Tai (2015) reported a
negative relationship between satisfaction of need for competence and both intorjected
motivation and external regulation. However, magnitude and significance of the
negative relationship between satisfaction of need for competence and introjected
motivation was smaller than those of magnitude the negative relationship between

satisfaction of need for competence and external regulation. Interestingly, Gnambs and
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Hanfstingl (2016) suggested that changes in introjected motivation was not associated
with respective changes in satisfaction of employees’ psychological needs. One of the
reasons of these contradictory results might be that when individuals’ competency
needs are satisfied, their beliefs regarding their capabilities might also increase and as
a result they may be likely to think that they “should” do the tasks that they are highly
competent to do. Especially in cultural contexts in which in-group harmony is
emphasized in social situations including work organizations, individuals may feel
obligated to do the tasks they are successful at doing. Yet, one or more moderating
variables such as locus of control (Rotter, 1966) may be involved in the relationships
between satisfaction of need for competence and introjected motivation and are
suggested to be investigated in more detail in future research attempts.

The results revealed similar interesting associations between satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy and both introjected motivation and external
regulation. Contrary to the expected links between satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy and employees’ controlled work motivations, satisfaction of employees’
need for autonomy was found to be positively related to employees’ introjected
motivation. In addition, it was not significantly related to employees’ external
regulation. However, findings of a number of previous studies also revealed results
that were contradictory to the propositions of SDT and similar results with the findings
of the current study. For example, Reynolds and McDonough (2015) demonstrated
that there was a small positive correlation betweenhaving a more autonomy supportive
coach and introjected motivationof young soccer players. Similarly, in a study
conducted by Lim and Wang (2009) it was revealed that there was a significant
positive relationship between perceived autonomy support and introjected motivation.
One of the reasons of these unexpected results regarding the relationship between
satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy and employees’ introjected motivation
may that employees who are given high levels of autonomy are likely to feel that they
are given the main responsibility for those tasks and duties and in turn, they may
develop a sense of “I should do the tasks I am authorized to do as good as I can”.
However, the relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy
andemployees’ introjected motivationisinvestigated by relatively few number of
studies and an open area for future research.

In line with Hypothesis 2f, the results revealed that TL was negatively

associated with employees’ amotivations via its positive effects on satisfaction of
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employees’ needs for relatedness, competency, and autonomy.In the literature,
positive relationships between TL and satisfaction of employees’ needs for
relatedness, competence, and autonomy were also demonstrated in a number of studies
(e.g., Cheon, Reeve, & Song, 2016; Jensen & Bro, 2017; Kovjanic, Schuh, & Jonas,
2013; Stenling & Tafvelin, 2014).The present study contributed to the existing
literature and the theory by providing support for the links of TL with employees’
amotivation which were fully mediated by satisfaction of needs for relatedness,
competence, and autonomy.

Partially confirming our expectations regarding Hypothesis 3a, T-O leadership
style was found to be significantly and positively associated with satisfaction of
employees’ need for competence; which, in turn, was positively related to employees’
identified regulation. However, the path from satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence to intrinsic motivation was not found to be statistically significant. Also,
as expected, findings regarding Hypothesis 3b demonstrated that T-O leadership style
was positively related to satisfaction of employees’ need for competence, which in
turn, was negatively related to employees’ external regulation. It is argued here that,
leaders who prioritized goal achievement and task completion may be more likely to
satisfy their employees’ need for competence by giving them clear instructions and by
providing them the necessary tools for task fulfillment. Accordingly,in a study it was
demonstrated that T-O leadership style was strongly and positively related to
employees’ perceptions of organizational competence (Kim, Eisenberger, & Baik,
2016).In addition to providing support for the positive relationship between T-O
leadership style and employees’ satisfaction of need for competence, the present study
contributed to the existing body of research by revealing that employees whose
competency needs were satisfied or feel competent at their jobs, in turn, were less
likely to be motivated by external rewards and/or punishments (i.e., external
regulation).

The results revealed that there was a negative relationship between T-O
leadership style and satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy. This result was
consistent with our expectations regarding Hypotheses 3c and 3d and with the results
of the previous studies. For example,Yun, Cox, and Sims (2006) demonstrated that
directive leadership behaviors were negatively associated with employees’ satisfaction
of need for autonomy.Similarly, Ozdemir (2015) stated that,properties of the

individuational self-orientation such as tolerance to ambiguity, curiosity, and freewill
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were negatively related to T-O leadership style in which details of work tasks and goals
are mostly determined by the leader. However, even though T-O leadership style was
found to be negatively related to satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy as
expected, Hypothesis 3c was partially supported because, as explained above, the path
from satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy to introjected motivation was
positive and the path from satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy to external
regulation was not significant. On the other hand, Hypothesis 3d was fully supported
since satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was positively associated with
both employees’ intrinsic motivation and identified regulation.

The findings concerning Hypothesis 3e revealed that, in line with the
expectations, T-O leadership style was negatively associated with employees’
amotivations via its positive effects on satisfaction employees’ need for competence.
In their study Walumbwa, Hsu, Wu, Misati, and Christensen-Salem (2019)
demonstrated that T-O leader behaviors were positively associated with supervisor-
rated employee service performance, and supervisor-rated employee service
performance was found to be negatively related to employee turnover. Therefore, in
line with the findings of the previous studies and the results of the present research, it
can be proposed that T-O leadership style which positively affects employees’ sense
of competence may be indirectly and positively associated with employees’ task
performance and employees who are high performers, in turn, may be less likely ot
quit their jobs and/or feel amotivated. These suggested relationships are suggested to
be investigated in future studies which preferably employ longitudinal research design.

As expected, T-O leadership style was negatively associated with satisfaction
of employees’ need for autonomy and, in turn, satisfaction of employees’ need for
autonomy was negatively associated with employees’ amotivation. It is likely that, T-
O leader behaviors which limits the employees’ autonomous decision-making
processes and freedom at their jobs is likely to result in a sense of alienation from the
tasks and the job itself.

Surprisingly, the relationship between R-O leadership style and satisfaction of
employees’ need for relatedness was statistically insignificant. This finding contradicts
with the findings of the previous literature as well as the propositions of Hypotheses
4a and 4b. However, in line with the findings of the present study, Madlock (2012)
found that association between R-O leadership style and employees’ communication

satisfaction, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment levels was lower than the
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association between T-O leadership style and employees’ communication satisfaction,
job satisfaction, and organizational commitment levels. One explanation for these
findings may be that if a manager constantly satisfies employees’social and
relationship needs and s/he is not able to satisfy his/her employees’ work or task-
related needs, that manager might be perceived as ineffective. This finding might be
pointing out the importance of leaders’ task and work-related competencies in
enhancing positive employee-related and organizational outcomes. A leader with R-O
leadership style might fail to satisfy his/her subordinates’ basic and fundamental
competency needswhich are essential for task completion and as a result R-O leaders’
low level of task-orientation might lead them to be perceived as ineffective by their
employees over time. Another and more plausible explanation is that, in the present
study both bivariate and partial correlation analyses revealed that both TL and R-O
leadership styles were highly and positively associated with employees’ satisfaction
of need for relatedness. However, in the SEM analysis TL might have outperformed
R-O leadership style in predicting employees’ satisfaction of need for relatedness.
Intrinsic motivation was found to be positively associated with both affective
and normative commitment. Interestingly, identified regulation was positively
associated with affective commitment while it was not significantly associated with
normative commitment. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was partially supported. The finding
regarding the relationship between intrinsic motivation and affective and normative
commitment was observed to show similaritywith the common notion that intrinsically
motivated workers who are driven by pleasure and interest in their jobs are more likely
to feel emotionally attached to their work and organization, have relatively high level
of desire to participate in their organization, and they also are likely to have a sense of
responsibility towards their organization. Consistently, Dysvik and Kuvaas (2010)
reported a strong negative relationship between intrinsic motivation and turnover
intention. Similarly, a significant positive relationship between intrinsic motivation
and affective commitment and a significant negative relationship between intrinsic
motivation and turnover intention was demonstrated in a previous study (Kuvaas,
Buch, Weibel, Dysvik, & Nerstad, 2017). Moreover, Fernet, Trépanier, Demers, and
Austin (2017) reported a significant positive associaton between autonomous work
motivation and affective organizational commitment levels of newly registered
nurses.Millette and Gagné (2008) also revealed that there was a positive relationship

between workers’ autonomous work motivation and their work engagement.
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Employeesare also expected to be more inclined to voluntarily commit themselves to
their organizations when they establish their identity around an organization and when
they feel like their interests and future are linked to the fate of their organizations.
Consistently, Lam and Liu (2014) suggested that organizational identification was
positively related to employees’ affective commitment levels. Conflicting results
regarding the relationship between employees’ identified regulation and normative
commitment levels might be explained by examining the effects of possible moderator
variables such as organizational culture and/or organizational climate in the
relationship between employees’ identified regulation and normative commitment
levels. For example, in a previous study, it was found that there was a positive
relationship between perceived human relations and open systems culture with
intention to stay (Meyer, Hecht, Gill & Toplonytsky, 2010). According to the
researchers, employees were more likely to continue to work in their organization if
the organizations’ customs and norms were valued and if they protected employees’
morale and growth (human relations), and supported innovation and development in
the organization (open systems). So, the relationship between employees’ identified
regulation and normative commitment levels might be increased in organizational
contexts that reinforce the sense of morale, attachment and support among employees.
Therefore, future studies might benefit from examining moderating effects of variables
such as organizational culture and/or organizational climate in the relationship
between employees’ identified regulation and normative commitment levels.

Fully supporting Hypothesis 6 and previous research, the findings of the
current  study revealed a significant  positive  association  between
employees’introjected motivation levels and their normative commitment levels.
According to Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) when people feel commited to an
organization or find it hard to leavean organization, they are likely to rearrange the
way they feel to be congruent with the way they should feel regarding completing their
work tasks. Consistently, Battistelli, Galletta, Portoghese, and Vandenberghe
(2013) hypothesized and found a positive relationship between introjected motivation
and normative commitment by pointing out the overlapping areas of the two
constructs. Specifically, they argued that internalization of ethical values in order to
decide what is right or wrong in normative commitment was a similar process tothe
adoption of behaviors such as avoiding feelings of guilt, anxiety or wrongdoing in

introjected motivation.
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Supporting the findings of the existing literature and the current study’s
expectations, employees’ external regulation levels found to be positively associated
with their continuance commitment levels. In a study it was found that employees with
high continuance commitment levels were considering leaving the organization more
than individuals with high affective and normative commitment levels hence these
individuals were in aconstant state of evaluationof the respective benefitsprovided by
their current organization in order to obtain positive and to avoid negative outcomes
(Stanley, Vandenberghe, Vandenberg, & Bentein, 2013). The authors also pointed out
that these individuals’ motives were very likely to be derived from external sources
since their participation in the organization could not be evaluated as entirely
voluntarily chosen.Consistently, Markovits (2012) reported a strong positive
relationship between extrinsic satisfaction and continuance commitment of employees
working in public sector.

Supporting Hypothesis 8 and the results of the previous studies, employees’
amotivation levels were found to be negatively correlated with their affective,
normative and continuance commitment levels. Consistently, Terrier, Rech, Marfaing,
and Fernandez (2018) reported thatstudents’ amotivation levels were negatively
associated with their commitment levels.Not surprisingly, the results of a previous
study indicated that emotional exhaustion led to job dissatisfaction, decreased levels
of affective commitment, and high levels of turnover intentions (Karatepe & Uludag,
2007).

In line with the propositions of Hypothesis 9a and 9b, PL was found to be
positively associated with employees’ affective and normative commitment levels. At
least in Turkish cultural context, a leader with PL style is expected to contribute to
employees’ emotional attachment as well as their feelings of loyalty to the organization
(e.g., Goncii, et al., 2014). According toOtken and Cenkci (2012), employees were
more likely to obey and respect the rules and procedures of an organization when a
leader demonstrated high moral standards, madetheir employees feel like s/he was
genuinely interested in their well-beings and supported his/her subordinates in difficult
times. Interestingly, the authors also stated that employees were also inclined to obey
and respect the rules and procedures in an organization more often when a leadermade
all decisions regarding work and organization by himself/herself and expected his/her
employees to obey his/her commands and instructions completely.PL was found to be

positively associated with employees’ organizational identification levels in previous
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studies (e.g., Alabak, 2016; Goncii et al., 2014). It was also reported by Goncii and her
colleagues (2014) that PL was positively associated with employees’ organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs) through its positive effects on trust in leader,
organizational identification, psychological empowerment as well as impression
management motives. The authorsexplained this relationship by pointing outto the
emotional aspect of PL. Employees’ of PL leaders are likely to show respect to their
supervisors and may even consider them as family members since PL leaders are eager
to establish emotional relationships with their subordinates.Consistently, subordinates
who value establishing and maintaining such a relationship with their superiors are
expected to control their impressions to avoid falling behind of their leaders’ attention,
care, and protection.Similarly, they might be also feeling emotionally attached to their
organizationwhen they worked with a paternalistic leader or supervisor due to the
aforementioned reasons.

Regarding the direct positive relationships between TL and employees’
affective and normative commitment, the results of the current study also yielded
consistent findings with the literature. Leaders with TL style are suggested to be
successful in increasing their followers’ commitment to organization and to
organizational goals and values (Bass, 1998). In a study conducted by Ross and Gray
(2006), a similar positive relationship between TL and teachers’ commitment to school
mission was observed. Bass (1985) argued that TL was succesful in creating devoted,
faithful, and committed employees’ and, that these committed employees would
usually do more than what is expected of them. The positive results found between TL
and employees’ affective and normative commitment levels were not suprising since
TL is considered to be highly effective and valid leadership style that has positive
effects on desired work, organization and employee-related outcomes both in western
and non-western work contexts. Yet, future studies might examine the effects of
possible mediating and moderating processes such as trust in leader or perceptions of
justice in the relationship between TL and employees’ organizational commitment in
order to better understand under which conditions or through which processes TL
positively effects organizational commitment.

Contrary to the expected positive relationship between R-O leadership style
and affective commitment, R-O leadership style and affective commitment were not
found to be significantly related. This finding was surprising considering a leader with

R-O style is expected to increase positive emotions of employees’ towards

67



organization by creating an environment of communication and trust. Interestingly, in
their studyMathieu, Fabi, Lacoursiére, and Raymond (2016) found that, T-O and R-O
leadership behaviors had direct effects only on employees’ job satisfaction; however,
they didn’t predict employees’ organizational commitment or turnover intentions
directly. Perhaps R-O behaviors of leaders don't have a lot of predictive power over
employees’ organizational commitment and employees’ organizational commitment
levels are more likely to be affected by other work-relatedor organizationalfactors. In
addition, in their study which examined the relationships between leadership styles
and affective organizational commitment levels of US and Korean employees, Hong,
Cho, Froese, and Shin (2016) found that R-O leadership had a stronger positive effect
on US employees’ affective commitment levels than Korean employees’ affective
commitment levels. The authors explained these results by pointing out to the possible
effects of collectivistic nature of Korean work environment and individualistic nature
of US work environment. More specifically, they argued that it might be normal for
Korean workers to feel less connected to a R-O leader who values personal
relationships and harmony over authority and hierarchy. In turn, their affective
commitment levels might remain unchanged or unaffected. Similar explanation might
be made regarding the results of current study since Turkey is also a relatively
collectivistic cultural context like Korea. So, in future studies cultural orientations of
employees might be examined as possible moderator variables in the relationship
between R-O leadership style and employees’ affective commitment. Also, studies
with comprehensive theoretical models like this one might benefit from studying
effects of R-O leadership style on other distal outcomes such as OCBs, job satisfaction,
and work engagement.

Findings regarding M2 suggested a direct positive relationship between PL and
employees’ continuance commitment. Consistently, Erben and Giineser (2008) found
that benevolent paternalistic leadership had a strong positive effect on employees’
continuance commitment. According to the authors, individualized care of the
benevolent leader increases employees’ identification with the organization and leads
employees to make evaluations about the costs associated with leaving the
organization. Indeed, employees might even perceive a paternalistic leader as a bond
that ties them to the organization. Since leaders with PL style are more likely to
establish close ties with his/her subordinates by treating them like a father/mother or

elder family member figure, employees might also be worrying about not having such
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a leader in another organization while making evaluations about pros and cons of
leaving their current organization. Similarly, in a study conducted in Turkey it was
revealed that benevolent and authoritarian paternalistic leadership styles were
positively correlated with employees’ continuance commitment levels (Yiizbasioglu
& Dogan, 2018). Turkey was identified as a country that has high paternalism score
(Aycan, 2006). So, employees might be considering their paternalistic leaders’
expactations regarding loyalty and their emphasis on status quo and hierarchy as
normal or even necessary in leader-subordinate relationships. Yet, the present study is
among the few attempts to reveal the effects of PL on different dimensions of
organizational commitment and mediating processes involved in the link of PL with
employees’ organizational commitment needs to be elaborated in future studies with
larger and various samples.

In the findings of My it was also revealed that PL and employees’ amotivation
levels were directively and negatively associated. It is not surprising for a paternalistic
leader who works hard to create a family atmosphere in the workplace, looks after
his/her employees and shows that s/he cares about them even outside the workplace to
be positively evaluated in the Turkish work contexts. Consistently, Cakici and Burak
(2019) found that PL had positive effects on employees’ organizational commitment.
Similarly, in a recent study it was found that PL wasnegatively and directly related to
employees’ turnover intentions and organizational cynicism (Sungur, Ozer, Saygili, &
Ugurluoglu, 2019). An interesting line of research for future studies is suggested to be
examining possible boundary conditions of the negative relationship between PL and
employees’ amotivation. These boundary conditions may include (but not limited to)
low person-leader fit (e.g., a highly individualistic or idiocentric employee and a
highly paternalistic leader), high levels of sibling-like rivalry in the work group, and
an exploitative paternalistic leader.

The direct links between T-O leadership style and both introjected motivation
and external regulation were found to be positive and significant in the results of the
Ma. Subordinates who give importance to external rewards or materials may evaluate
T-O leaders more positively since T-O leaders are expected to offer their subordinates
clear methods and maps for reaching these extrinsic rewards. Consistently, in a
previous study, it was found that T-O leadership was significantly and positively
related to extrinsic work values like payment, benefits and working hours (Loscocco,

1989). Similarly, Leonard (2012) stated that extrinsically motivated employees who
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had T-O supervisor reported higher leadership satisfaction levels than intrinsically
motivated employees who had T-O supervisors.

The findings of the M. also pointed out a direct significant and positive
relationship between satisfaction of employees’ need for relatedness and employees’
normative commitment.When subordinates feel that their their needs are met and that
their well-beings are valued in the organization, they may be more likely to feel
indebted to the organization and, in turn,to show loyalty.Consistent with this argument,
it was found that organizational support was a positive predictor of employees’
normative commitment (Boehman, 2006).

Satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy and affective commitment were
found to be directly and positively associated according to findings of the My This
positive relationship underlines the importance of feelings of self-determination and
autonomy while conducting a task or completing a job in increasing employees’
affective commitment. Similar positive relationship between satisfaction of
employees’ need for autonomy and employees’ affective commitment levels was
demonstrated in a previous study (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009). Consistently,
according to Chang, Leach and Anderman (2015), workers were more likely to be
affectively committed to their organization and to be more satisfied with their jobs
when they perceived their supervisors as more autonomy-supportive. Similarly, it was
found that as nurses’ perceptions of autonomy were increased their affective
commitment levels were also increased (Brunetto, Farr-Wharton & Shacklock,
2011).Yet, future studies might benefit from examining the relationship between
satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy and affective commitment in different
work and organizational settings by taking into account the effects of task
characteristics and job demands.

Finally, a direct positive relationship was found between employees’
introjected motivation and continuance commitment levels in the results of the M.
This finding is not unexpected when taking the fact that continuance commitment is
also related to continuing to participate in the same organization for the sake of efforts
and sacrifices made into consideration. Employees’ might feel like they should
continue to work in the same organization because they have given so much from
themselves. Accordingly, in their study, Fernet, Trépanier, Demers and, Austin (2017)
found a positive relationship between employees’ controlled work motivations and

continuance commitment. Yet, the present study is among the first attempts to reveal
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the direct relationships between multidimensional work motivations and different
dimensions of organizational commitment especially in Turkey and the findings

should be replicated in order to draw more robust conclusions.

4.1.1. Practical Implications

The results of the current study suggested that leadership is a complex,
multidimensional construct and that each leadership style might have differential but
unique predictions of the same outcome variables. Certain characteristics or behavioral
patterns of several leadership styles might be combined to create integrated leadership
practices in order to enhance occurance of positive work-related, organizational, and
employee-related outcomes. Importance of satisfaction of employees’ needs for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the relationship between different
leadership styles and employees’ work motivations was once again revealed by the
results of the current study, and intervention programs targeting an increment in the
supervisors’ leadership skills especially to contribute to employees’ satisfaction of
basic psychological needs are strongly encouraged. Examples of such intervention
programs are available in the field of physical education (Cheon & Reeve, 2015;
Cheon, Reeve & Song, 2016; Tessier, Sarrazin, & Ntoumanis, 2010), but the lack of
such programs in the field of leadership is noticeable. Therefore, leadership practices
are suggested to strongly benefit from designing and implementing these types of
intervention programs.

R-O leadership style was found to be less effective than TL, PL and T-
O leadership style in predicting employees’ multidimensional work motivation
through satisfaction of employees’ needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness
and also in predicting employees’ affective, normative and continuance commitment
in the current study. On the other hand, T-O leadership style was found to be effective
in predicting satisfaction of employees’ needs for competence. As mentioned before,
leaders who demonstrate authority, who form a chain of command and who
demonstrate expertise may be evaluated favorably, especially in Turkish work
contexts. Since, T-O leaders are expected to be good at maintaining task structure and
task compleation, they might be creating that chain of command more often and as a
result they might be forming a well-defined supervisor-subordinate relationship.
However, since R-O leadership style is more related to forming relationships and

maintaining good communications with employees, R-O leaders might be considered
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as ineffective or they may even be negatively evaluated especially by employees who
score high on power distance. Alternatively, TL style which had the highest correlation
coefficient with R-O leadership style might have explained the majority of variance in
the dependent variables of the study meaning that R-O leadership was responsible for
only remaining part of the variance in those variables. Moreover, although all of the
subdimensions of TL were strongly and positively correlated with R-O leadership
style, correlation between inspirational motivation subdimension of TL and R-O
leadership style was smaller in magnitude (r = .62, p < .001). So, aforementioned
findings show that although the correlation between T-O leadership and TL is high,
TL leadership behaviors may be more effective in inspiring and motivating employees
than R-O leadership style. Moreover, forming good personal relationships with
employees and being personally interested with employees’ well being are also
apparent in PL and TL leadership styles along with many other positively evaluated
leadership behaviors. So, R-O might seem as a “shallow” type of leadership compared
to TL and/or PL. Finally, PL was found to be as effective as TL in predicting
employees’ affective and normative commitment levels. This result once again
confirms the notion that in the Turkish cultural context, PL is considered and valued
as effective and positive as TL. Yet, TL has incremental predictive value over PL and
other leadership styles for a number of outcomes and the findings of the present study
is inclined to provide guidance to practitioners in their efforts to design effective
training and intervention programs.

Another important finding which may have practical implications was that T-
O leadership was positively associated with satisfaction of employees’ need for
competence; however, at the same time it seemed to reduce satisfaction of employees’
need for autonomy. In line with this finding, it is suggested that trainings that aim to
teach effective ways to increase employees’ autonomy should be given to supervisors
and managers especially in jobs where T-O leaders are specifically required, such as
military and police force. These jobs may require the rules about how to do things to
be very clear and structured, which may lead superiors to adapt a T-O style; however,
with effective intervention strategies, negative effects of this leadership style on
employees’ satisfaction of need for autonomy may be decreased.

Another point worth mentioning is that this study showed how effective both
need satisfaction and multidimensional work motivation were on employees’

organizational commitment. More specifically, it was demonstrated that satisfaction
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of employees’ need for relatedness was positively and directly associated with
normative commitment and that satisfaction of employees’ need for autonomy was
positively and directly associated with affective commitment. In addition, intrinsic
motivation was found to be positively associated with affective and normative
commitment and identified regulation was found to be positively associated with
affective commitment. Introjected motivation was positively associated with both
normative and continuance commitment. External regulation was found to be
positively associated with continuance commitment and amotivation was found to be
negatively associated with all three types of organizational commitment. In this sense,
it can be suggested that it is necessary to focus on employees’ need satisfaction and
motivation levels by making measurements and need analyses of these two constructs
in institutions, especially in cases where commitment is found to be low. To illustrate,
in organizations where affective commitment was measured and found to be at low
levels, effective steps should be taken in order to increase employees’ need for
autonomy by giving them more freedom concerning work-related tasks. Consistently,
in such organizations various training and intervention strategies should be designed
and implemented in order to increase employees’ autonomus work motivations and to
decrease employees’ amotivation levels. Similarly, in order to increase employees’
normative commitment levels, actions and policies targeting fulfillment of employees’
need for relatedness may be executed by encouraging sense of communication and

belongingness among employees.

4.1.2. Limitations of the Present Study

No study is without limitations and despite its theoretical and practical
contributions; this study has a number of limitations, too. First, the current study was
conducted with employees living in the capital of Turkey, Ankara and as such,
generalizability of its findings to other cultural contexts is disputable. Indeed, cultural
norms and values regarding supervisor-subordinate relationships are likely to differ
even in different regions of Turkey. Therefore, the findings should be replicated in
other cultural and organizational settings.

Another limitation is that the measures were self-reported by the respondents,
raising the possibility that self-report bias might have affected the results obtained.
Leadership styles of the supervisors were also measured by asking subordinates. In

future studies, data regardingleadership styles of the supervisors might be collected
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from multiple sources including supervisors themselves, peers of supervisors, and
subordinates.

Third, in the scope of the current study, only four of leadership styles were
investigated. Other leadership styles such as ethical leadership or servant leadership
should also be examined in future studies regarding their effects on satisfaction of
employees’ needs, multidimensional work motivation, and organizational
commitment.

Although one of the contributions of the current study was that the direct effects
of four leadership styles on outcome variables were examined in a comprehensive
theoretical model, the comprehensive model used in the current study might also have
yielded some limitations. Since all of the four leadership styles in the current study
were examined comprehensively, unige contributions or effects of these leadership
styles on the outcome variables might have been avoided. To illustrate, in the SEM
analysis TL was found to outperform R-O leadership style in predicting employees’
satisfaction of need for relatedness as well as employees’ affective commitment levels.
However, R-O leadership might have been found to have significant effects on the
mediating variables as well as on the outcome variables if the proposed model was
tested by including only R-O leadership style as the independent variable. Therefore,
future studies are suggested to examine the effects of different leadership styles on
multidimensional work motivations and organizational commitment by empirically
testing the proposed theoretical model for each leadership style separately.

Finally, the study had cross-sectional design; therefore, causal inferences can
not be made and reverse causality may also be discussed for some of the findings. In
order to overcome this limitation, researchers are suggested to employ longitidunal,
experimental, and/or quasi-experimental design in their efforts to replicate the results

and improve the proposed model of the present study.

74



REFERENCES

Ahmad, F., Abbas, T., Latif, S., & Rasheed, A. (2014). Impact of transformational
leadership on employee motivation in telecommunication sector. Journal of
Management Policies and Practices, 2(2), 11-25.

Aksoy, B. (2008). The relationship between paternalistic leadership, emprowerment
and turnover intention: an empirical study (Unpublished master’s thesis).
Marmara University, Istanbul, Turkey.

Alabak, M. (2016). Paternalistic leadership in Turkey: its relationship with
organizational identification, work-group identification, supervisor
identification and organizational citizenship behaviors (Unpublished Doctoral
thesis). Bilkent University, Ankara, Turkey.

Alghazo, A. M., & Al-Anazi, M. (2016). The Impact of Leadership Style on
Employee’s Motivation. International Journal of Economics and Business
Administration, 2(5), 37-44.

Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective,
continuance and normative commitment to the organization. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 63(1), 1-18.

Almutairi, D.O. (2016). The mediating effects of organizational commitment on the
relationship between transformational leadership style and job performance.
International Journal of Business and Management, 11(1), 231-241.

Altindis, S. (2011). Job motivation and organizational commitment among the health
professionals: A questionnaire survey. African Journal of Business
Management, 5(21), 8601.

Alturigi, A.S. (2019). Exploring the relationship between the components of
transformational leadership and the satisfaction of the followers' basic
psychological needs in the public sector (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Glasgow, Glasgow.

Al-Yami, M., Galdas, P., & Watson, R. (2018). Leadership style and organisational
commitment among nursing staff in Saudi Arabia. Journal of Nursing
Management, 26(5), 531-539.

75



Amor, A. M., Vazquez, J. P. A., & Faifia, J. A. (2019). Transformational leadership
and work engagement: Exploring the mediating role of structural
empowerment. European Management Journal, 38(1), 169-178.

Amorose, A.J., & Horn, T.S. (2000). Intrinsic motivation: Relationship with collegiate
athletes’ gender, scholarship status and perceptions of their coaches’ behavior.
Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 22(1-4), 63-84.

Arsezen-Otamis, P., Arikan-Saltik, 1., & Babacan, S. (2015). The relationship between
paternalistic leadership and business performance in small tourism businesses:
the moderating role of affective organizational commitment. Procedia-Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 207, 90-97.

Avolio, B. J. (1999). Full leadership development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage

Avolio, B. J., & Bass, B. M. (2001). Developing potential across a full range of
Leadership Tm: Cases on transactional and transformational leadership.
Psychology Press.

Avolio, B. J., Bass, B. M., & Jung, D. 1. (1999). Re-examining the components of
transformational and transactional leadership using the Multifactor
Leadership. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 72(4),
441-462.

Ayman, R., & Chemers, M. M. (1991). The Effect of Leadership Match on Subordinate
Satisfaction in Mexican Organisations: Some Moderating Influences of Self-
monitoring. Applied Psychology, 40(3), 299-314.

Aycan, Z. (2006). Paternalism: Towards conceptual refinement and operationalization.
In K. S. Yang, K. K. Hwang, & U. Kim (Eds), Scientific advances in indigenous
psychologies: Empirical, philosophical, and cultural contributions: 445-466.
London: Sage.

Aycan, Z., Kanungo, R., Mendonca, M., Yu, K., Deller, J., Stahl, G., & Kurshid, A.
(2000). Impact of culture on human resource management practices: A 10-
country comparison. Applied Psychology, 49(1), 192-221.

Aycan, Z., Schyns, B., Sun, J. M., Felfe, J., & Saher, N. (2013). Convergence and
divergence of paternalistic leadership: A cross-cultural investigation of
prototypes. Journal of International Business Studies, 44(9), 962-969.

Babalola, S.S. (2016). The effect of leadership style, job satisfaction and employee-
supervisor relationship on job performance and organizational commitment.
Journal of Applied Business Research, 32(3), 935-946.

76



Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resources model: State of
the art. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309-328.

Barbuto Jr, J. E. (2005). Motivation and transactional, charismatic, and
transformational leadership: A test of antecedents. Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, 11(4), 26-40.

Barbuto, J. E., Fritz, S. M., & Marx, D. (2000). A field study of two measures of work
motivation for predicting leader’s transformational behaviors. Psychological
Reports, 86(1), 295-300.

Barling, J., Weber, T., & Kelloway, E. K. (1996). Effects of transformational
leadership training on attitudinal and financial outcomes: A field
experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(6), 827-832.

Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: The
Free Press.

Bass, B. M. (1990a). Bass & Stogdill’s handbook of leadership: Theory, research, and
managerial applications (3rd ed.). New York: Free Press.

Bass, B. M. (1990b). From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to
share the vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19-31.

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1990). The implications of transactional and
transformational leadership for individual, team, and organizational
development. Research in Organizational Change and Development, 4(1),
231-272.

Bass, B.M. and Avolio, B.J. (1995), MLQ Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire:
Technical Report, Mind Garden, Redwood City, CA.

Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industrial, military, and educational
impact. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Battistelli, A., Galletta, M., Portoghese, 1., & Vandenberghe, C. (2013). Mindsets of
Commitment and Motivation: Interrelationships and Contribution to Work
Outcomes. The Journal of Psychology, 147(1), 17-48.

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: desire for interpersonal
attachments as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological
bulletin, 117(3), 497-529.

Behrens, A. (2010). Charisma, paternalism, and business leadership in Latin

America. Thunderbird International Business Review, 52(1), 21-29.

77



Boamah, S. A., Laschinger, H. K. S., Wong, C., & Clarke, S. (2018). Effect of
transformational leadership on job satisfaction and patient safety
outcomes. Nursing Outlook, 66(2), 180-189.

Boehman, J. (2006). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment among
student affairs professionals. (Unpublished doctoral thesis). North Carolina
State University, US.

Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Self-concordance at work: Toward understanding
the motivational effects of transformational leaders. Academy of Management
Journal, 46(5), 554-571.

Bottomley, P., Mostafa, A. M. S., Gould-Williams, J. S., & Leon-Cazares, F. (2016).
The impact of transformational leadership on organizational citizenship
behaviours: The contingent role of public service motivation. British Journal
of Management, 27(2), 390-405.

Bouckenooghe, D., Zafar, A., & Raja, U. (2015). How ethical leadership shapes
employees’ job performance: The mediating roles of goal congruence and
psychological capital. Journal of Business Ethics, 129(2), 251-264.

Boylu, Y., Pelit, E., & Giiger, E. (2007). Akademisyenlerin orgiitsel baglilik diizeyleri
tizerine bir arastirma. Finans Politik & Ekonomik Yorumlar, 44(511), 55-74.

Brown, F. W., & Dodd, N. G. (1999). Rally the troops or make the trains run on time:
the relative importance and interaction of contingent reward and
transformational leadership. Leadership & Organization Development
Journal, 20(6), 291-299.

Brunetto, Y., Farr-Wharton, R., & Shacklock, K. (2011). Supervisor-subordinate
communication relationships, role ambiguity, autonomy and affective
commitment for nurses. Contemporary Nurse, 39(2), 227-239.

Buéitniené, 1., & Skudiené, V. (2008). Impact of leadership styles on employees'
organizational commitment in Lithuanian manufacturing companies. South
East European Journal of Economics and Business, 3(2), 57-66.

Bycio, P., Hackett, R. D., & Allen, J. S. (1995). Further assessments of Bass's (1985)
conceptualization of transactional and transformational leadership. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 80(4), 468-478.

Carlisle, K. E., & Murphy, S. E. (1996). Practical motivation handbook. New York:
John Wiley.

78



Cerit, Y. (2013). The relationship between paternalist leadership and teachers'
intimidation behaviors. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 13(2), 839-
851.

Cesur, D. K., Erkilet, A., & Taylan, H. H. (2015). Paternalist liderlik ve orgiit kiiltiiri
iliskisi: ~Sakarya Universitesi ornegi. Akademik Incelemeler Dergisi
(AID), 14(1), 87-116.

Chan, S. C., Huang, X., Snape, E., & Lam, C. K. (2013). The Janus face of paternalistic
leaders: Authoritarianism, benevolence, subordinates' organization-based self-
esteem, and performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(1), 108-
128.

Chan, S. C., & Mak, W. M. (2014). Transformational leadership, pride in being a
follower of the leader and organizational commitment. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal, 35(8), 674-690.

Chang, Y., Leach, N., & Anderman, E. M. (2015). The role of perceived autonomy
support in principals’ affective organizational commitment and job
satisfaction. Social Psychology of Education, 18(2), 315-336.

Chaudhry, A. Q., & Javed, H. (2012). Impact of transactional and laissez faire
leadership style on motivation. International Journal of Business and Social
Science, 3(7), 258-264.

Chen, Y., Zhou, X., & Klyver, K. (2019). Collective efficacy: Linking paternalistic
leadership to organizational commitment. Journal of Business Ethics, 159(2),
587-603.

Cheng, B. S., Huang, M. P., & Chou, L. F. (2002). Paternalistic leadership and its
effectiveness: Evidence from Chinese organizational teams. Journal of
Psychology in Chinese Societies, 3(1): 85-112.

Cheon, S. H., & Reeve, J. (2015). A classroom-based intervention to help teachers
decrease students’ amotivation. Contemporary educational psychology, 40,
99-111.

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J.,, & Song, Y.-G. (2016). A teacher-focused intervention to
decrease PE students’ amotivation by increasing need satisfaction and
decreasing need frustration. Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 38(3),
217-235.

79



Chiniara, M., & Bentein, K. (2016). Linking servant leadership to individual
performance: Differentiating the mediating role of autonomy, competence and
relatedness need satisfaction. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(1), 124-141.

Choong, Y. O,, Lau, T. C., & Wong, K. L. (2011). Intrinsic motivation and
organizational commitment in the Malaysian private higher education
institutions: An empirical study. Researchers World, 2(4), 91.

Chou, L. F., Cheng, B. S., & Jen, C. K. (2005). The contingent model of paternalistic
leadership: Subordinate dependence and leader competence. Paper presented
at the meeting of the Academy of Management, Honolulu, Hawaii.

Conchie, S. M. (2013). Transformational leadership, intrinsic motivation, and trust: A
moderated-mediated model of workplace safety. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 18(2), 198-210.

Conger, J., & Kanungo, R. N. (1998). Charismatic leadership in organizations.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Cakici, A., & Burak, A. (2019). Paternalist liderligin orgiitsel bagliliga etkisi:
Gemiadamlar1 iizerinde bir arastirma. Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi
Yonetim Bilimleri Dergisi, 17(34), 323-486.

Cetin, C., Toylan V. N., Cakirel A. O., & Cakirel, Y. (2017). Paternalistic Leadership
and Psychological Well-Being: The Mediating Role of Meaningful Work. FSM
Scholarly Studies Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences, 10, 81-113.

deCharms, R. (1968). Personal causation: The internal affective determinants of
behavior. New York: Academic Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1980). The empirical exploration of intrinsic motivational
processes. In Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 13, pp. 39-80).
Academic Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). The general causality orientations scale: Self-
determination in personality. Journal of Research in Personality, 19(2), 109-
134,

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The" what" and" why" of goal pursuits: Human
needs and the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4),
227-268.

Donmez, S. (2014). Developing a likert-type measure to assess transformational and
transactional leadership styles in Turkey. (Unpublished master’s thesis).

Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey.

80



Dvir, T., Eden, D., Avolio, B. J., & Shamir, B. (2002). Impact of transformational
leadership on follower development and performance: A field
experiment. Academy of Management Journal, 45(4), 735-744.

Dysvik, A., & Kuvaas, B. (2010). Exploring the relative and combined influence of
mastery-approach goals and work intrinsic motivation on employee turnover
intention. Personnel Review, 39(5), 622-638.

Dysvik, A., Kuvaas, B., & Gagné, M. (2013). An investigation of the unique,
synergistic and balanced relationships between basic psychological needs and
intrinsic motivation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(5), 1050-1064.

Eby, L. T., Freeman, D. M., Rush, M. C., & Lance, C. E. (1999). Motivational bases
of affective organizational commitment: A partial test of an integrative
theoretical model. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 72(4), 463-483.

Ehrhart, M. G., & Klein, K. J. (2001). Predicting followers’ preferences for
charismatic leadership: the influence of follower values and personality. The
Leadership Quarterly, 12(2), 153-179.

Erben, G. S., & Giineser, A. B. (2008). The relationship between paternalistic
leadership and organizational commitment: Investigating the role of climate
regarding ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 82(4), 955-968.

Ersoy, N. C., Born, M. P., Derous, E., & van der Molen, H. T. (2012). The effect of
cultural orientation and leadership style on self-versus other-oriented
organizational citizenship behaviour in Turkey and the Netherlands. Asian
Journal of Social Psychology, 15(4), 249-260.

Eyal, O., & Roth, G. (2011). Principals' leadership and teachers' motivation: Self-
determination theory analysis. Journal of Educational Administration, 49(3),
256-275.

Farh, J. L., & Cheng, B. S. (2000). A cultural analysis of paternalistic leadership in
Chinese organizations. In Management and organizations in the Chinese
context (pp. 84-127). Palgrave Macmillan, London.

Farh,J. L., Cheng, B. S., Chou, L. F., & Chu, X. P. (2006). Authority and benevolence:
Employees’ responses to paternalistic leadership in China. In A. S. Tsui, Y.
Bian, & L. Cheng (Eds.), China’s domestic private firms: Multidisciplinary

perspectives on management and performance: 230-260. New York: Sharpe.

81



Fernet, C., Trépanier, S.-G., Demers, M., & Austin, S. (2017). Motivational pathways
of occupational and organizational turnover intention among newly registered
nurses in Canada. Nursing Outlook, 65(4), 444-454.

Fleishman, E. A. (1953). The description of supervisory behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 37(1), 1-6.

Gagné, M., Chemolli, E., Forest, J. ve Koestner, R. (2008). A temporal analysis of the
relation between organisational commitment and work motivation.
Psychologica Belgica, 48(2-3).

Gagné, M., Forest, J., Vansteenkiste, M., Crevier-Braud, L., Van den Broeck, A.,
Aspeli, A. K., ... & Halvari, H. (2015). The Multidimensional Work Motivation
Scale: Validation evidence in seven languages and nine countries. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 24(2), 178-196.

Geier, M. T. (2016). Leadership in extreme contexts: Transformational leadership,
performance beyond expectations?. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 23(3), 234-247.

Gelfand, M. J., Erez, M., & Aycan, Z. (2007). Cross-cultural organizational
behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 58, 479-514.

George, L., & Sabapathy, T. (2011). Work motivation of teachers: Relationship with
organizational commitment. Canadian Social Science, 7(1), 90-99.

Gilbert, C., De Winne, S., & Sels, L. (2011). The influence of line managers and HR
department on employees' affective commitment. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, 22(8), 1618-1637.

Gillet, N., Gagné, M., Sauvagere, S. ve Fouquereau, E. (2013). The role of supervisor
autonomy support, organizational support, and autonomous and controlled
motivation in predicting employees' satisfaction and turnover intentions.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 22(4), 450-460.

Gnambs, T., & Hanfstingl, B. (2016). The decline of academic motivation during
adolescence: An accelerated longitudinal cohort analysis on the effect of
psychological need satisfaction. Educational Psychology, 36(9), 1691-1705.

Goncii, A. (2011). Leader group prototypicality and followers’ identification:
Predictors, mediating processes and follower outcomes (Unpublished master’s

thesis). Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey.

82



Gonci, A. (2013). Not the different one, the one who reflects us to ourselves wins:
Being a group-prototypical leader as a supervisor. Middle East Technical
University Publications, Ankara, Turkey.

Goncii, A., Aycan, Z., & Johnson, R. E. (2014). Effects of paternalistic and
transformational leadership on follower outcomes. The International Journal
of Management and Business, 5(1), 36-58.

Goncii Kose, A., & Metin, U. B. (2019). Hangi lider, kurumda kalmay: nasil sagliyor?
Cok boyutlu is motivasyonunun araci rolii. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 34, 46-70.

Goziikara, 1., & Simsek, O. F. (2015). Linking transformational leadership to work
engagement and the mediator effect of job autonomy: A study in a Turkish
private non-profit university. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 195,
963-971.

Graen, G., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1996). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25
years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership
Quarterly, 6(2), 219-247.

Greguras, G. J., & Diefendorff, J. M. (2009). Different fits satisfy different needs:
Linking person-environment fit to employee commitment and performance
using self-determination theory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(2), 465.

Giil, H. (2002). Orgiitsel baglilik yaklagimlarmin mukayesesi ve degerlendirmesi. Ege
Akademik Bakis Dergisi, 2(1), 37-56.

Hackett, R. D., Wang, A. C., Chen, Z., Cheng, B. S., & Farh, J. L. (2018).
Transformational leadership and grganisational citizenship behaviour: A
moderated mediation model of leader-member-exchange and subordinates'
gender. Applied Psychology, 67(4), 617-644.

Haivas, S., Hofmans, J., & Pepermans, R. (2014). “What Motivates You Doesn't
Motivate Me”: Individual Differences in the Needs Satisfaction—Motivation
Relationship of Romanian Volunteers. Applied Psychology, 63(2), 326-343.

Hakimian, F., Farid, H., Ismail, M. N., & Ismail, I. A. (2014). Paternalistic leadership
and organizational commitment. International Journal of Management
Excellence, 3(1), 373-378.

Halpin, A. W. (1957a). Manual for the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire.

Columbus, OH: Bureau of Business Research, Ohio State University.

83



Hansson, P. H., & Andersen, J. A. (2007). The Swedish Principal: Leadership Style,
Decision-Making Style, and Motivation Profile. International Electronic
Journal for Leadership in Learning, 11(8), 1-13.

Hater, J. J., & Bass, B. M. (1988). Superiors' evaluations and subordinates' perceptions
of transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 73(4), 695.

Hebda, J. M., Vojak, B. A., Griffin, A., & Price, R. L. (2007). Motivating technical
visionaries in large American companies. IEEE Transactions on Engineering
Management, 54(3), 433-444.

Hetland, H., Hetland, J., Andreassen, C. S., Pallesen, S., & Notelaers, G. (2011).
Leadership and fulfillment of the three basic psychological needs at
work. Career Development International. 16(5), 507-523.

Hetland, J., Hetland, H., Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2018). Daily
transformational leadership and employee job crafting: The role of promotion
focus. European Management Journal, 36(6), 746-756.

Hofsteds, G. (1980). Culture’s Consequences. Sage Publications, London.

Hong, G., Cho, Y., Froese, F. J., & Shin, M. (2016). The effect of leadership styles,
rank, and seniority on affective organizational commitment. Cross Cultural &
Strategic Management, 23(2), 340-362.

Howell, J. M., & Hall-Merenda, K. E. (1999). The ties that bind: The impact of leader-
member exchange, transformational and transactional leadership, and distance
on predicting follower performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(5),
680-694.

llsev, A. (1997). Orgiitsel baghlik: Hizmet sektériinde bir arastirma (Unpublished
master’s thesis). Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Ankara.

Jain, P, Duggal, T., & Ansari, A. H. (2019). Examining the mediating effect of trust
and psychological well-being on transformational leadership and
organizational commitment. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 26(5),
1517-1532.

Jensen, U. T., & Bro, L. L. (2017). How transformational leadership supports intrinsic
motivation and public service motivation: The mediating role of basic need
satisfaction. The American Review of Public Administration, 48(6), 535-549.

84



Judge, T. A., Piccolo, R. F., & llies, R. (2004). The Forgotten Ones? The Validity of
Consideration and Initiating Structure in Leadership Research. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 89(1), 36-51.

Jung, D. I., & Avolio, B. J. (1999). Effects of leadership style and followers' cultural
orientation on performance in group and individual task conditions. Academy
of Management Journal, 42(2), 208-218.

Kabasakal, H., & Bodur, M. (2004). Humane orientation in societies, organizations,
and leader attributes. In R. House, P. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. Dorfman, & V.
Gupta (Eds.), Culture, leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62
societies (pp. 564-601). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kalil, S. I. M., Abd-Elrhaman, E. S. A., & Sliman, W. M. M. (2019). Relationship
among Nurses' Locus of Control, Work Motivation Factors, and Their
Organizational Commitment. American Journal of Nursing, 7(2), 167-178.

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, Z., Gumusluoglu, L., & Scandura, T. A. (2020). How do
different faces of paternalistic leaders facilitate or impair task and innovative
performance? Opening the black box. Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, 27(2), 138-152.

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, Z. & Giimiisliioglu, L. (2013). Doniistiiriicii liderligin Tiirkiye
baglaminda yeniden kavramsallastirilmasi. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 28(72),
105-124.

Karatepe, O. M., & Uludag, O. (2007). Conflict, exhaustion, and motivation: A study
of frontline employees in Northern Cyprus hotels. International Journal of
Hospitality Management, 26(3), 645-665.

Kim, U. M. (1994). Significance of paternalism and communalism in the occupational
welfare system of Korean firms. In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagitcibasi, S.
Choi, & G. Yoon (Eds.), Cross-Cultural research and methodology series:
Vol.18. Individualism and collectivism: Theory, method and applications:
251-266. California, USA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Kim, K. Y., Eisenberger, R., & Baik, K. (2016). Perceived organizational support and
affective organizational commitment: Moderating influence of perceived
organizational competence. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(4), 558-
583.

Kirkman, B. L., Chen, G., Farh, J. L., Chen, Z. X., & Lowe, K. B. (2009). Individual

power distance orientation and follower reactions to transformational leaders:

85



A cross-level, cross-cultural examination. Academy of Management
Journal, 52(4), 744-764.

Kirkpatrick, S. A., & Locke, E. A. (1996). Direct and indirect effects of three core
charismatic leadership components on performance and attitudes. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 81(1), 36.

Kovjanic, S., Schuh, S. C., & Jonas, K. (2013). Transformational leadership and
performance: An experimental investigation of the mediating effects of basic
needs satisfaction and work engagement. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 86(4), 543-555.

Kovijanic, S., Schuh, S. C., Jonas, K., Quaquebeke, N. V., & Van Dick, R. (2012). How
do transformational leaders foster positive employee outcomes? A self-
determination-based analysis of employees' needs as mediating links. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 33(8), 1031-1052.

Kuvaas, B., Buch, R., Weibel, A, Dysvik, A., & Nerstad, C. G. L. (2017). Do intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation relate differently to employee outcomes? Journal of
Economic Psychology, 61, 244-258.

W. Lam, L., & Liu, Y. (2014). The identity-based explanation of affective
commitment. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 29(3), 321-340.

Leonard, R. W. (2012). The impact of motivation and leader behavior on satisfaction
in nonprofits. ASBBS Proceedings, 19(1), 520-543.

Liao, S. H., Widowati, R., Hu, D. C., & Tasman, L. (2017). The mediating effect of
psychological contract in the relationships between paternalistic leadership and
turnover intention for foreign workers in Taiwan. Asia Pacific Management
Review, 22(2), 80-87.

Lim, B. C.,, & Wang, C. J. (2009). Perceived autonomy support, behavioural
regulations in physical education and physical activity intention. Psychology of
Sport and Exercise, 10(1), 52-60.

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). Work motivation and satisfaction: Light at the
end of the tunnel. Psychological Science, 1(4), 240-246.

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal
setting and task motivation: A 35-year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57(9),
705-717.

Loscocco, K. A. (1989). The instrumentally oriented factory worker: myth or
reality?. Work and Occupations, 16(1), 3-25.

86



Madlock, P. E. (2012). The influence of supervisors’ leadership style on
telecommuters. Journal of Business Strategies, 29(1), 1-24.

Majeed, N., Ramayah, T., Mustamil, N., Nazri, M., & Jamshed, S. (2017).
Transformational leadership and organizational citizenship behavior:
Modeling  emotional intelligence as  mediator. Management &
Marketing, 12(4), 571-590.

Manalo, R. A., de Castro, B., & Uy, C. (2020). The mediating role of job satisfaction
on the effect of motivation to organizational commitment and work
engagement of private secondary high school teachers in Metro-
Manila. Review of Integrative Business and Economics Research, 9(1), 133-
159.

Manik, E. (2016). The influence of transformational leadership on achievement
motivation and organizational climate and employee
performance. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and
Social Sciences, 6(12), 599-608.

Mangkunegara, A. P., & Octorend, T. R. (2015). Effect of work discipline, work
motivation and job satisfaction on employee organizational commitment in the
company (Case Study in PT. Dada Indonesia). Universal Journal of
Management, 3(8), 318-328.

Markovits, Y. (2012). The development of regulatory foci characters and moderation
effects on satisfaction and commitment. International Journal of Psychology
and Behavioral Sciences, 2(4), 71-80.

Martinez, P. G. (2005). Paternalism as a positive form of leadership in the Latin
American context: Leader benevolence, decisionmaking control and human
resource management practices. In M. Elvira, & A. Davila (Eds), Managing
human resources in Latin America: An agenda for international leaders: 75—
93. Oxford: Routledge.

Mathieu, C., Fabi, B., Lacoursiére, R., & Raymond, L. (2016). The role of supervisory
behavior, job satisfaction and organizational commitment on employee
turnover. Journal of Management and Organization, 22(1), 113-129.

McClelland, D. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand Company
Inc.

McClelland, D. C. (1985). How motives, skills, and values determine what people
do. American Psychologist, 40(7), 812—825.

87



McClelland, D. C., & Boyatzis, R. E. (1982). Leadership motive pattern and long-term
success in management. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(6), 737—743.

McClelland, D. C., & Koestner, R. (1992). The achievement motive. In C. Smith (Ed.),
Motivation and personality: Handbook of thematic content analysis. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Mert, S. I., Keskin, N., & Bas, T. (2010). Leadership style and organizational
commitment: Test of a theory in Turkish banking sector. Journal of Academic
Research in Economics, 2(1), 1-20.

Meydan, C. H. (2010). Orgiit kiiltiirii, orgiitsel gii¢ ve orgiitsel adalet algilarinin
bireyin is tatmini ve oOrgiite baghlig iizerine etkisi: Kamuda bir
arasgtirma (Unpublished doctoral thesis). KHO Savunma Bilimleri Enstitiisii,
Ankara.

Meyer, J.P., & Allen, N.J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace. theory, research and
application. London: Sage Publications.

Meyer, J. P., Becker, T. E., & Vandenberghe, C. (2004). Employee commitment and
motivation: a conceptual analysis and integrative model. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 89(6), 991.

Meyer, J. P., Hecht, T. D., Gill, H., & Toplonytsky, L. (2010). Person—organization
(culture) fit and employee commitment under conditions of organizational
change: A longitudinal study. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 76(3), 458-473.

Millette, V., & Gagné, M. (2008). Designing volunteers’ tasks to maximize
motivation, satisfaction and performance: The impact of job characteristics on
volunteer engagement. Motivation and Emotion, 32(1), 11-22.

Moldogaziev, T. T., & Silvia, C. (2015). Fostering affective organizational
commitment in public sector agencies: The significance of multifaceted
leadership roles. Public Administration, 93(3), 557-575.

Mowday, R. T., Porter, L.W., Steers, R.M. (1982). Employee—organization linkages:
The psychology of commitment, absenteeism and turnover. New York:
Academic Press.

Musinguzi, C., Namale, L., Rutebemberwa, E., Dahal, A., Nahirya-Ntege, P., &
Kekitiinwa, A. (2018). The relationship between leadership style and health
worker motivation, job satisfaction and teamwork in Uganda. Journal of
Healthcare Leadership, 10, 21-32.

88



Nasra, M. A., & Heilbrunn, S. (2016). Transformational leadership and organizational
citizenship behavior in the Arab educational system in Israel: The impact of
trust and job satisfaction. Educational Management Administration &
Leadership, 44(3), 380-396.

Otken, A. B., & Cenkci, T. (2012). The impact of paternalistic leadership on ethical
climate: The moderating role of trust in leader. Journal of business
ethics, 108(4), 525-536.

Ozgelik, G., & Cenkci, T. (2014). Moderating effects of job embeddedness on the
relationship  between  paternalistic  leadership and in-role  job
performance. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 150, 872-880.

Ozdemir, A. A. (2015). Impact of self orientations on the leadership need and
psychological well-being. International Journal of Social Science & Human
Behavior Study, 2(2), 184-188.

Ozer, F., Dogan, B., & Tmaztepe, C. (2013). Daddy, what's next? the effect of
paternalist leadership on perceived uncertainty in organizations which had
gone through merger or acquisition. Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 99, 164-172.

Para-Gonzalez, L., Jiménez-Jiménez, D., & Martinez-Lorente, A. R. (2018). Exploring
the mediating effects between transformational leadership and organizational
performance. Employee Relations, 40(2), 412-432.

Parfyonova, N. M. (2009). Employee motivation, performance and well-being: The
role of managerial support for autonomy, competence and relatedness needs.
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The University of Western Ontario.

Pellegrini, E. K., & Scandura, T. A. (2006). Leader-member exchange (LMX),
paternalism, and delegation in the Turkish business culture: An empirical
investigation. Journal of International Business Studies, 37(2), 264-279.

Pellegrini, E. K., Scandura, T. A., & Jayaraman, V. (2007). Generalizability of the
paternalistic leadership concept: A cross-cultural investigation (working
paper). St. Louis: University of Missouri—St. Louis.

Pellegrini, E. K., & Scandura, T. A. (2008). Paternalistic leadership: A review and
agenda for future research. Journal of Management, 34(3), 566-593.

Pinder, C. C. (1998). Motivation in work organizations. Upper Saddle River, NJ:

Prentice Hall.

89



Ping-ying, H. U. (2017). The correlation between need satisfaction and learning
motivation: A self-determination theory perspective. International Journal of
Learning and Teaching, 9(1), 319-329.

Puni, A., Mohammed, I., & Asamoah, E. (2018). Transformational leadership and job
satisfaction: the moderating effect of contingent reward. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal, 39(4), 522-537.

Reynolds, A. J., & McDonough, M. H. (2015). Moderated and mediated effects of
coach autonomy support, coach involvement, and psychological need
satisfaction on motivation in youth soccer. The Sport Psychologist, 29(1), 51-
61.

Riaz, T., Akram, M. U., & ljaz, H. (2011). Impact of transformational leadership style
on affective employees' commitment: An empirical study of banking sector in
Islamabad (Pakistan). The Journal of Commerce, 3(1), 43.

Robbins, S. P. (2003). Organizational behavior. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson
Education, Inc.

Ross, J. A., & Gray, P. (2006). Transformational leadership and teacher commitment
to organizational values: The mediating effects of collective teacher
efficacy. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 17(2), 179-199.

Ross, S. M., & Offermann, L. R. (1997). Transformational leaders: Measurement of
personality attributes and work group performance. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 23(10), 1078-1086.

Rotter, J. B. (1966). Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of
reinforcement. Psychological Monographs: General and Applied, 80(1), 1-28.

Ryan, R. M., & Connell, J. P. (1989). Perceived locus of causality and internalization:
Examining reasons for acting in two domains. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 57(5), 749.

Salleh, S. M., Zahari, A. S. M., Said, N. S. M., & Ali, S. R. O. (2016). The influence
of work motivation on organizational commitment in the workplace. Journal
of Applied Environmental and Biological Sciences, 6(58), 139-143.

Saridede, U. (2004). Egitim orgiitlerinde orgiitsel baghligin isten ayrilma niyetine
etkisi (Unpublished master’s thesis). Kocaeli Universitesi, Kocaeli.

Saygili, M., Ozer, O., & Karakaya, P. O. (2020). Paternalistic Leadership, Ethical
Climate and Performance in Health Staff. Hospital Topics, 98(1), 26-35.

90



Shamir, B., House, R. J., & Arthur, M. B. (1993). The motivational effects of
charismatic  leadership: A  self-concept based theory. Organization
Science, 4(4), 577-594.

Shaughnessy, M. K., Griffin, M. T. Q., Bhattacharya, A., & Fitzpatrick, J. J. (2018).
Transformational leadership practices and work engagement among nurse
leaders. JONA: The Journal of Nursing Administration, 48(11), 574-579.

Stanley, L., Vandenberghe, C., Vandenberg, R., & Bentein, K. (2013). Commitment
profiles and employee turnover. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 82(3), 176—
187.

Steinmann, B., Dérr, S. L., Schultheiss, O. C., & Maier, G. W. (2015). Implicit motives
and leadership performance revisited: What constitutes the leadership motive
pattern?. Motivation and Emotion, 39(2), 167-174.

Stenling, A., & Tafvelin, S. (2014). Transformational leadership and well-being in
sports: The mediating role of need satisfaction. Journal of Applied Sport
Psychology, 26(2), 182-196.

Stogdill, R. M. (1950). Leadership, membership and organization. Psychological
Bulletin, 47(1), 1-14.

Sungur, C., Ozer, O., Saygili, M., & Ugurluoglu, O. (2019). Paternalistic Leadership,
Organizational Cynicism, and Intention to Quit One’s Job in Nursing. Hospital
topics, 97(4), 139-147.

Swailes, S. (2002). Organizational commitment: a critique of the construct and
measures. International Journal of Management Reviews, 4(2), 155-178.

Terrier, L., Rech, A., Marfaing, B., & Fernandez, S. (2018). How to deal with
amotivated students? Using commitment to reduce amotivation as applied to
hospitality training. Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education, 30(1), 11—
18.

Tessier, D., Sarrazin, P., & Ntoumanis, N. (2010). The effect of an intervention to
improve newly qualified teachers’ interpersonal style, students motivation and
psychological need satisfaction in sport-based physical
education. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 35(4), 242-253.

Triandis, H. C., & Gelfand, M. J. (1998). Converging measurement of horizontal and
vertical individualism and collectivism. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 74(1), 118-128.

91



Uhl-Bien, M., Tierney, P. S., Graen, G. B., & Wakabayashi, M. (1990). Company
paternalism and the hidden-investment process: Identification of the" right
type" for line managers in leading Japanese organizations. Group &
Organization Studies, 15(4), 414-430.

Ugurluoglu, O., Aldogan, E. U., Turgut, M., & Ozatkan, Y. (2018). The effect of
paternalistic leadership on job performance and intention to leave the
job. Journal of Health Management, 20(1), 46-55.

Uri, C. (2018). Work-Related Basic Need Satisfaction Scale: Analysis of Construct
Validity and Reliability in Turkish. Cukurova Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler
Enstitiisii Dergisi, 27(1), 13-25.

Van den Berghe, L., Soenens, B., Aelterman, N., Cardon, G., Tallir, I. B., & Haerens,
L. (2014). Within-person profiles of teachers' motivation to teach: Associations
with need satisfaction at work, need-supportive teaching, and
burnout. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 15(4), 407-417.

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C. H., & Rosen, C. C. (2016). A review of
self-determination theory’s basic psychological needs at work. Journal of
Management, 42(5), 1195-1229.

Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., De Witte, H., Soenens, B., & Lens, W. (2010).
Capturing autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work: Construction and
initial validation of the Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction scale. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(4), 981-1002.

Vandercammen, L., Hofmans, J., & Theuns, P. (2014). The mediating role of affect in
the  relationship  between need  satisfaction and  autonomous
motivation. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87(1),
62-79.

Veroff, J. (1982). Assertive motivations: Achievement versus power. In A. J. Stewart
(Ed.), Motivation and Society. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Walumbwa, F. O., Avolio, B. J., & Zhu, W. (2008). How transformational leadership
weaves its influence on individual job performance: The role of identification
and efficacy beliefs. Personnel Psychology, 61(4), 793-825.

Walumbwa, F. O., Hsu, I.-C., Wu, C., Misati, E., & Christensen-Salem, A. (2019).
Employee service performance and collective turnover: Examining the
influence of initiating structure leadership, service climate and
meaningfulness. Human Relations, 72(7), 1131-1153.

92



Wang, H. J., Demerouti, E., & Le Blanc, P. (2017). Transformational leadership,
adaptability, and job crafting: The moderating role of organizational
identification. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 100, 185-195.

Wang, H., Law, K. S., Hackett, R. D., Wang, D., & Chen, Z. X. (2005). Leader-
member exchange as a mediator of the relationship between transformational
leadership and followers' performance and organizational citizenship
behavior. Academy of Management Journal, 48(3), 420-432.

Wasti, S. A. (1999). Organizational commitment and collectivism: The case of turkey
(Unpublished doctoral thesis). University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign.

Weiner, B. (1979). A theory of motivation for some classroom experiences. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 71(1), 3-25.

Wiener, Y. (1982). Commitment in organizations: A normative view. Academy of
Management Review, 7(3), 418-428.

Winter, D. G., & Steward, A. J. (1978). Power motivation. In: H. London & J. Exner
(Eds), Dimensions of personality. New York: Wiley.

Wu, T. Y., Hsu, W. L., & Cheng, B. S. (2002). Expressing or suppressing anger:
Subordinate’s anger responses to supervisors’ authoritarian behaviors in a
Taiwan enterprise. Indigenous  Psychological Research in  Chinese
Societies, 18(3), 3-49.

Yukl, G. (1981).Leadership in Organizations, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey.

Yukl, G., & Van Fleet, D. D. (1992). Theory and research on leadership in
organizations. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of
industrial and organizational psychology (p. 147-197). Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Yun, S., Cox, J., & Sims, H. P. (2006). The forgotten follower: a contingency model
of leadership and follower self-leadership. Journal of Managerial Psychology,
21(4), 374-388.

Yiizbasioglu, N., & Dogan, O. (2018). Relationship between paternalistic leadership
and organizational commitment in hospitality industry: Case of Antalya,
Turkey. Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies, 7(1), 163-173.

Zhang, T., Wang, W. Y. C,, Lin, Y. C., & Tai, L. H. (2015). Understanding user
motivation for evaluating online content: a self-determination theory

perspective. Behaviour & Information Technology, 34(5), 479-491.

93



Zhu, W., Avolio, B. J., & Walumbwa, F. O. (2016). "Moderating role of follower
characteristics with transformational leadership and follower work
engagement™: Corrigendum. Group & Organization Management, 41(3), 407—
4009.

94



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

APPROVAL OF THE SOCIAL AND HUMANITIES ETHICS COMMITTEE
OF CANKAYA UNIVERSITY

Gazicwyn Unreanmtoni - (NIVERSITE ETIK
KURLLU
Tarike DTL2015

EIRTT. 000 S0 E (OH0MER1E

CANKAYA UNIVERSITES] I !!!L!!!U"lml

REKTORLUK,

Sayt @ BO2B1RT7-050.99
Konu  : Etik Kurul Raporu

FEN EDEBIYAT FAKULTESI DEKANLIGINA

flgi  :09.10.2019 tarihli ve 76373433-605.01/00000046359 sayil yaz1.

Fakiilteniz Psikoloji Béliimii &gretim Giyesi Dog. Dr. Ash GONCU KOSE'nin damsman
oldugu “Relationships between Leadership Styles, Follower MNeeds, Multifactor Work
Motivations and Organizational Commitment: A Mediated Model” adh viksek lisans tez
arastirmasinin etik ilkelere olan uygunlugunun degerlendirilmesi talebi, Universitemiz Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yaym Etifi Kurulu tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve uygun gériilmiistiir.

Bilgilerinizi ve ilgilive bilgi verilmesini rica ederim.

g-imzahidir
Prof. Dr. Can COGUN
Rektir

Ek: 21.10.2019 tarih ve 207 sayih Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Kurulu Proje Onay Formu

95



APPENDIX B

THE STUDY SURVEY

Sayin katilimci,

e Bu anket Cankaya Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii Sosyal/Orgiitsel
Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Selinay Civit tarafindan
ylriitiilen bitirme tezi kapsamindadir. S6z konusu tez ¢alismasinin amaci,
¢alisanlarin ise ve amirlerine yonelik diisiince, tutum ve algilarinin
¢alisma ortaminda gosterdikleri davranislara olan etkilerini
arastirmaktir.

e Bu arastirmaya katiliminiz goniilliidiir.

e Anketin cevaplanmasinda siire sinirlamasi yoktur; ancak anketin
doldurulmasi, yaklasik 12-15 dakika siirmektedir.

e Liitfen her soruyu dikkatle okuyunuz ve hicbir soruyu yanitsiz
birakmayiniz. Bos birakilan maddelerin oldugu anketler gecersiz
sayilacaktir.

e Higbir sorunun dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Sizin ictenlikle
vereceginiz cevaplar bizim i¢in en yararl olanlardir.

e Anketten elde edilecek kisisel bilgiler, yalnizca bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilacak, kesinlikle higbir kisi veya kurumla paylasilmayacaktir.

e Calismamiza yaptiginiz katki bizim icin cok degerlidir. Bu anketi
doldurmak i¢in zaman ayirdiginiz icin tegekkiir ederiz.
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BOLUM: 1

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davramslarla ilgili tammmlar yer
almaktadir. Dogrudan bagh oldugunuz yoneticinizi diisiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan
her bir tanimla ilgili goriisiiniizii verilen dl¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim | Katihyoru | Kesinlikle
Katilmyorum m Katiliyoru
m

1. Calisanlarina kars1 bir aile biiyiigii (baba/anne veya agabey/abla) gibi
davranir.

2. Caliganlarini disaridan gelen elestirilere karsi korur.

3. Calisanlarin1 yakindan (6rn., kisisel sorunlar, aile yasantisi vs.) tanimaya
Onem verir.

4. Calisanlarina bir aile biiyiigii gibi 6giit verir.

5. Calisanlarina kars: tatli-serttir.

6. Isyerinde aile ortanu yaratmaya 6nem verir.

7. Caliganlariyla iliskilerinde duygusal tepkiler gdsterir; seving, liziinti,
kizginlik gibi duygularini disa vurur.

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

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

10. Isle ilgili her konunun kontrolii altinda ve bilgisi dahilinde olmasni ister.

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

12. Gerektiginde, galisanlar1 adina, onaylarini almaksizin bir seyler
yapmaktan ¢cekinmez.

13. Calisanlariyla bire bir iligki kurmak onun i¢in ¢ok énemlidir.

14. Ihtiyaglari oldugu zaman, ¢alisanlarina is dist konularda (6rn., ev kurma,
cocuk okutma, saglik vs.) yardim etmeye hazirdir.
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1

2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle
Katilmyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim

Katiliyoru
m

Kesinlikle
Katiliyoru
m

15. Calisanlarina gosterdigi ilgi ve alakaya karsilik, onlardan baglilik ve

sadakat bekler.

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

17. Caligsanlarinin gelisimini yakindan takip eder.

18. Calisanlar1 i¢in neyin en iyi oldugunu bildigine inanir.

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

20. Calisanlarinda sadakate, performansa verdiginden daha fazla 6nem verir.

21. Isle ilgili konularda ¢alisanlarinin fikrini sorar, ama son karar1 kendisi

Verir.

BOLUM: 2
Liitfen

asagidaki

ifadeleri

degerlendirirken

13

su anki

isinizle  ilgili

gosterdiginiz/gostereceginiz gayretin nedenlerini” diisiiniiniiz ve asagidaki 7 basamakh
olcegi kullanarak degerlendiriniz. Her bir madde icin, 6l¢ekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan
ifadenin iizerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yazimz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Katilmiyoru Biraz Kararsizim Biraz Katiliyoru Kesinli
Katilmiyor m Katilmiyoru Katiliyoru m kle
um m m Katiliyo
rum

SU ANKI iSINiZI YAPMAYA NEDEN GAYRET
GOSTERIYORSUNUZ/GOSTERIRSINiIZ?

1. Gostermiyorum, ¢linkii isimde zamanimi gergekten bosa harcadigimi

hissediyorum.

2. Bagkalarinin (6rnegin, amirim/y6neticim, meslektaglarim, ailem, miisteriler)
onayini almak igin.

3. Isimde yeterince caba gosterirsem isverenim, ydneticim, vb. tarafindan maddi
olarak odiillendirilecegim igin.

4. Ciinkii kendime bu isi yapabilecegimi kanitlamak zorundayim.

5. Ciinkii kisisel olarak bu is i¢in gayret géstermenin énemli oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Katilmiyoru Biraz Kararsizim Biraz Katiliyoru | Kesinli
Katilmiyor m Katilmiyoru Katiliyoru m kle
um m m Katihiyo
rum

6. Clinkil isimi yaparken egleniyorum.

7. Cok az gayret gosteriyorum ¢iinkii bu isin caba harcamaya deger bir is
oldugunu diistinmiiyorum.

8. Bagkalarinin (6rnegin, amirim/y6neticim, meslektaslarim, ailem, miisteriler)
bana daha fazla saygi duymalart igin.

9. Isimde yeterince caba gdsterirsem isverenim, yoneticim, vb. tarafindan isimi
kaybetmemem garanti altina alinacagi igin.

10. Ciinkii boyle yapmak kendimle gurur duymamu sagliyor.

11. Ciinkii bu ise ¢aba harcamak, benim kisisel degerlerimle ortiistiyor.

12. Ciinkii isimde yaptiklarim heyecan vericidir.

13. Bu isi neden yaptigimi bilmiyorum, manasiz bir is.

14. Baskalar1 (6rnegin, amirim/yoneticim, meslektaglarim, ailem, miisteriler)
tarafindan elestirilmekten ka¢inmak igin.

15. Isimde yeterince caba gdstermezsem, isimi kaybetme riskine girecegim igin.

16. Ciinkii aksi takdirde kendimden utanirdim.

17. Clinkii bu ise ¢aba harcamak bana anlamli geliyor

18. Ciinkii yaptigim is ilgingtir.

19. Ciinkii aksi takdirde kendimi kotii hissederdim.
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BOLUM: 3

Liitfen dogrudan bagh bulundugunuz yoéneticinizin asagidaki ifadelerde yer alan
davranislar1 ne ol¢ciide sergiledigini degerlendirin. Her bir davramsi ayr olarak diisiiniin
ve amiriniz hakkindaki genel goriislerinizin, belirtilen davrams Kkonusundaki

degerlendirmelerinizi yamiltmasina izin vermeyin.
DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUNUZ YONETICINIZ...

1 2 3 4 5
Hicbir zaman Arada bir Bazen Oldukea s1k Her zaman
olmasa da,
cok sik

1. Onemli varsayimlarin uygun olup olmadigini sorgulamak icin onlari
tekrar inceler.

2. Onem verdigi degerleri ve ilkeleri agiklar.

3. Sorunlarin ¢oziimiinde farkli bakis agilari arar.

4. Gelecek hakkinda iyimser konusur.

5. Kendisiyle ¢alismaktan gurur duymanizi saglar.

6. Basarilmasi1 gerekenler hakkinda coskulu konusur.

7. Guglii bir ama¢ duygusuna sahip olmanin 6nemini vurgular.

8. Ogretmeye ve yetistirmeye zaman harcar.

9. Grubun 1yiligi icin kendi ¢ikarlarini bir kenara birakir.

10. Size sadece grubun bir iiyesi olarak degil bir birey olarak davranir.

11. Sayginizi1 kazanacak sekilde hareket eder.

12. Kararlarin ahlaki ve etik sonuglarini1 géz oniine alir.

13. Giig ve giiven duygusu sergiler

14. Cekici bir gelecek vizyonunu agikca ifade eder.

15. Sizi bagkalarindan farkli gereksinimleri, yetenekleri ve beklentileri
olan bir birey olarak dikkate alir.

16. Sorunlara bir¢ok farkli agidan bakmanizi saglar.

17. Giglii yonlerinizi gelistirmeniz i¢in yardim eder.

18. Verilen gorevlerin nasil tamamlanmasi gerektigi konusunda yeni
yollar 6nerir.

19. Ortak bir misyon duygusuna sahip olmanin énemini vurgular.
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1 2 3 4 5
Hicbir zaman Arada bir Bazen Oldukea s1k Her zaman
olmasa da,
¢cok s1k

20. Amaglarin gercgeklestirilecegine dair glivenini ifade eder.

BOLUM: 4

Birazdan okuyaca@iniz ifadeler, isyerinizde deneyimlediginiz baz hislerle ilgilidir. Liitfen
ciimleleri dikkatlice okuyarak soz konusu ifadeye ne ol¢iide katildigimiz, ilgili kutucuktaki
un olani yuvarlak icine alarak belirtiniz.

rakamlardan size uy

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum | Kararsizim Katiliyoru Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum m Katiliyorum

1. Kendimi isyerimdeki kisilere cok da yakin hissetmiyorum.

2. Isimde kendimi tam anlamiyla yeterli hissetmiyorum.

3. Isimde kendim olabildigimi hissediyorum.

4. Isyerimde, benim igin gercekten 6nemli olan konular hakkinda insanlarla
konusabiliyorum.

5. Isimde yeterli oldugumu hissediyorum.

6. Segme sansim olsaydi, iglerimi daha farkli yapardim.

7. Isyerimde, bir grubun parcasi oldugumu hissedebiliyorum.

8. Isimdeki gérevlerime tam anlamiyla hakimim.

9. Is arkadaslarimlayken sik sik kendimi yalmz hissediyorum.

10. isimi hakkiyla yerine getirebildigimden emin degilim.

11. isimi, en iyi nasil yapilacagina inaniyorsam o sekilde yapmakta 6zgiir
oldugumu hissediyorum.

12. Isimde en zor gérevleri bile basarabilecegimi hissediyorum.

13. Isyerimdeki insanlarla gergek anlamda kaynastigim sdylenemez.

14. Iste, sik sik baska insanlarin emirlerini yerine getirmek zorunda oldugumu
hissediyorum.
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15. Birlikte calistigim kisilerden bazilar1 yakin arkadagimdir.

16. Isyerimde yapmak zorunda oldugum isler, gercekten yapmayi istedigim
islerle uyumlu ve benzerdir.

17. Isimde yaptigim seylerde iyiyim.

18. Isimde, yapmak istemedigim seyleri yapmaya zorlandigimi hissediyorum.

BOLUM: 5

Asagida, is hayatinda yoneticilerin sergiledigi davranmislarla ilgili tammmlar yer almaktadir.
Dogrudan bagh oldugunuz yoneticinizi diisiindiigiiniizde, asagida yer alan her bir
davramis1 ne sikhikta gerceklestirdigi ile ilgili goriisiiniizii verilen 5 basamakh olcegi
kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde icin, 6l¢ekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin
iizerindeki rakami maddenin sonunda verilen siituna yazimz.

DOGRUDAN BAGLI BULUNDUGUNUZ YONETICINIZ...

1 2 3 4 5
Hicbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Cogunlukla Her zaman
zaman

1. Az ¢alisan elemanlarini daha ¢ok ¢alismalar i¢in tesvik eder

2. Elemanlariyla konusmadan onlarin gorevlerini degistirebilir.

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

4. Elemanlarinin neyi nasil yapmalar1 gerektigi konusunda ayrintili
kararlar verir.

5. Elemanlarina danmismadan hareket etmez

6. Elemanlarinin aldiklan kararlardan kendisini haberdar etmelerini ister

7. Bir konuda geri adim atmaya karsi ¢ikar.

8. Degisikliklere aciktir.

9. Koétii yapilan isleri elestirir

10. Elemanlarinin 6nerilerini hayata gegirir

11. Elemanlarindan varolan standartlara harfi harfine uymalarini ister
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5

1 2 3 4
Hicbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Cogunlukla
Zaman

Her zaman

12. Elemanlarina ayricaliklar yapar.

13. Onemli konularda harekete gegmeden 6nce elemanlarmin onayini alir.

14. Iste kendi fikirlerini dener

15. Tek tek kisiler yerine bir davranisi elestirir.

16. Kurallarindan taviz vermez bir sekilde yonetir.

17. Sorgulanmaya izin vermez bir tarzda konusur.

18. Biitiin bir birimin iyiligi i¢in elemanlarindan fedakarlikta
bulunmalarini ister.

19. Davranislariin nedenini agiklamayi reddeder

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

21. Elemanlariyla fikir ayriliklar1 oldugunda kendi fikirlerinden
vazgecebilir.

22. Verilen iglerin zamaninda bitirilmesi gerektigini dzellikle belirtir

23. Her seyin kendi istedigi sekilde yapilmasi i¢in 1srar eder.

24. Elemanlarinin her birine ayr1 gorevler verir.

25. Elemanlarinin yapabileceklerinden daha fazla is ister.

26. Elemanlariyla yalnizca daha 6nceden tayin edilmis zamanlarda
toplantilar yapar.

27. Bagkalarimin hosuna gitmese de elemanlarinin haklarini savunur.

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

29. Degisime yonelik onerilerden hoslanmaz.
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5

1 2 3 4
Hicbir zaman Nadiren Zaman Cogunlukla
Zaman

Her zaman

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

31. Elemanlarina kendisiyle esitlermis gibi davranir.

32. Sorunlara yeni yaklagimlar getirir.

33. Elemanlarina kisisel problemlerinde yardimci olur

34. Elemanlarii normal siireden (mesai disinda) daha fazla ¢aligmalari
konusunda tesvik eder.

35. Elemanlarinin yaptiklarini destekler.

36. Elemanlarimin miimkiin oldugunca ¢ok ¢alismalarini saglar.

37. Yeni fikirleri kabul etmekte agir davranir.

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

39. Islerin alistimisin disinda yapilmasina karsi ¢ikar

40. Elemanlarmin yeni fikirler {iretmeleri i¢in sabirla bekler.

BOLUM: 6

Asagida isinize yonelik tutumlarimzla ilgili cesitli ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen,
asagidaki her maddeyi dikkatlice okuduktan sonra o maddede yer alan ifadeye ne
derecede katildigimiz1 asagidaki 7 basamakh 6l¢egi kullanarak belirtiniz. Her bir madde
icin, dlcekte goriisiiniize en uygun olan ifadenin iizerindeki rakam1 maddenin sonunda

verilen siituna yazinmiz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Biraz Kararsizim Biraz Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyoru Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum

m

Buradaki igimi kendi 6zel isim gibi hissediyorum.

hi¢ olmazsa biliyorum.

Baska bir kurumun ¢alistigim kurumdan daha iyi olacagimin garantisi yok, burayi

olmaz.

Benim i¢in avantajli olsa da ¢alistigim kurumdan su anda ayrilmam dogru
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Calistigim kuruma kendimi duygusal olarak bagli hissetmiyorum.

Caligtigim kurum igin bu kadar ¢ok fedakarlik yapmamis olsaydim, baska bir

yerde ¢aligmay1 diisiinebilirdim.

Buradaki insanlara kars1 yiikiimliiliik hissettigim i¢cin kurumumdan su an

ayrilmazdim.

Calistigim kurumuma karsi giiclii bir aidiyet hissetmiyorum.

Calistigim kurumdan ayrilip baska bir yerde sifirdan baglamak istemezdim.

Calistigim kurum maddi olarak zor durumda olsa bile, sonuna kadar kalirdim.

Calisgtigim kurumun amaglarini benimsiyorum.

Zaman gectikce ¢alistigim kurumdan ayrilmanin gittikge zorlastigini

hissediyorum.

Calistigim kurum sayesinde ekmek parasi kazaniyorum, karsiliginda sadakat

gostermeliyim.

Calistigim kurumun benim igin ¢ok 6zel bir anlami var.

Calistigim kurumdan ayrilirsam hayatim biiyiik dl¢tide alt st olur.

Calistigim kuruma ¢ok sey bor¢luyum.

Caligtigim kurumun bir ¢alisani olmanin gurur verici oldugunu diistinityorum.

Isteseydim bile su anda ¢alistigim kurumdan ayrilmak benim icin ¢ok zor olurdu.

Caligtigim kuruma sadakat gostermenin goérevim oldugunu diisliniiyorum.

Calistigim kurumun sorunlarini kendi sorunlarim gibi goriiyorum.

Yeni bir kuruma alismak benim i¢in zor olurdu.

Calistigim kurumda kalmak i¢in higbir yiikiimliiliik hissetmiyorum.

Kendimi kurumumda ailenin bir pargasi gibi hissediyorum.

Caligtigim kurumdan ayrilarak burada kurdugum kisisel iligkileri bozmam dogru

olmaz.

Calistigim kurumdan ayrilip birlikte ¢alistigim insanlar1 yari yolda birakmak

istemem.

Calistigim kurumdan simdi ayrilsam kendimi suglu hissederim.

BOLUM 7:

Cinsiyetinizz: O Erkek O Kadin  Yasimz:

Mesleginiz:

Kag yildir mevcut gorevinizde ¢calistyorsunuz? (1 yildan az ise liitfen ay olarak belirtiniz)
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Su anda bagh oldugunuz yoneticinizle kag¢ yildir birlikte ¢calistyorsunuz? (1 yildan az ise
liitfen ay olarak belirtiniz)

Su anki ¢alisma grubunuzda (siz dahil) yaklasik kag Kisi calismaktadir? kisi

Yoneticinizin Cinsiyeti:(J Erkek (J Kadin YoneticinizinYasi:

Cahstigimzsektor:

[l Kamu [ Bankacilik ve Finans
[l Hizli TiiketimMallar1 "I Insaat ve Malzeme
) Saglik 7] Medya
] Otomotiv [ Tekstil

Dayanikl Tiiketim Mallar Metal
T Egitim Hizmet

Gida Ilag

Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz) .........oouitiiiii e

Isiniz: 3 Yar1 zamanl (Part-time) O Tam zamanli (Full-time)
Kontrat tiiriiniiz: 3 S6zlesmeli O Kadrolu

Egitim diizeyiniz:(J Ilkogretim O Lise O Yiiksekokul (3 Universite [ Yiiksek
Lisans O Doktora

Calhistigimz kurum: O Cok uluslu bir kurumdur. O Cok ortakli yerli bir
kurumdur.

O Tek bir kisiye ait olan yerli bir kurumdur. O Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz)..................

ARASTIRMAMIZA SAGLADIGINIZ DEGERLI KATKI iCiN COK TESEKKUR
EDERIZ ©
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PERSONAL INFORMATION
Last name, Name: Civit, Selinay

Nationality: T.C.

BirthDate/Place: 25/07/1994, Bandirma
Telephone Number: +905388424439
E-mail: selinaycivit@gmail.com

EDUCATION
Degree Institution Graduation
year

Undergraduate Cankaya University 2016
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