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ABSTRACT 

The Dispositional and Contextual Determinants and Outcomes of Self-Leadership 

 

Self-leadership has emerged as an important theory to substitute for designated leaders. 

Current business environment requires organizations to be more flexible and adaptive 

towards change. Self-leadership offers an opportunity for organizations to become more 

responsive via utilizing the potential of every single employee. Studies that investigate 

the antecedents of self-leadership have generally gathered around dispositional factors 

and neglected the contextual influences. This research aims to fill this gap by 

conducting two sequential studies. The quantitative part focuses on transformational 

leadership and high-performance work systems as situational antecedents and on 

proactive personality as a dispositional antecedent of self-leadership. As outcomes, 

work engagement and organizational citizenship behavior are investigated. At the 

second part, in-depth interviews are conducted to broaden the set of possible 

antecedents and consequences of self-leadership. The results show that transformational 

leadership, high-performance work systems and proactive personality contribute 

significantly to self-leadership whereas self-leadership contributes to work engagement 

and organizational citizenship behavior via the mediating effect of self-efficacy. In the 

second study, it is also seen that in contexts that offer autonomy, recognition, trust, 

competition and distributive justice, the exertion of self-leadership strategies is 

facilitated. Also, increased productivity and self-confidence, and more effective time/ 

stress management are stated as other outcomes of self-leadership.
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ÖZET 

Öz-Liderliğin Kişisel ve Durumsal Öncülleri ve Sonuçları 

 

Öz-liderlik belirlenmiş liderleri ikame etmek amacıyla ortaya çıkmış bir teoridir. 

Günümüz iş dünyası organizasyonların daha esnek olmasını ve değişime uyum 

sağlayabilmesini gerektirmektedir. Öz-liderlik tek tek her çalışanın potansiyelinden 

faydalanarak organizasyonlara daha duyarlı olma fırsatı sunmaktadır.  Öz-liderliğin 

öncüllerini araştıran çalışmalar genellikle kişisel faktörler üzerinde yoğunlaşmış ve 

durumsal etkileri göz ardı etmiştir. Bu araştırma, birbirini takip eden iki çalışmayla 

bu eksikliği gidermeyi hedeflemektedir. Nicel kısımda, öz-liderliğin durumsal 

öncülleri olarak dönüşümsel liderlik ve yüksek performanslı iş sistemleri ve kişisel 

öncülleri olarak proaktif kişilik ele alınmaktadır. Sonuçları olarak ise işe tutkunluk 

ve örgütsel vatandaşlık davranışı incelenmektedir. İkinci kısımda ise, derinlemesine 

mülakatlar yapılarak öz-liderliğin olası öncülleri ve sonuçlarına yönelik küme 

genişletilmeye çalışılmıştır. Sonuçlara göre, dönüşümsel liderlik, yüksek 

performanslı iş sistemleri ve proaktif kişiliğin öz-liderlik üzerinde anlamlı bir katkısı 

bulunurken, öz-liderlik ise öz-yeterlik aracılığıyla işe tutkunluk ve örgütsel 

vatandaşlık davranışına katkı sağlamaktadır. İkinci çalışmada, otonomi, kabul 

görme, güven, rekabet ve dağıtımsal adalet sunan ortamlarda da öz-liderlik 

stratejilerinin uygulanmasının kolaylaştığı görülmüştür.  Ayrıca, artan verimlilik ve 

özgüven ve daha etkin zaman/ stres yönetimi de öz-liderliğin diğer sonuçları olarak 

belirtilmiştir.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Since the 1980s, an emerging concept that has grasped attention of organizational 

behavior scholars has been “self-leadership”.  Rooted in social learning theory (Bandura, 

1977), self-leadership has been proposed as an instrument for self-control and self-

influence in organizational setting (Manz, 1986).  

Organizations use supervision and control in order to identify appropriate 

behavior, to monitor and coordinate behaviors and to reward and punish accordingly 

(Lawler & Rhode, 1976). Control processes are supposed to involve application of 

rational and manageable mechanisms in order to influence employees to assure 

organizational goal-achievement (Manz, 1986).  Although these mechanisms have been 

considered as assurance for corporate success, this view has fallen short to grasp the 

notion that individuals have their own values, beliefs and self-control systems (Manz, 

1979; Manz, 1986). As organizational control systems have performance standards and 

evaluation mechanisms, individuals also have their own self-generated personal 

standards and self-evaluation mechanisms in order to reward or punish themselves 

(Bandura, 1977; Mahoney & Thoresen, 1974; Manz & Sims, 1980). Therefore 

organizational control systems fail to reach and shape individual action directly (Manz, 

1986). It means that individual self-control systems lie at the very heart of organizational 

control systems and the effect that organizational control systems brings about is 

determined by its interaction with individual self-control systems. Therefore, rather than 
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relying on external control, it is essential to recognize and facilitate employees’ self-

control systems (Manz, 1986). On the other hand, self-control and management do not 

necessarily mean “no external influence”. Self-management strategies are considered as 

behaviors that require reinforcement to assure maintenance (Kerr & Slocum, 1981; 

Manz & Sims, 1980; Thoresen & Mahoney, 1974). 

In this respect, determining the drivers and facilitators of self-management and 

self-leadership has become crucial for organizations to achieve envisioned 

organizational goals. This research, therefore, addresses these questions: “What are the 

contextual triggering mechanisms that activate and increase self-leadership skills of 

employees? Are there any dispositional factors that contribute to self-leadership?”. The 

aim is to identify the dispositional and context-dependent determinants of self-leadership 

and to explain the importance of this concept by referring to its anticipated outcomes.  

To answer these questions, a sequential mixed methodology was applied and two 

separate studies were conducted. The first study was conducted by survey method. It 

includes two models regarding different research questions. The second study was 

conducted via semi-structured in-depth interviews. Mixed methodological designs 

combine the use of both quantitative and quantitative methods in order to analyze data 

and are especially preferred in organizational research (Cameron, 2009). In this respect, 

with the help of this methodology, the results of both studies are expected to 

complement each other in order to gain a deeper understanding about the antecedents 

and consequences of self-leadership. 

Study 1 consists of the quantitative part of the research and is based on two 

models. Drawing on self-determination theory, transformational leadership and high-

performance work systems (HPWS) are expected to positively affect and facilitate self-
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leadership skills of employees. Through the satisfaction of psychological needs of the 

employees, these two variables are expected to contribute to self-leadership. On the 

other hand, proactive personality is expected to be a dispositional antecedent of self-

leadership. It means that employees who have proactive personality characteristics are 

expected to exert more self-leadership skills. Therefore, the purpose of the first model is 

to see if these variables help to stimulate self-leadership skills of employees and to see if 

contextual or dispositional factors are more likely to explain the variance in self-

leadership skills. 

In the second model, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and work 

engagement are introduced as possible outcomes of self-leadership and the effect of self-

leadership on these anticipated outcomes are investigated. In these relationships, self-

leadership is expected to contribute to OCB and work engagement through enhanced 

self-efficacy. In this respect, the mediator role of self-efficacy is also investigated. 

After that, Study 2 is conducted to find out other possible antecedents/ blockers 

and outcomes of self-leadership through in-depth interviews. Through this study, it is 

expected to open up future research directions for scholars and to deepen and 

complement the findings of Study1.  

The research questions addressed in this thesis are summarized below. 

 

RQ1. What are the contextual determinants of self-leadership? Can an external 

leadership style (transformational leadership) facilitate self-leadership skills? 

RQ2. Can a systemic construct, namely high-performance work systems, facilitate self-

leadership? 

RQ3. Is there a relationship between proactive personality and self-leadership? 
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RQ4. How does self-leadership affect employee outcomes (Organizational citizenship 

behavior, work engagement)? 

RQ5: What other contextual factors can contribute to/ hinder self-leadership skills? 

 

Leadership styles that emphasize participation of employees are considered as 

necessary tools in facilitating self-leadership, because, this kind of leaders allow 

employees to exercise influence over work processes (Stewart, Courtright, & Manz , 

2011). Especially transformational leadership has been proposed as a leadership style 

that can enhance self-leadership by encouraging employees to think independently, to 

develop their own ideas, and to critically question their results (Andressen, Konradt, & 

Neck, 2012); but the research over the effect of an external leader is very limited. On the 

other hand, self-leadership research has been intertwined with individual and team level 

drivers of self-leadership, but, at the organizational level, the research comprises of only 

training and reward systems. Training and the structure of reward systems have been 

shown to affect the use of self-leadership strategies (Stewart et al., 2011). In this respect, 

this research aims to provide a more general framework that integrates training, reward 

systems, job descriptions, participation, mobility etc. and proposes high-performance 

work systems (HPWS) as a possible facilitator of self-leadership. 

In terms of dispositional factors, studies related with self-leadership have been 

conducted around Big-Five Personality Traits. First hypothesized by Williams (1997) 

and later empirically investigated by Houghton and colleagues (2004), self-leadership is 

shown to be correlated with extraversion and conscientiousness of the Big Five 

Personality Traits. A more recent study conducted by Furtner and Rauthmann (2010) 

implied a relationship between self-leadership and traits of extraversion and openness to 
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experience. This area still lacks research about different personality traits’ effects on 

self-leadership. Therefore, it is claimed that, proactive personality can be a determinant 

of self-leadership skills. Proactive personality and self-leadership operate according to 

the same rationale; controlling the external environment. Therefore; it is expected that, 

individuals who have proactive personality, will be more likely to exert self-leadership 

skills. 

Another area of contribution is job outcomes. Although the main interest is to 

identify the drivers of self-leadership, showing why this concept is so vital is another 

area of interest. Therefore, we propose that, self-leadership will have a positive effect on 

job outcomes such as work engagement and OCB. Previous research has shown that 

self-leadership is positively related to productivity, job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment and career success (Stewart et al., 2011). Taking that further, this research 

aims to see if different positive job outcomes are affected by self-leadership. In a parallel 

fashion, other positive job behaviors such as engagement and OCB are also expected to 

increase with the use of self-leadership skills. In this respect, with the help of this 

conceptualization, it is planned to make contribution to the job outcomes literature, too. 

 Besides these, with the help of the interviews conducted, it is aimed to see 

whether the answers of the participants provide additional insights to the first study. In 

addition to that, other factors that can complement the findings of the first study are 

investigated in order to gain a deeper understanding of possible contextual determinants, 

inhibitors and outcomes of self-leadership. 

 This dissertation includes five chapters. In Chapter 2, the history of self-

leadership theory and relevant literature on the concept will be presented. In Chapter 3, 

the quantitative part of the research will be introduced. First of all, the other variables of 
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interest that are investigated through the quantitative study- Study 1 will be explained 

briefly. Afterwards, the theoretical framework and hypotheses development will be 

presented and research models of Study 1 will be introduced. The methodology and 

sample characteristics will be discussed, and finally, data analyses and hypotheses 

testing for the research models will be given. In Chapter 4, the qualitative part is 

explained. The methodology and sample characteristics for the qualitative study- Study 

2 will be given alongside the results. Finally, in Chapter 5, the findings and limitations 

of both studies will be discussed and implications will be mentioned along with future 

research directions.    
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CHAPTER 2 

SELF-LEADERSHIP 

 

 

In this chapter, the historical development of self-leadership will be summarized and the 

theoretical foundations will be given.  

 

2.1  Historical development of self-leadership 

 

With the beginning of the 21th century, organizations have started to face the challenges 

of a complex, dynamic environment more harshly. Global competition, economic crises, 

changing technologies and market structures have put strong demands on organizations 

in terms of flexibility and innovation. In an uncertain and turbulent setting, organizations 

need to adopt highly flexible structures in order to survive. The flatter the organization 

is, the higher is the capability of the organization to cope with the requirements of the 

volatile, ambiguous environmental dynamics. In this respect, organizations have started 

to search for ways of facilitating creativity and innovation, and flatter organizational 

structures, decentralized decision-making processes and increased delegation have 

gained vital attention. As Hamel and Prahalad (2002) mention, hierarchies hinder 

initiation and creativity; and, therefore, it is impossible to empower subordinates under 

vertical organizational structures.  

As stated by Deci and Ryan (1987), individuals have needs regarding self-

determination and autonomy. With the help of decentralized and flat organizational 

structures, individuals are enabled to increase their autonomy, intrinsic motivation, and, 
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through that, their performance. Intrinsic motivation is shown to have a positive impact 

on work outcomes such as creativity (e.g., Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, & Tighe, 1994; 

Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004); performance (e.g., Callahan, Brownlee, Brtek, & Tosi, 

2003; Catley & Duda, 1997; Creasoli & Ford, 2014; Lin, McKeachie, &Kim, 2003; 

Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 2004; Wang & Guthrie, 2004); affective 

commitment (e.g., Ganesan & Weitz, 1996); and negative impact on turnover intentions 

(e.g., Houkes, Janssen, de Jonge, & Nijhuis, 2001; Richer, Blanchard, & Vallerand,  

2002). Therefore, organizations that have horizontal structures and practices supporting 

decentralization can enhance the intrinsic motivation of employees which in return 

brings about strategic advantage for the organization itself. 

This new orientation of organizations has led to new challenges regarding the 

expected leader behavior. The lateralization of organizational structures put different 

demands on the management side requiring a change in leadership style. When the 

evolution of leadership theories is considered, it can be seen that, every theory has been 

developed as a response to the conditions and requirements of the day. For example, in 

the beginning of the 20th century, there was a strict control culture between the 

employers and employees via the effects of Scientific Management. Scientific 

Management mainly focused on the separation of workers and managers in terms of 

responsibility and was used as a way to ensure productivity through command and 

control chains. In this respect, it attributed the top-down control role to the leader. 

Whereas Scientific Management took place in the USA, in Europe, similar approaches 

were held by different scholars. Henri Fayol and Max Weber, differentiating in their 

contributions to management science, agreed on something; leadership was a top-down 

process (Pearce & Manz, 2005). All theories of leadership developed in this era 
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coincided with this understanding. The Great-Man Theory, trait theories of leadership, 

they all determined a set of personality characteristics or sources of power which defined 

the role and success of the leader, leading to a romanticized conception of leadership 

(Meindl, Ehrlich, & Dukerich, 1985). The perfect outcome was dependent on the 

attributes of the leader and the leader could save or fail all. 

Since the 1980s, new leadership approaches such as charismatic leadership and 

transformational leadership have grasped attention of scholars. The idea behind these 

heroic leadership models was that, the leader could inspire the followers, and, with the 

help of the vision created, the organization could be able to survive in turbulent times. 

The problem with these heroic models of leadership was that; it focused on just one side 

of the dyadic, reciprocal relationship between the leader and followers. It idealized and 

exaggerated the behavior of the leader and neglected the potential of the followers. 

(Furtner & Baldegger, 2013) The highly creative and innovative employee behavior 

could not be achieved through the use of classical, established leadership approaches.  

As an attempt to overcome this shortcoming, in 1990s and 2000s, post-heroic 

leadership models were introduced. The main difference of this approach was that it 

concentrated on both sides of the leader-follower relationship and emphasized the 

knowledge and development potential of the followers. Empowering leadership, shared 

leadership and self-leadership have emerged as the basic milestones of this approach. 

The behavior associated with these styles of leadership was the distribution of power and 

knowledge, and procurement of more autonomy for the followers. The role of the leader 

turned into a mentoring function rather than a symbol of power.  With the help of this 

post-heroic movement, the organizations have become more capable of enhancing the 
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creativity and innovation required for them to survive in today’s fluxional business 

environment.  

  In line with this, research has shown that, recently, organizations have displayed 

a tendency to increase autonomy (Wood, Stride, Wall, & Cleg, 2004). Contributing to 

the development of employees has helped to disseminate knowledge more easily, reduce 

response time and increase efficiency by cutting costs (Pearce & Manz, 2005). 

Participatory management activities and delegation have become vital for being flexible. 

In this respect, self-leadership offers potential for application in today’s fluxional 

business world for organizations to survive and gain a competitive edge (Houghton & 

Yoho, 2005).   

 In the following section, the meaning and conceptualization of self-leadership is 

introduced and its dimensions are explained. 

 

2.2  Self-leadership 

 

As the studies over leadership increased, the importance of effective leadership and its 

outcomes have grasped attention of scholars. Compared to other leadership theories, a 

more recent theory, “self-leadership”, has been proposed to reevaluate the concept of 

leadership. First defined by Manz (1986), self-leadership is conceptualized as the 

process of motivating one’s self in order to foster organizational and individual 

performance (Tabak, Sığrı, & Türkoz, 2013). The aim is to enable people to manage and 

control themselves. Hereby, the organization will be operating on a more lateral system 

that encourages autonomy and empowerment. It has its roots in “self-management” 

concept and is proposed as a “substitute for leadership” in this sense that, self-leading 
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individuals may not need to be supervised or controlled; they control and regulate 

themselves. It is a process whereby individuals direct and motivate themselves in order 

to perform the required tasks (Manz, 1986; Manz & Neck, 2004). 

 First coined by Kerr and Jermier (1978), “substitutes for leadership” theory 

asserts that situational factors may substitute for leadership. Some organizational factors 

such as job design or follower characteristics such as ability may replace the role of the 

leader and reinforce individual action. The main difference of the theory is that it 

recognizes the importance of the followers, demolishes the exaggerated role of the 

leader and explains why sometimes leaders fail. From a social learning theory 

perspective, Manz and Sims (1980) suggest that reinforcements such as environmental 

cues or rewards have an influence on employee behavior, and, if these reinforcements 

are not directed by the leader, then they can be referred to as substitutes for leadership. 

In this respect, when an individual is capable of establishing self-reinforcement 

mechanisms, then, this self-influence can also be regarded as a substitute for leadership. 

Therefore, self-management or self-leadership is also a substitute for leadership (Manz 

& Sims, 1980).  

Effective leaders, first, have to lead themselves in order to be influential over 

others (Further & Baldegger, 2013). Therein, self-leadership is defined as a self-

influencing process to increase personal effectiveness (Neck & Manz, 2010). More 

specifically, self-leadership is conceptualized as “a process through which individuals 

control their own behavior, influencing and leading themselves through the use of 

specific sets of behavioral and cognitive strategies” (Neck & Houghton, 2006, p.270).  

 In literature, self-leadership strategies are classified under three headings; 

behavior-focused strategies, natural reward strategies and constructive thought pattern 
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strategies (Manz & Neck, 2004; Manz & Sims, 2001; Prussia, Anderson, & Manz, 

1998).  

Behavior-focused strategies involve the self-regulation of behavior to increase 

self-awareness and to facilitate positive behaviors to complete necessary but unpleasant 

tasks and to suppress behaviors that may lead to failure (Houghton, Bonham, Neck, & 

Singh, 2004; Neck & Houghton, 2006). These strategies include self-observation, self-

goal setting, self-cueing, self-reward and self-punishment (Manz & Neck, 2004). Self-

observation includes increasing one’s self-awareness in order to eliminate ineffective or 

unproductive behaviors and it helps to identify why and when an individual engages in 

certain kind of behaviors (Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1978, 1979; Manz & Sims, 1980; Manz 

& Neck, 2004). With the help of this information, one can define behavior-altering goals 

for himself/herself and this process is referred as self-goal setting (Manz, 1986; Manz & 

Neck, 2004; Manz a& Sims, 1980). Self-set goals and self-set rewards enable 

individuals to put more effort into what they are doing and these kind of challenging 

goals are stated to have a positive effect on performance levels (Mahoney & Arnkoff, 

1978, 1979; Manz & Sims, 1980; Manz & Neck, 2004; Locke & Latham, 1990). Self-

rewards act as motivating mechanisms that help the individual to concentrate on an 

unpleasant task. Self-punishment refers to a self-correcting feedback that helps an 

individual to examine his/her failures and to reshape behaviors leading to this 

consequence. The last behavior-focused strategy, self-cueing refers to concrete, external 

mechanisms such as notes, posters etc. that help to encourage constructive behaviors and 

to reduce destructive ones while keeping attention on goal achievement (Manz & Neck, 

2004; Manz & Sims, 1980, 2001). 
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Natural reward strategies help to seek out situations that enable the individual to 

be motivated by the inherently enjoyable facets of the task (Manz & Neck, 2004; Manz 

& Sims, 2001). These are comprised of two strategies: integrating more enjoyable 

features to a task or shifting attention from unpleasant features to pleasant features. 

These strategies both help to perceive the task as naturally rewarding (Manz & Neck, 

2004; Manz & Sims, 2001). These strategies are also conceptualized as drivers of 

feelings of competence and self-determination which are associated with intrinsic 

motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  

 The third group, constructive thought pattern strategies, refers to the creation and 

maintenance of habitual thinking patterns that aim to facilitate future performance (Neck 

& Houghton, 2006; Houghton et al., 2004). These strategies consist of identification and 

replacement of dysfunctional beliefs and assumptions, mental imagery and positive self-

talk. Individuals should evaluate their own thought patterns to find out beliefs and 

assumptions hindering their future performance and negative self-talk should be 

eliminated, replacing it with positive, encouraging internal dialogues. What is meant by 

mental imagery is the envisioning of a successful future performance (Neck & 

Houghton, 2006). It is claimed that when individuals envision successful outcomes, it is 

more likely for them to achieve this pre-envisioned performance level when confronted 

with the actual task (Manz & Neck, 2004). 

 So far, research has mainly concentrated on the relationships between personality 

and self-leadership. As stated before, Houghton and colleagues (2004) have shown that 

self-leadership is correlated with extraversion and conscientiousness of the Big Five 

Personality Traits and Furtner and Rauthmann (2010) have found a relationship between 

self-leadership and traits of extraversion and openness to experience. As a part of the 
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research between self-leadership and personality factors, the dark triad (narcissism, 

Machiavellianism, and psychopathy) was also investigated. It was found that narcissism 

had the strongest correlation with self-leadership (Furtner, Rauthman & Sachse, 2011).  

 To see the effect of self-leadership on job outcomes, many studies, both 

conceptually and empirically, explored the effect self-leadership on performance and 

showed that self-leadership had a positive impact on performance (e.g. Godwin, Neck, 

& Houghton, 1999; Neck & Manz, 1992; Prussia, et al., 1998). As part of the research 

over other outcomes, self-leadership has been shown to contribute positively to career 

success (Murphy & Ensher, 2001), self-efficacy (Latham & Frayne, 1989; Prussia et al., 

1998), and job satisfaction (Neck & Manz, 1996; Batt & Applebaum, 1995; Uhl-Bien & 

Graen, 1998).  

 Within the framework of this research, self-leadership is considered as both an 

antecedent and an outcome and the subject of interest is to find out some of the possible 

determinants and outcomes of this construct. 
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CHAPTER 3 

STUDY 1- QUANTITATIVE EXPLORATION OF DETERMINANTS  

AND OUTCOMES OF SELF-LEADERSHIP 

 

 

This chapter is based on the quantitative part of the research- Study 1. Study 1 includes 

the testing of two models that investigate some antecedents and outcomes of self-

leadership.  In this respect, first, the anticipated antecedents (transformational 

leadership, HPWS, proactive personality) and outcomes (work engagement, OCB) will 

be briefly defined.  Afterwards, a theoretical explanation for the expected relationships 

will be provided. The effect of 1) transformational leadership, 2) high performance work 

systems (HPWS), and 3) proactive personality on self-leadership will be discussed. 

Afterwards, the relationships between self-leadership and its impact on job outcomes 1) 

work engagement, and 2) organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) will be analyzed. 

The logic behind the expected relationships will be explained with regard to self-

determination theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci, 2000) on which the framework of the thesis 

is rested upon. Accordingly, the hypotheses regarding these connections will be 

formulated and the research models will be presented. After that, the design of the 

research instruments, sampling procedure, data collection process and sample 

characteristics for Study 1 will be given. Reliability and validity of the measures will 

also be presented. Lastly, the hypothesized relationships will be tested. 
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3.1  Literature review  

 

3.1.1  Transformational leadership 

 

Over the past decade, there have been many leadership theories that have grasped 

attention of researchers and practitioners. Some of these theories have emerged as 

cornerstones of leadership literature while others have vanished or lost significance over 

time. One of these highly established theories is the transformational leadership theory. 

Transformational leadership, in line with what its name suggests, is concerned 

with activating a transformation within the organization. It involves altering minds, 

beliefs and values, illustrating and clarifying vision and purpose, and initiating change. 

(Lewis, 1996) 

Although it has been mistaken for charismatic leadership, the fact that 

transformational leadership is not solely concerned with personal transaction, but rather 

with an idea of shared mission, charisma constitutes only a sub-dimension of 

transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). This mission is basically built upon the 

development of followers in a way that enables the transformation of followers to make 

them self-reliant and independent. 

According to Avolio and Bass (1995), transformational leadership can be 

conceptualized under four dimensions; or four leadership skills; namely, idealized 

influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration. 

Idealized Influence means that leaders become role models for the followers. The 

followers, in a way, idealize their leaders and feel trust, admiration and respect towards 
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them increasing the leader’s ability to influence and the followers’ tolerance to accept 

change. Inspirational Motivation refers to what the leaders make to inspire followers to 

achieve both personal and organizational goals. The leader clearly communicates 

expectations that followers should meet and demonstrates commitment to goals and the 

shared vision (Avolio & Bass, 2002). Intellectual Stimulation refers to the stimulation of 

followers’ efforts in order to make them more innovative and creative. Followers are 

encouraged to try new approaches and their ideas are not criticized if they differ from 

the leaders’ ideas (Avolio & Bass, 2002). Individualized Consideration means treating 

followers as individuals and not just as members of a group (Dionne, Yammarino, 

Atwater, & Spangler, 2004). Leader supports and pays attentions to the needs of the 

followers while encouraging them to reach their full potential. 

Within the scope of this research, a transformational leadership style is 

considered as a potential antecedent of increased self-leadership in followers.  

 

3.1.2  High-performance work systems  

 

As stated before, in current business environment, technological capabilities, innovation 

capacity and efficiency are not satisfactory to gain a competitive edge. The 

organizations’ human resources play a crucial role to determine competitive advantage 

(Pfeffer, 1994) and the practices implemented by human resources departments have 

gained vital importance. Some organizations adopt high-performance work systems 

(HPWS) in order to achieve higher employee satisfaction and commitment. 

 High-performance work systems are considered as practices that are 

implemented to improve individuals’ performance opportunities and motivations 
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(Bozkurt, Ertemsir, & Bal, 2014). The aim is to stimulate employees’ skills and efforts 

(Datta, Guthrie, & Wright, 2005). These systems are regarded as a way to promote 

employee commitment and autonomy by offering encouraging practices such as 

participation in decision-making, training opportunities and information sharing (Lee & 

Bang, 2012). These practices are considered as a tool for improved performance and 

motivation, and, in return, as a way to competitive advantage (Becker & Huselid, 1998).  

 Scholars have identified different conceptualizations of HPWS. For example, 

according to Pfeffer (1998), HPWS consists of seven dimensions; employment security, 

selective hiring of new personnel, self-managed teams and decentralization of decision 

making, high compensation contingent on organizational performance, extensive 

training, reduced distinctions and barriers and extensive sharing of financial and 

performance information throughout the organization (Lee & Bang, 2012).  The 

common themes or dimensions mentioned in previous research are selective staffing, 

extensive training, performance-contingent incentive compensation systems, benefits, 

commitment to employee development and flexible job assignments (e.g. Datta et al., 

2005; Huselid, 1995; Guthrie, 2001; Wood & Wall, 2002; Arthur, 1994; Pfeffer, 1994). 

The consensus over these common themes implies that it is theoretically appropriate to 

accept HPWS as a single, generic construct (Becker & Huselid, 1998). The underlying 

principle of all conceptualizations is to enable employees control and manage 

themselves (Tomer, 2001). 

 According to Bamberger and Meshoulam (2000), strategic human resource 

management espoused two basic approaches to HPWS. The first one is the resource 

based view that sees the employees as resources and invests in the development of them 

via training and career opportunities, whereas the control approach is based on 
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monitoring employee performance (Delery & Doty, 1996; Snell, 1992). Sun, Aryee and 

Law (2007) state that these high-performance work practices can be categorized under 

three headings; people flow, appraisal and rewards, and employment relation (p.560). 

People flow includes staffing, mobility, job security and training. Sample practices are 

selective staffing, giving more extensive training, defining clear career paths and 

guarantying job security. Second dimension appraisal and rewards include practices such 

as long-term, results-oriented appraisal and extensive rewards. The last category, 

employment relation is based on the job characteristics. Clear job descriptions, flexible 

job assignments and participation are the basic practices that constitute this dimension.  

 Within the scope of this research, the conceptualization of Sun, Aryee and Law 

(2007) will be taken into account. According to their research, HPWS include eight sub-

dimensions named as selective staffing, extensive training, internal mobility, 

employment security, clear job descriptions, results-oriented appraisal, incentive reward 

and participation. HPWS will be treated as a possible organizational determinant of self-

leadership around these dimensions.  

 

3.1.3  Proactive personality 

 

Proactive personality has been defined as ‘‘the relatively stable tendency to effect 

environmental change’’ (Bateman & Crant, 1993, p. 103). Langer (1983) states that the 

proactive dimension of behavior is linked to the need by employees to manipulate and 

control their work settings. Proactive personality bears proactive behavior; according to 

Crant (1995) high proactive personality individuals are found to be able to identify 
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opportunities, take action and persist until they bring about meaningful change (Frese & 

Fay, 2001).  

 Proactive personality is defined differently by different scholars. According to 

Crant (2000), proactive personality is “taking initiative in improving current 

circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than 

passively adapting to present conditions” (p.436). As other definitions propose, a person 

who is “relatively unconstrained by situational forces, and who effects environmental 

change” (Bateman & Crant, 1993, p.105) and “whose behavior is characterized as self-

directive and future focused, and who brings about change to the situation and/or change 

within him-or herself” (Bindle & Parker, 2010, p.568) can be regarded as a proactive 

person.  

 A person who has a proactive personality is likely to exert proactive behaviors 

more often. In this respect, some common behaviors exhibited by proactive people can 

be identified. According to Dubrin (2013), the characteristics of a proactive worker can 

be listed as desire for control, taking charge at work, having high cognitive skills and 

high self-efficacy, setting challenging goals, seeking for opportunities, judging 

independently and speaking out, and assessing the probable success of the proactive 

behavior. 

 Proactive personality is treated as a distinct concept that is not covered in the Big 

Five Personality Model (Goldberg, 1990). The five traits, namely Neuroticism, 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness and Conscientiousness are regarded as the 

milestones of personality (McCrae & John, 1992). Although seen distinct, research has 

shown that proactive personality is correlated with extraversion and conscientiousness 

besides need for achievement and need for dominance (Crant & Bateman, 1993). In this 
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respect, Crant and Bateman (2000) state that proactive personality is able to represent 

“some unique elements of personality not accounted for by the five-factor model” (p. 

66). 

Proactive personality is also found to be positively and significantly related to 

participation in organizational improvement initiatives (Parker, 1998), entrepreneurial 

behavior (Becherer & Maurer, 1999), effective leadership (Bateman & Crant, 1993; 

Crant & Bateman, 2000), innovation (Kickul & Guidry, 2002), employee and work team 

performance (Crant, 1995).  

 Proactive personality is considered as another possible determinant which is 

expected to serve as an example to explain the dispositional side of self-leadership.  

 

3.1.4  Work engagement 

 

With the rise of the positive psychology movement, concepts such as work commitment, 

work engagement, organizational citizenship behavior and job involvement have gained 

attention of practitioners and academics. In today’s challenging work environment, it is 

not enough to wipe off the demotivating factors in work setting, but it is also required to 

present an added-value for employees in order to sustain their high-performance and 

attachment.  Employees do not solely need to be granted survival at work, but they also 

need to actualize themselves and go beyond their minimum level of satisfaction in order 

to feel that their job is meaningful to them.  

 Emerging from that point of view, work engagement has grasped attention in 

recent years and is derived from the concept of “personal engagement” first coined by 

Kahn (1990). In his research, Kahn tried to identify the situations in which employees 
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feel engaged to and feel alienated from their jobs. To define, Kahn (1990) refers to 

engagement as “harnessing of organizational members’ selves to their work roles” and 

states that “in engagement people employ and express themselves physically, 

cognitively and emotionally during role performances” (p.694). An individual keeps 

himself/herself psychically, cognitively and emotionally busy in terms of work and an 

individual can be defined as engaged to his/her work if he/she participates physically in 

work roles, feels cognitively vigilant and emotionally involved in job (Kahn, 1990, 

p.694–700).  

 Although lacking operationalization, Kahn’s definition has established the 

baseline for defining engagement. After Kahn, Maslach and Leiter (1997) came up with 

a more measurable definition and claimed engagement to be “the opposite of burnout”. 

According to this conceptualization, engagement and burnout were characterized as two 

opposite sides of a continuum on which an individual stands at any time.  

 Exhaustion, cynicism and lack of professional efficacy are determinants of 

burnout that is defined as a psychological syndrome (Leiter & Maslach, 2004). On the 

other hand, engagement is intertwined with high levels of energy, interest in job and 

feelings of competence. Therefore, Maslach, Jackson and Leiter (1996) proposed these 

two concepts to be opposites and claimed that it was possible to measure the level of 

engagement through the use of burnout scales. Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, 

and Bakker (2002) objected to that definition. Their assertion was that these two 

concepts could not be opposites; they were totally different. According to their 

conceptualization, engagement was “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that 

is characterized by vigor, dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli, et al., 2002, p. 464-

481). Without doubt, this definition has also aroused counter arguments and has been 
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challenged over the years; but, this conceptualization is the one widely accepted and 

respected in relevant literature. In this conceptualization, engagement is considered to be 

a three-dimensional construct. These dimensions are vigor, dedication and absorption. 

Vigor refers to the high levels of energy and mental resilience at work; dedication refers 

to the pride and enthusiasm felt during work, and, absorption refers to the concentration 

in work. These three dimensions imply that the individual cannot be detached from work 

and is persistent in doing his/her job in a way that work inspires and challenges him/her 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003, p.5). 

 Engagement can be facilitated through different mechanisms. In literature, the 

determinants or antecedents of engagement that help to understand how it can be 

triggered or augmented are widely examined.  At individual, team or organizational 

level, there are many factors that can contribute to the variance in work engagement. 

Control, autonomy and empowerment are seen as some of the vital antecedents of 

engagement. It has been stated that engagement is positively correlated with intrinsic 

motivation (Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009). Ryan and Deci (2000) emphasize that 

individuals’ basic needs lead them to be intrinsically motivated to reach their goals and 

the positive emotions brought about by this process contributes to engagement (Park, 

Song, & Lim, 2016).  In addition to that, some organizational factors such as fair 

compensation, feedback, support of peers and superiors, job variety and training 

opportunities are found to be positively related to work engagement (Leiter & Maslach, 

1988; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). 

 According to Roberts and O’Davenport (2002), factors contributing to work 

engagement can be classified under three categories; career development, organizational 

identification, and rewarding of the work. According to career development, when the 
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employee senses that he/she has an opportunity to climb up the hierarchy, or to get 

promoted, he/she will be more engaged to his/her work. Organizational identification, on 

the other hand, refers to the propensity of an employee to identify with and to feel as a 

part of the organization. These sorts of factors are also considered as facilitators of work 

engagement. Lastly, the rewarding of the work refers to the compensation of an 

individual in return for his/her efforts. When the individual believes that he/she is fairly 

treated, then his/her level of engagement is expected to increase (Trahant, 2007). 

 Work engagement is considered as a possible outcome of self-leadership and, 

therefore, is expected to increase as self-leadership skills of employees increase. 

 

3.1.5  Organizational citizenship behavior 

 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is defined as “individual behavior that is 

discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and that 

in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988). 

As indicated by the definition, this refers to an altruistic behavior that is not rewarded by 

the organization and is not included in the formal job description (İşbaşı, 2000).  

 The most widely accepted and used conceptualization of OCB is developed by 

Organ (1988). The factors constituting OCB are altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, 

conscientiousness and civic virtue. Altruism refers to the voluntary actions carried out to 

help another person. Civic virtue is related to involvement in the political process of 

organization such as expressing opinions and attending meetings. Conscientiousness is 

about going over the minimum role requirements; it means to attend more than required, 

to be punctual or to conserve resources. Sportsmanship is the employee’s acceptance of 
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organization related circumstances without complaining and courtesy refers to the 

altruistic behaviors that are done in order to prevent conflicts within the workplace.  

 Within the scope of this study, another conceptualization will be used. A more 

recent categorization of OCB is done by Williams and Anderson (1991). In this study, 

the researchers differentiate between organizational citizenship behaviors towards 

individuals and towards organization, referring to them respectively as OCBI and 

OCBO. OCBO is related to the behaviors of the individual that benefit the organization 

or prevent harm towards the organization; such as reporting when unable to come to 

work. OCBI is related with the activities which are targeted towards individuals within 

the workplace but also which indirectly benefit the organization; such as helping 

colleagues altruistically (Willams & Anderson, 1991). 

 When the motives behind engaging in OCB are investigated, it is seen that 

impression management, prosocial values and organizational concerns are effective 

(Rioux &Penner, 2001). These different motives defined whether the individual engaged 

in OCBI or OCBO. People who were concerned about their careers and future, are more 

likely to engage in OCBI, because helping behaviors directed towards individuals can be 

more visible compared to behaviors directed towards organization. It is based on the 

expectation that one will see and appreciate the altruistic efforts.  

 The second type of motive which is based on prosocial values is rooted in the 

basic premise of the concept; people really want to be helpful for others. In this respect, 

individuals holding prosocial values, are more likely to engage in OCBI as they really 

care for the well-being of others (Rioux &Penner, 2001). 

 The last motive mentioned by Rioux and Penner is organizational concerns. This 

motive is associated with social exchange theory. It is asserted that people want to 



26 
 

reciprocate for the opportunities the organization has offered to them. In this respect, this 

motive leads people to engage in OCBO (Rioux &Penner, 2001). Finkelstein (2011) 

made another distinction between these motives and stated that organizational concerns 

and prosocial values correspond with intrinsic motivational orientation whereas 

impression management is a more self-serving motive. Therefore, impression 

management is more related to extrinsic motivation. The study concluded that these 

motives, all, worked together to help the individual reach his/ her goals and people 

conscious performed OCB in order to satisfy different motives (Finkelstein, 2011).  

 Within the scope of this research, OCBI and OCBO are considered as possible 

outcomes of performing self-leadership strategies.  

 

3.1.6  Self-efficacy 

 

Self-efficacy has been defined as “the extent to which an individual believes him or 

herself capable of successfully performing a specific behavior” (Prussia, et al, 1998). It 

is the belief a person holds about his/her capabilities to produce pre-determined levels of 

performance. Self-efficacy beliefs affect the feelings, thoughts, motivations and 

behaviors of individuals through cognitive, affective, motivational and selection 

processes (Bandura, 1994). 

 Individuals high on self-efficacy beliefs tend to be more confident in mastering 

challenging tasks and they are not inclined to avoid these kind of obstacles (Prussia, et 

al, 1998; Bandura, 1994).  Research in different fields have demonstrated examples that 

self-efficacy was positively influenced by self-management techniques (e.g. Dilorio, 

Faherty, & Manteuffel, 1992; Frayne & Latham, 1987). Prussia and colleagues (1998) 
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also showed that self-efficacy mediated the relationship between self-leadership and 

performance outcomes. In this respect, within the framework of this study, self-efficacy 

is expected to mediate the relationships between self-leadership and job outcomes. 

 

3.2  Conceptual framework and hypotheses development  

 

3.2.1  Theoretical framework 

 

Within the framework of this research, self-determination theory (SDT) is used as the 

base on which the anticipated relationships are grounded. Self-determination is regarded 

as “the capacity to choose and to have those choices, rather than reinforcement 

contingencies, drives, or any other forces or pressures, be the determinants of one's 

actions” (Deci & Ryan, 1985, p.38). Besides being a capacity, self-determination is also 

considered as a need and, in this respect, this theory is an approach where individuals’ 

innate psychological needs that form the basis for their motivation and personality 

integration are taken into account (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

 People are by nature inclined to be self-determining. With the help of this 

predisposition, one can adapt himself to the environment or change the environment 

according to himself/ herself. The hallmark of this theory is based on the assumption that 

people have the flexibility to choose; when self-determined, one will act out of choice 

rather than obligation or cohesion. In this respect, one can control his/her environment or 

can decide not to control. SDT is not stated to be fully independent from the 

environment. It asserts that the opportunity to be self-determining can be affected by 

environmental forces, which can either support or hinder the level of self-determination.  
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 According to SDT, there are three basic needs that should be met in order to 

facilitate the necessary conditions for growth, integration, social development and well-

being. These needs are competence, relatedness and autonomy. Competence refers to the 

apprehension of requirements to reach pre-determined internal/ external outcomes and of 

how to be effective in performing these actions. Relatedness means establishing 

satisfying, secure relationships with others in a social network and autonomy refers to 

the opportunity of being able to regulate and direct one’s own actions. The concept of 

needs is essential to define the conditions that facilitate motivation, performance and 

development. If an environment offers opportunities to satisfy these needs, then 

motivation, performance and development are expected to be at their maximum level. 

(Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991)  

 SDT claims that people are inherently inclined to learn and develop. When this 

inherent inclination occurs in the absence of external rewards, then it is called intrinsic 

motivation. Intrinsic motivation is stated as engaging in an activity “for its own sake” 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000).  

 As cognitive evaluation theory (a sub-theory of SDT) suggests, satisfying 

competence and autonomy needs are essential to maintain and enhance intrinsic 

motivation, and, therefore, conditions that help to develop feelings of competence and 

autonomy are expected to increase intrinsic motivation. Also, it is stated that, 

satisfaction of the need for relatedness is important to enable intrinsic motivational 

processes to occur, because when people feel rejected by the environment, it is harder 

for them to experience pleasure and enjoyment in the activities they carry on.  (Ryan & 

Deci, 2007) 
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 The two other main motivation types included within self-determination theory 

are extrinsic motivation and amotivation. Extrinsic motivation refers to being motivated 

by expected outcomes that the activity does not inherently offer whereas amotivation 

refers to having no enthusiasm toward the completion of an action.  

 Extrinsic motivation sources differ with respect to their autonomy levels. It 

means that some of these external forces may be volitional whereas the others may be 

compelling to the self. This mini-theory is coined as organismic integration theory by 

Deci and Ryan (1985). Within this respect, they have proposed a model that illustrates 

the relativity and causality of basic tenets of the theory (Figure 1). As seen from the 

figure, the environmental contingencies determine the kind of motivation that shapes the 

respective behavior. Another factor in organismic integration theory, perceived locus of 

control, refers to the motivation being autonomous or controlled from the outside. It 

helps to understand how a contingency is internalized, meaning that higher autonomy 

enables the contingencies to be integrated due to the fact that they serve internal goals 

rather than external ones (Ryan & Deci, 2007). 
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Figure 1.  Schematic representation of self-determination theory illustrating the features of three of the 
component subtheories: Basic psychological needs theory, cognitive evaluation theory, and organismic 
integration theory (Ryan & Deci, 2007, p.8 in ed. Hagger& Chatzisarantis, 2007). 

 

In this respect, SDT is taken as the overarching theory to explain the anticipated 

relationships within the framework of this research. 

 

3.2.2  Hypotheses development 

 

Leadership research has shown that the relationships employees establish with their 

leaders are critical in understanding the mechanisms that lead the employees to reach 

their full potential and become self-motivated. Manz and Sims (1987) have showed that 

some leader behaviors that encourage mechanisms such as self-criticism and self-goal 

setting are required for employees to develop self-leadership skills. Accordingly, we 

state that understanding the drivers of self-leadership is essential in order to offer the 
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employees the necessary conditions that would enable them to utilize their potential. In 

this respect, we propose two models that integrate the possible drivers of self-leadership 

skills and combine it with expected outcomes in order to see its vitality for organization.  

 

3.2.2.1  Determinants of self-leadership 

 

Self-leadership is considered as an important factor that affects the enthusiasm, 

commitment and performance of employees especially in empowering organizations 

(Manz, 1986, 1990). Also, in a training intervention based study by Neck and Manz 

(1996) it was seen that self-leadership training led to increased performance, positive 

affect, job satisfaction, and decreased negative affect.  

 Before we examine possible dispositional factors that foster self-leadership, we 

have decided to understand if interventions to the context may have an effect on self-

leadership skills to be triggered. As stated before, leadership styles encouraging 

employee participation such as transformational leadership are considered as necessary 

tools in facilitating self-leadership (Stewart et al., 2011). As Avolio and Gibbons (1998) 

suggest, transformational leadership first aims to encourage self-management. 

Therefore, we hypothesize that a leader who has pledged himself/herself to the 

development of the followers and who aims creating new leaders may be one of the 

drivers of this phenomenon. Transformational leaders are stated to nourish followers’ 

abilities to think independently and creatively (Bass & Avolio, 1990).  Studies showing 

the positive contribution of transformational leadership on empowerment also provide 

support for the anticipated relationship between transformational leadership and self-

leadership (e.g., Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003). In this 



32 
 

respect, we propose transformational leadership as a possible determinant of self-

leadership. 

 Transformational leaders do not rely on supervision and strict control; they rather 

develop others to learn self-regulation. From a self-determination perspective, the 

characteristics of a transformational leader that emphasize use of listening, creating a 

vision, developing people etc. can be considered as satisfying the basic psychological 

needs of an individual. With the help of the transformational leader, people may feel 

more competent, more autonomous and related to a community. In this respect, the 

developmental opportunities and support offered by the leader help the individual to be 

intrinsically motivated towards a task and to feel that he/ she has control over the work.  

Gagne and Deci (2005) states that satisfying the three psychological needs is essential 

while it leads to intrinsic motivation by increasing the enjoyment and challenge of the 

work itself. When an individual feels free to decide, challenged to learn new skills, and 

cared by others, then his/her psychological needs for autonomy, competence and 

relatedness will be satisfied respectively. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is 

formulated: 

 

 Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between transformational 

leadership and self-leadership. As transformational leadership characteristics of 

supervisors increase, their employees will tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership 

skills.  

 Very similar to this rationale, we propose that another driver of self-leadership 

may be high-performance work systems (HPWS). Self-leadership research has been 

intertwined with individual level drivers of self-leadership, but, at the organizational 
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level, the research is limited to training and reward systems. Training and the structure 

of reward systems have been shown to affect the use of self-leadership strategies 

(Stewart et.al, 2011). In this respect, this research aims to provide a more general 

framework that integrates training, reward systems, job descriptions, participation, 

mobility etc. and proposes high-performance work systems (HPWS) as a possible 

facilitator of self-leadership at the organizational level. 

 Tomer (2001) states that in HPWSs, employees do not need to be controlled 

because what HPWSs try to create is an environment based on employee participation, 

commitment and empowerment. These systems are intended to increase the skills and 

knowledge of the employees and their willingness to exert effort (Bozkurt, Ertemsir, & 

Bal, 2014).  As self-leadership does, HPWSs also emphasize the control and regulation 

of behavior by the employee. It aims to inspire employees to put more effort and to work 

harder. From a self-determination perspective, the practices carried out by the HR 

department and the organization will help the individual to satisfy his/her psychological 

needs of competence, autonomy and relatedness. In this respect, the training 

opportunities, implications of job security, empowerment practices etc. are expected to 

lead the individual to be motivated towards a task.  Even if the task is not inherently 

enjoyable and rewarding, Ryan and Deci (2007) state that for personally held values 

such as learning new skills, an employee may internalize the extrinsic reward offered by 

the activity and this contingency may help him/her to satisfy his/her basic psychological 

needs. An individual is expected to regulate his/her cognitions or behaviors to achieve 

that given goal, and, therefore, HPWS are expected to contribute to self-leadership 

positively. 

 



34 
 

 Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between high-performance 

work systems and self-leadership. As employees perceive high performance work systems 

to be carried out more, they will tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills.  

 

 In terms of dispositional factors, all studies have been conducted around Big-

Five Personality Traits. For example, Stewart et al. (1996) have shown that individuals 

high in conscientiousness engage in self-leadership compared to individuals low in 

conscientiousness. This area still lacks research about different personality traits’ effects 

on self-leadership. Therefore, it is claimed that, proactive personality can be a 

determinant of self-leadership skills. Proactive personality and self-leadership operate 

according to the same rationale- controlling the external environment- and some 

researchers have claimed self-management to be a proactive behavior (Saks & Ashfort, 

1996). Proactive people are likely to believe that they can change their destinies with the 

help of the potential they believe they have and consequently become successful. Self-

leadership strategies such as self-regulation, self-goal-setting etc. require active efforts 

to manage and modify behavior to reach success; therefore, proactive people are more 

likely to have these characteristics and use self-leadership strategies (Gerhardt, 

Ashenbaum, & Newman, 2009).  People who exhibit proactive personality 

characteristics are eager to change the environment, open to innovation and striving for 

control. In this respect, it is expected that, individuals who have proactive personality, 

will be more likely to exert self-leadership skills. 

 As stated before, SDT is based on the assumption that people are free to choose 

for themselves. Proactive personality and self-leadership, in this respect, coincide with the 

premises of SDT. Proactive people can control the environment and act according to their 
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will. In this respect, they do not require an external force to take action. Intrinsically 

motivated, they move towards their goals as self-leaders do. Based on this rationale, the 

following hypothesis is retroduced.  

 

 Hypothesis 3: There will be a positive relationship between proactive personality 

and self-leadership. The more proactive a person is the higher levels of self-leadership 

skills he/she will exhibit. 

 

3.2.2.2  Outcomes of self-leadership 

 

As outcomes of self-leadership, we have introduced work engagement and 

organizational citizenship behavior. We propose that self-leadership is an important 

predictor of these job outcomes.  

 Previous research has shown that individuals who use self-leadership strategies 

tend to “develop a sense of ownership over their tasks and work processes” which, in 

turn, may lead to higher levels of commitment (Neck & Houghton, 2006).  

 Reviewing self-leadership literature, Stewart et al. (2011) summarized individual 

and team level outcomes of self-leadership. In this review, it is seen that many studies 

revealed positive relationships between self-leadership and work outcomes. For 

example, Birdi et al. (2008) found that increasing self-control led to increased employee 

productivity whereas Saks and Ashforth (1996) showed that greater internal control 

resulted in decreased stress and anxiety. Rise in levels of self-efficacy is considered as 

another major outcome of self-leadership (Latham & Frayne, 1989; Prussia et al., 1998). 

Higher levels of job satisfaction and innovative behavior and lower levels of 
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absenteeism are also found to be in relation with increased self-leadership (Neck & 

Manz, 1996; Carmeli, Meitar, & Weisberg, 2006; Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1998; Frayne & 

Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989). In addition, a study conducted by Park, Yun 

and Han (2009) showed that self-leadership positively contributed to organizational 

citizenship behavior. 

 Neck and Manz (1996) have shown that there is a positive relationship between 

self-leadership training and positive affect and job satisfaction. Self-leadership is also 

claimed to enhance perceptions of meaningfulness, purpose and competence through 

empowerment (Lee & Koh, 2001). Neck and Houghton (2006) suggest that use of self-

leadership strategies can affect variables such as commitment, trust, job satisfaction and 

improved performance, increasing the likelihood that they will occur.  

 In line with this proposition, we suggest that self-leadership skills may predict 

work behaviors in a way that, as employees learn to use self-leadership skills, they will 

be more engaged to their work and they will be inclined to show more altruistic 

behaviors. From a self-determination perspective, self-leadership strategies require an 

intrinsic motivation to regulate behavior. As we have conceptualized before, self-

leadership skills can be enhanced through the satisfaction of different psychological 

needs. In this respect, this satisfaction and inner motivation are expected to lead to 

positive work outcomes such as engagement and OCB.  When the basic three needs of 

an individual are satisfied, intrinsic motivation will be enhanced and this will lead to the 

internalization of extrinsic motivation. This process will result in significant job 

outcomes such as behavior change, effective performance, increased job satisfaction, 

positive job attitudes, organizational citizenship behaviors and well-being (Gagne & 

Deci, 2005, p.337). Other studies have shown that autonomous motivation is correlated 
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with prosocial behavior and is likely to bear organizational citizenship behaviors 

(Penner, Midili, & Kegelmeyer, 1997). Also, the satisfaction of these basic three needs 

have been shown to positively contribute to work engagement (Deci, et al. 2001). In this 

respect, it is expected that self-leaders who are able to satisfy these basic needs, will be 

more likely to engage in positive job behaviors. 

 

 Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and 

work engagement. As employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, they are expected to 

be more engaged to work. 

 

 As mentioned before, individuals engage in OCB due to different motives or 

different motivational orientations. Finkelstein (2011) showed that intrinsic motives such 

as prosocial values predicted OCBO whereas OCBI was affected from both intrinsic and 

extrinsic motives. Although stemming from different sources, a self-leader is expected to 

perform organizational citizenship behaviors. A person with high self-leadership skills 

may engage in OCBI in order to show his/ her capabilities and to make his/ her 

improvement visible. Another individual may engage in OCBO in order to reciprocate for 

the development opportunities offered by the organization. In this respect, OCBI and 

OCBO are expected to display a positive relationship with self-leadership. 

 

 Hypothesis 5a: There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and 

organizational citizenship behavior towards other individuals (OCBI). As employees 

exhibit more self-leadership skills, their organizational citizenship behavior towards 

individuals are expected to increase.  
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 Hypothesis 5b: There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and 

organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization (OCBO). As employees 

exhibit more self-leadership skills, their organizational citizenship behavior towards 

organization are expected to increase. 

 

3.2.2.3  Mediating role of self-efficacy 

 

Norris (2008) showed that there is a positive relationship between general self-efficacy 

and self-leadership. It is stated that self-efficacy is a motivational belief and it affects 

how people behave in a variety of situations (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2004). Therefore, it 

has a motivational part and can be enhanced through the use of self-leadership strategies. 

Self-efficacy is “the belief in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of 

action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Self-leadership, 

therefore, is a tool to increase self-efficacy because it enhances one’s belief in self, 

capacity to organize and motivation to achieve an aim. Therefore, in line with self-

determination theory, we propose that self-efficacy may play a mediator role between 

self-leadership and anticipated outcomes which are performance, organizational 

citizenship behavior (OCB) and work engagement. 

 A wide range of authors mention that the primary goal of self-leadership is to 

increase one’s self-efficacy in order to get higher performance (e.g., Manz, 1986; Manz 

& Neck, 1999; Neck & Manz, 1992). It has been stated that higher levels of self-efficacy 

are correlated with increased effort to pursue a goal (Bandura & Cervone, 1983). Self-

efficacy identifies what kind of behaviors a person will engage in, how persistent they 
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will be, and how much effort they will spend to succeed (Satterfield& Davidson, 2000). 

People who have a tendency to overcome difficulties through self-initiated change and 

who are more goal-oriented, are generally high on self-efficacy levels (Maddux, 2002). 

In this respect, self-efficacy is claimed to be “the primary mechanism through which 

self-leadership affects performance” (Neck & Houghton, 2006, p.29).  

 Prussia and colleagues (1998), and after that, Kondradt, Andressen and Ellwart 

(2009) showed empirically that self-efficacy mediates the relationship between self-

leadership and performance in different settings. As self-determination theory suggests 

the use of self-leadership strategies enhances one’s belief in controlling the environment 

and reaching the predetermined goal. In this respect, we hypothesize that self-leadership 

will contribute to self-efficacy positively. 

 

 Hypothesis 6: There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and 

self-efficacy. People who exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills, are likely to have 

higher levels of self-efficacy. 

 

 In a parallel fashion, self-efficacy is expected to mediate the relationship 

between self-leadership and work engagement. Self-leadership provides individuals with 

psychological resources that enrich their positive affect resources (Unsworth & Mason, 

2012) which means that they are enabled to exert positive job attitudes when they feel 

that they have the control. According to SDT, individuals are motivated by their need for 

growth and self-regulation which lead them towards goal-oriented behavior (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985). Self-leadership helps them to feel autonomous and more confident 

resulting in higher levels of self-efficacy. This internal strength or resource, in turn, 
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serves as the catalyzer for engaging in work (Bakker & Leiter, 2010; Xanthopoulou, 

Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). Feelings of autonomy and competence, 

therefore, increase one’s willingness to exert effort for their job.  

 

 Hypothesis 7: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership 

and work engagement. 

 

 As stated before, self-leadership strategies require an intrinsic motivation to 

regulate behavior. With this in mind, self-efficacy levels of individuals are expected to 

increase. As mentioned above, self-efficacy helps to be more goal-oriented and to exert 

more effort. In this respect, individuals are likely to exert effort more than required. This 

means that, self-leadership may enhance altruistic behaviors such as organizational 

citizenship behavior through increased levels of self-efficacy.  Motowidlo, Borman and 

Schmit (1997) have stated that OCB is affected by an individual’s self-efficacy level. In 

line with that, Beauregard (2012) showed that self-efficacy contributed positively to 

OCB for men who were stated to be more achievement oriented. In this respect, it is 

expected that self-efficacy will act as a mediator in the relationship between self-

leadership and OCBs. 

 

 Hypothesis 8a: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-

leadership and OCBI. 

  

 Hypothesis 8b: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-

leadership and OCBO. 



41 
 

 The list of the hypotheses can be found in Table 1. 

 

Table 1.  List of Hypotheses 

No. Hypothesis 

H1: 
There will be a positive relationship between transformational leadership and self-
leadership. As transformational leadership characteristics of supervisors increase, their 
employees will tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills. 

H2: 
There will be a positive relationship between high-performance work systems and self-
leadership. As employees perceive high-performance work systems to be carried out more, 
they will tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills.  

H3: 
There will be a positive relationship between proactive personality and self-leadership. The 
more proactive a person is, the higher levels of self-leadership skills he/she is expected to 
exhibit. 

H4: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. As 
employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, they are expected to be more engaged to 
work. 

H5a: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and OCBI. As employees 
exhibit more self-leadership skills, their organizational citizenship behavior towards 
individuals are expected to increase.  

5b: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and OCBO. As employees 
exhibit more self-leadership skills, their organizational citizenship behavior towards 
organization are expected to increase.  

H6: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and self-efficacy. People who 
exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills, are likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy. 

H7: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. 

H8a: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and OCBI. 

H8b:  Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and OCBI. 

 

The proposed models regarding the hypotheses are given in Figure 2 and Figure 3. 

 

 
Figure 2.  Proposed model 1 
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Figure 3.  Proposed model 2 

 

3.3. Research Design and Methodology 

 

In this section, the research design and methodology of Study 1 will be discussed. The 

thesis consists of two separate studies. The first study was conducted by survey method. 

It includes two models regarding different research questions. The second study was 

conducted via semi-structured in-depth interviews. 

 This part explains the design of the research instruments, sampling procedure, 

data collection and sample characteristics for Study 1. Reliability and validity of the 

measures are also presented.   

 

3.3.1  Sampling and data collection 

 

With regard to the characteristics of the models, the research was conducted in firms 

operating mainly in services sector. To be more specifically, we have collected our 

questionnaires mainly from the tourism, banking, insurance and food& beverages sector, 

and from firms having minimum 50 employees. In order for the number of respondents 

to be above the statistical significance threshold, we had aimed to collect a minimum 

number of 200 questionnaires and we have reached the number of 258 respondents. 
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 Data for variables except OCB were collected from the employee, and OCB data 

were collected from the supervisors in order to prevent single-source bias (see Appendix 

A for the employee survey form and Appendix B for the supervisor survey form in 

Turkish). The demographics part was added to the questionnaires as the results could 

demonstrate significant differences according to demographic categories. In this respect, 

the questionnaires were sent to a professional research company and the firms who meet 

the research criteria were identified. The research company contacted these firms and data 

collection process took start.  Representatives from the research company went to the 

firms and explained the aim of the research briefly. The questionnaires were transformed 

into an online-survey and the study was conducted over tablet computers in order to save 

time and paper. All questions were answered at a time. The data collection lasted a month 

and 258 usable questionnaires from the employees and 258 usable questionnaires from the 

supervisors were collected. After the process was complete, the final raw data was sent to 

us.  

 

3.3.2  Sample characteristics 

 

258 participants and 46 supervisors took part in the study. 164 (63.5%) of the 

respondents are male whereas 94 (36.5%) are female. The age of the participants differ 

from 18 to 62 with an average of 28.6. The tenure in work life range from 1 year to 40 

years with an average of 8.2 years. Tenure in current organization is minimum 1 year 

and maximum 20 years and the mean is 3.6 years. 42 (16.3%) of the participants have 

secondary school degree, 160 (62%) have high school degree, 54 (20.9%) have 

university degree and 2 (0.8%) have Masters or PhD degree.  
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 The employees work in different branches ranging from food& beverage to 

customer services but all the organizations operated in service industry.  138 (53.5%) of 

the participants work in retail sector (sales); 61 (23.6%) in customer services (after 

sales); 49 (19%) in food and beverage; and 10 (3.9%) in financial services.  

 

 The sample demographics can be found in Table 2 on the next page. 
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Table 2.  Sample Demographics of Study 1 

Characteristic Category Frequency Percent 

Gender Men 
Women 

164 
94 

63.5% 
36.5% 

Age Younger than 25 
26-35 
36-45 
46-55 
Older than 56 

101 
120 
30 
5 
2 

39.1% 
46.5% 
11.6% 
1.9% 
0.8% 

Tenure in work life Up to 5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
More than 15 years 

119 
73 
38 
28 

46.1% 
28.3% 
14.7% 
10.9% 

Tenure in current 
organization 

Up to 5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
More than 15 years 

205 
41 
10 
2 

79.5% 
15.9% 
3.9% 
0.8% 

Education level Secondary school 
High school 
University 
Masters or PhD 

42 
160 
54 
2 

16.3% 
62% 
20.9% 
0.8% 

Sector Retail 
Customer Services 
Food and Beverage 
Financial Services 

138 
61 
49 
10 

53.5% 
23.6% 
19% 
3.9% 

 

3.3.3  Measures 

 

In this section the instruments used for the utilization of the constructs are presented and 

item purification is conducted through exploratory factor analyses.  

 Study 1 consists of two research models. The first model aims to test the 

influence of transformational leadership high-performance work systems and proactive 

personality on self-leadership. Transformational leadership and high-performance work 

systems are introduces as possible contextual determinants of self-leadership whereas 

proactive personality is included as a dispositional antecedent. On the other hand, the 

second model is concerned with the outcomes. Work engagement and organizational 
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citizenship behavior are included as anticipated outcomes of self-leadership. Self-

leadership is expected to contribute positively to work engagement and organizational 

citizenship behavior. Lastly, self-efficacy is conceptualized as a possible mediator in the 

relationships between self-leadership and anticipated outcomes. . In this respect, all the 

constructs and the respective tools used for measurement are presented together in this 

section. 

 First, in order to measure transformational leadership construct, the relevant 

items of  the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire developed by Bass and Avolio 

(1995) is distributed to the participants to rate their actual leader. MLQ is considered as 

the benchmark measure of transformational leadership. It involves 20 items related to 

four sub-dimensions of transformational leadership. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely agree). Exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) revealed a 1-factor structure for transformational leadership and all items 

loaded under 1 factor. Despite the different natures of the four components, it has been 

seen that the scale sometimes fails in terms of construct validity (e.g. Bycio, Hackett, & 

Allen, 1995). Bycio et al. (1995) reported that the correlation among the dimensions 

were high and did not yield distinguishing relationships with outcome variables. In this 

respect, the 1-factor structure can be considered as a possible phenomenon. In terms of 

item loadings, each item revealed a loading greater than 0.5; therefore, all items were 

kept for further analyses. Cronbach’s Alpha score was found to be 0.981 and it 

demonstrated a very high score for reliability.  

 High performance work systems (HPWS) were measured with the scale 

developed by Sun, Aryee and Law (2007). 22 items of the questionnaire were used. It 

consists of eight dimensions; selective staffing, extensive training, internal mobility, 



47 
 

employment security, clear job descriptions, incentive reward and participation. The 

items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely 

agree). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed a 1-factor structure for HPWS similar 

to the results for transformational leadership.  In literature, it has been stated that 

although particular dimensions or specific human resource practices may affect 

individuals differently, it cannot be understood whether this is the result of a single 

dimension or the HPWS as a whole based on the design of the study (e.g. Takeuchi, 

Lepak, Wang, & Takeuchi, 2007; Lee, Werner, & Kim, 2016). It is unclear if this is the 

result of the synergy through HPWS (Chadwick, 2010).  Some of the items failed to 

yield loadings greater than 0.5 threshold; therefore EFA led to item reduction. Six items 

(1, 2, 12, 15, 16 and 22) were deleted according to the results of the EFA. The items 

measuring selective staffing and items that emphasized “objectivity” failed to exceed the 

0.5 threshold. 16 items were kept for further analyses. Cronbach’s Alpha score after item 

purification was 0.973 indicating that the scale was reliable.  

 In order to measure proactive personality Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) by 

Bateman and Crant (1993) was used. Eight items were selected for measurement. The 

items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely 

agree). Item loadings were above 0.5 and no item was deleted. Cronbach’s Alpha 

implied a high reliability with a score of 0.98. 

 Self-leadership construct was operationalized by using the Abbreviated Self-

Leadership Questionnaire (ASLQ) developed by Houghton, Dawley and DiLiello 

(2012). The scale consists of 9 items.  The answers were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely agree). 
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 The items were expected to load under three factors; namely, behavior-focused 

strategies, natural reward strategies and constructive thought pattern strategies; but the 

results revealed a 1-factor structure again. Nel and Zyl (2015) showed that the 

unidimensional model of the ASLQ revealed a better fitting model rather than the three 

dimensional model. Regarding the psychometric properties of the questionnaire, it was 

concluded that it was better to conceptualize ASLQ as a single factor and self-leadership 

as a unidimensional construct when measured by using ASLQ (Nel & Zyl, 2015). 

Therefore, within the framework of this research, self-leadership was accepted as a 

unidimensional construct. Also, two items from the dimension constructive thought 

patterns- item 3 and 5- were omitted from the analysis due to low loadings. Cronbach’s 

Alpha score was calculated as 0.973 after item purification.  

 Self-efficacy perceptions of the participants were assessed by using the 

Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale developed by Schwarzer& Jerusalem (1995). This scale 

included 10 items. Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely 

disagree) to 5 (definitely agree) and 3 items (1, 7 and 8) were deleted after factor 

analysis due to low loadings. EFA resulted in 1-factor solution as expected with a high 

reliability score of 0.970.  

 To operationalize one of the dependent variables, work engagement, Utrecht 

Work Engagement Scale (UWES) by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) was used. The scale 

consisted of 17 items aimed to measure three dimensions; vigor, dedication and 

absorption. The rating scale ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always) questioning how 

frequently the participant exerted the given behaviors. All item loadings were above the 

threshold 0.5 and therefore no items were excluded. EFA resulted in 1-factor solution 

contrary to expectations. Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), in their original work, state that 
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UWES can be considered as both a one-dimensional or three-dimensional construct. 

Cronbach’s Alpha score of the scale is found to be 0.973 and this is also considered as 

an indicator of the unidimensional structure. It is also mentioned that when one is 

interested in the construct as a whole, then it is more appropriate to accept it as a one-

dimensional model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). 

 Lastly, organizational citizenship behavior ratings are obtained from supervisors. 

OCBI and OCBO scales developed by Williams and Anderson (1991) were used to 

operationalize organizational citizenship behaviors. Both scales consist of 7 items and 

are rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely agree). 

There were 3 reverse items in OCBO which were, “Takes undeserved work breaks”, “A 

great deal of his/ her time is spent on personal phone/email/other communications.” and 

“Complains about insignificant things at work”. Therefore, at first, these items were 

recoded. OCBI and OCBO are considered as two dimensions of OCB and, therefore, the 

items were expected to load under 2 factors. But the first EFA revealed a 1-factor 

structure. Due to the fact that these dimensions are used to measure a common construct, 

this loading is considered as an acceptable outcome. The scales were combined and 

treated as one construct namely “General Organizational Citizenship Behavior”. 

Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient yielded a score of 0.970 indicating a high level of internal 

reliability. 

 

 The variables and corresponding reliability statistics are summarized on the next 

page in Table 3. 
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Table 3.  Measures and Reliability Statistics of the Variables in Study 1 

Variable Source 
Number of 
Items 
(Original) 

Number of 
Items 
(Purified) 

Reliability 

Transformational 
Leadership 

Bass and Avolio (1995) 20 items 20 items α=0.98 

HPWS 
Sun, Aryee and Law 
(2007) 

22 items 16 items α=0.97 

Proactive Personality 
Bateman and Crant 
(1993) 

8 items 8 items α=0.98 

Self-leadership 
Houghton, Dawley and 
DiLiello (2012) 

9 items 7 items α=0.97 

Self-efficacy 
Schwarzer& Jerusalem 
(1995) 

10 items 7 items α=0.97 

Work engagement 
Schaufeli and Bakker 
(2003) 

17 items 17 items α=0.97 

OCB 
Williams and Anderson 
(1991) 

14 items 14 items α=0.97 

 

During the analyses, a common pattern of high reliability statistics for all the variables 

was observed. Also, all the constructs revealed a 1-factor structure. In literature, when 

Alpha is too high, this is evaluated as high item redundancy, meaning that a number of 

items target the same question in different ways. It is stated that α or Cronbach’s Alpha 

is not only dependent on the correlations between items but also on the number of the 

items and adding items to the scale increases the reliability score of the scale 

considerably (Streiner & Norman, 2015). Cortina (1993) states that if the number of 

items in a scale is greater than 14, then this scale guarantees to reach at least 0.70 

reliability level. Also, alpha is expected to increase as the correlation between the 

dimensions increases. Regarding that most of the variables have many items and load 

under 1 factor due to high correlations among dimensions, high reliability statistics can 

be considered as acceptable. It suggests a unity in how the items were understood by the 

participants. Also, within the whole research no negatively worded item was used 

because of the structure of the Turkish language. Previous research suggests that 
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inclusion of negatively worded (not reverse) items may lead to measurement errors in 

Turkish context (Turgut & Erden, 2013). In this respect, each scale may have been 

perceived as a whole without any wording related interruption.  

 As stated before, OCB has been perceived as a single construct and the items of 

OCBI and OCBO have loaded under 1 factor. Therefore, onwards, the items will be 

treated as a whole and OCB will not be separated. The hypotheses of the study are 

accordingly revised and given on the next page in Table 4. 
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Table 4.  Revised List of Hypotheses 

 

No. Hypothesis 

H1: 
 

There will be a positive relationship between transformational leadership and self-leadership. 
As transformational leadership characteristics of supervisors increase, their employees will 
tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills. 

H2: 
There will be a positive relationship between high-performance work systems and self-
leadership. As employees perceive high performance work systems to be carried out more, 
they will tend to exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills.  

H3: 
There will be a positive relationship between proactive personality and self-leadership. The 
more proactive a person is, the higher levels of self-leadership skills he/she is expected to 
exhibit. 

H4: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. As 
employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, they are expected to be more engaged to work. 

H5: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and OCB. As employees exhibit 
more self-leadership skills, their organizational citizenship behaviors are expected to increase. 

H6:  
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and self-efficacy. People who 
exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills, are likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy. 

H7: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. 

H8: Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and OCB. 

 

3.3.4  Reliability and validity of the models 

 

In this section, the reliability and validity checks for the models are given. The models 

include multi-item constructs; therefore, by conducting a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA), the construct validity of the models should be evaluated. In this respect, 

confirmatory factor analysis is conducted using AMOS 20. The visual diagram of the 

measurement model is given on the next page as Figure 4. 
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Figure 4.  Visual depiction of the measurement model 

 

Construct validity refers to “the degree to which a construct assesses the construct it is 

purported to assess” (Peter, 1981, p.134). It includes the measurement of reliability, 

convergent validity, discriminant validity and nomological validity. Reliability is 

assessed through Cronbach Alphas and composite reliability. In the previous sections, 

Cronbach Alphas were calculated and they all yielded acceptable results implying that 

the scales were internally consistent. The second indicator, composite reliability, is also 

used to measure the scales’ internal consistency and will be calculated in this section by 

using the results yielded by CFA. 

 Reliability is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for validity; high 

reliability does not guarantee high validity (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2011). Therefore, 
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the other indicators, convergent validity, discriminant validity and nomological validity 

should also be investigated. Convergent validity refers to the extent to which the items 

measuring the same construct are correlated with each other whereas discriminant 

validity refers to the differentiating power. Constructs measuring different phenomena 

should be able to distinguish between these in order to guarantee discriminant validity. 

Nomological validity is used to show whether anticipated relationships between 

constructs can be explained by theory. 

 Convergent validity is assessed through factor loadings, average variance 

extracted (AVE) and composite reliability. All factor loadings of the constructs within 

the model are above the statistical threshold 0.5 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). 

Therefore no items are eliminated. Composite reliability is calculated by dividing the 

squared sum of factor loadings to the squared sum of loadings plus sum of error variance 

terms. It indicates whether the items are able to assess the corresponding construct and 

the lower threshold is 0.70 (Kim et al., 2006). As seen from Table 5, all composite 

reliability statistics are greater than 0.70. 
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Table 5.  Composite Reliability Values 

Construct Composite Reliability 

Self-leadership 0.96 

Self-efficacy 0.95 

HPWS 0.95 

Proactive Personality 0.95 

Transformational Leadership 0.97 

Work Engagement 0.97 

OCB 0.96 

 

AVE is the sum of squared standardized loadings divided by the number of items and 

the cut-off value is 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). As seen from Table 6, all AVE values are 

greater than 0.5 indicating convergent validity.  

 In order to assess discriminant validity, variance extracted estimates should be 

greater than the squared correlation estimates; it means AVE for each construct should 

be greater than its shared variance with other constructs (Fornell & Larcker; 1981). In 

Table 6, the diagonal values represent the AVEs and the other values are the squared 

correlation estimates between the other constructs. All the AVEs are greater than the 

squared correlations indicating that discriminant validity is also achieved. 
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Table 6.  Squared Correlation Coefficients and AVEs 

AVE SL SE HPWS PP TL WE OCB 

Self-leadership 0.84       

Self-efficacy 0.82 0.83      

HPWS 0.68 0.65 0.69     

Proactive 
Personality 

0.79 0.81 0.62 0.84    

Transformational 
Leadership 

0.69 0.64 0.68 0.56 0.72   

Work Engagement 0.68 0.67 0.64 0.67 0.56 0.68  

OCB 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.62 0.65 0.65 0.69 

 

As mentioned before, nomological validity assesses whether the anticipated 

relationships are compatible with theory. Therefore, high correlations are expected 

among the theoretically related constructs. As seen from Table 7, self-leadership is 

highly correlated with its anticipated determinants and outcomes, and, these 

relationships are probable with regard to previous literature. In this respect, nomological 

validity is also achieved.  
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Table 7.  Correlation Coefficients Matrix 
 

Correlations SL SE HPWS PP TL WE OCB 

Self-leadership 1       

Self-efficacy 0.88 1      

HPWS 0.81 0.78 1     

Proactive 
Personality 

0.87 0.87 0.77 1    

Transformational 
Leadership 

0.81 0.78 0.81 0.74 1   

Work Engagement 0.85 0.79 0.78 0.80 0.74 1  

OCB 0.79 0.80 0.79 0.77 0.78 0.79 1 

*All correlations are significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

CFA is also conducted to assess the goodness of fit of the measurement model. There 

are some basic indices that test the fit of the model and the respective threshold values. 

The relative chi-square index which is chi-square divided by degrees of freedom is 

demonstrated as CMIN/df in AMOS. The threshold value for that index is considered as 

2; values less than 2 are accepted as signs of good fit (Ullman, 2001). In our model it is 

found to be 1.692 indicating that the model is acceptable. Comparative fit index (CFI) 

which is used to identify the discrepancy between the measurement model and the null 

model is acceptable when the values approach 1. In our model the value is 0.913 and 

that indicates a good fit. Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) is another index for assessing model 

fit and values greater than .90 are usually considered acceptable. The root mean square 

error of approximation (RMSEA) and root means square residual (RMR) are other 

indicators of fit. These are respectively 0.052 and 0.045 for our hypothesized model. 
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These values are below the cut-off value and, therefore, are also regarded as acceptable 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999). The fit indices can be found in Table 8 alongside the threshold 

values. 

Table 8.  Fit Indices of the Measurement Model 

Index Value Threshold Value 

CMIN/df 1.692 <2 

CFI 0.913 >0.90 

TLI 0.910 >0.90 

RMSEA 0.052 <0.06 

RMR 0.045 <0.08 

 

3.4  Data analyses and hypotheses testing 

 

In this part, the data analyses for Study 1 are conducted. First, the descriptive statistics 

regarding the constructs are given. Then, the hypotheses are tested using IBM SPSS 22. 

Multiple regression and hierarchical regression analyses are conducted in order to test 

the relevant hypotheses. 

 Table 9 summarizes the descriptive statistics regarding the constructs. It is seen 

that the means of each construct are above 3.00; proactive personality and organizational 

citizenship being the highest with a mean of 3.81 whereas work engagement is the 

lowest with a mean of 3.62. 
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Table 9.  Descriptive Statistics- Study 1 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation 

Transformational 

Leadership 
1.20 5.00 3.77 .95 

HPWS 1.23 5.00 3.74 .95 

Proactive Personality 1.00 5.00 3.81 1.20 

Self-leadership 1.00 5.00 3.76 1.16 

Self-efficacy 1.00 5.00 3.80 1.16 

Work engagement 1.24 5.00 3.62 .86 

OCB 1.42 5.00 3.81 .90 

 

3.4.1  Study 1-Model testing (1) 

 

In this first model, we hypothesize that transformational leadership, high-performance 

work systems and proactive personality positively influence self-leadership (H1, H1 and 

H3 respectively) as indicated in Figure 5. In order to test these hypotheses, least squares 

multiple regression analysis is conducted.  

 

 

Figure 5.  Model 1 
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As independent variables, transformational leadership, high-performance work systems 

and proactive personality, as dependent variable self-leadership and as control variables 

age, gender, education level and industry are included in the model.  

 The regression analyses were conducted in two steps; first, the control variables 

were entered and then, the independent variables were added in order to see the change 

in R square. The results of the regression analyses can be found in Table 10 and Table 

11. 

 

Table 10.  Results of the Least-squares Multiple Regression Analysis for Self-
Leadership– Model 1 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate Durbin-Watson 

1 .23a .05 .04 1.14  

2 .91b .84 .84 .46 1.80 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Education, Gender, Age, Industry 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Education, Gender, Age, Industry, HPWS, ProactivePersonality, 

TransformationalLeadership  

c. Dependent Variable: Self-Leadership 
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Table 11.  Regression Coefficients for Self-Leadership – Model 1 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 

Std. 

Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 4.84 .46  10.49 .00   

Industry .09 .10 .06 .98 .32 .88 1.12 

Age -.26 .09 -.17 -2.72 .00 .90 1.10 

Gender -.06 .14 -.02 -.41 .68 .98 1.01 

Education -.39 .12 -.21 -3.26 .00 .88 1.12 

2 (Constant) -.16 .24  -.68 .49   

Industry .09 .04 .05 2.20 .02 .87 1.14 

Age -.03 .04 -.02 -.78 .43 .87 1.14 

Gender -.01 .06 -.00 -.28 .77 .95 1.04 

Education -.13 .05 -.07 -2.62 .00 .85 1.17 

ProactivePers .47 .04 .49 11.83 .00 .36 2.74 

HPWS .35 .06 .29 5.70 .00 .24 4.15 

TransformLead .24 .06 .19 3.99 .00 .26 3.84 

a. Dependent Variable: Self-Leadership 
 

The results show that the second model is able to explain 84% of the variance in self-

leadership (R2=0.84; F= 194.008; p=0.000). When proactive personality, HPWS and 

transformational leadership are added to the base model, R square has increased from 

0.05 to 0.84. High-performance work systems (B=0.29, p<.05), transformational 

leadership (B=0.19, p<.05) and proactive personality (B=0.49, p<.05) are found to 

contribute to self-leadership significantly, providing support for H1, H2 and H3 

respectively. Besides that, industry (B=0.05, p<.05) and education level (B=-0.07, 

p<.05) are found to have an effect over self-leadership. Different industries are found to 

affect self-leadership differently and there is a negative relationship between educational 
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level and self-leadership. As educational level increases, self-leadership is found to 

decrease.  

 

3.4.2  Study 1-Model testing (2) 

 

In the second model, it is hypothesized that self-leadership will contribute to work 

engagement and organizational citizenship behavior through increasing self-efficacy. 

Figure 6 depicts these anticipated relationships. It is asserted that self-leadership will 

have a positive effect on work engagement (H4); on organizational citizenship behavior 

(H5); and on self-efficacy (H6). The mediation hypotheses suggest that self-efficacy will 

mediate the relationship between self-leadership and work engagement (H7); and 

between self-leadership and organizational citizenship behavior (H8). In order to test 

these hypotheses, Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three step regression analyses are 

conducted. 

 

 

Figure 6.  Model 2 

 

Three consecutive regression analyses are performed for each dependent variable. Table 

12 shows the results of the analyses performed for work engagement. 
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Table 12.  Regression Analyses for Work Engagement 

Model R2 R2
adj Sig. F 

 
B Sig. 

1 0.64 0.64 0.00 464.607       

         Self-
leadership 

0.80 0.00 

Dependent variable: Work Engagement 
Independent variable: Self-Leadership 

             

2 0.85 0.85 0.00 701.696        

         Self-
leadership 

0.92 0.00 

Dependent variable: Self-efficacy 
Independent variable: Self-leadership  

             

3 0.73 0.73 0.00 350.892       

Dependent variable: Work Engagement 
Independent variable: Self-leadership, 
Self-efficacy 

             

         Self-
leadership 

0.07 0.38 

         Self-efficacy 0.78 0.00 

 

In Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure, there should be a significant relationship 

between the independent and dependent; between the independent and mediator; and the 

effect of the independent variable should no longer be significant when entered into the 

regression together with the mediator in order to speak of full mediation. Therefore, in 

the first model, self-leadership is regressed on work engagement. H4 hypothesized that 

there will a positive relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. As 

employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, they are expected to be more engaged to 

work. As expected, the results show that self-leadership positively contributes to work 

engagement (B=0.80, p<.05) providing support for H4.   In the second model, the effect 

of self-leadership on self-efficacy is investigated. It is seen that self-leadership has a 
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positive effect on self-efficacy (B=0.92, p<.05), providing support for H6 which 

hypothesized a positive relationship between self-leadership and self-efficacy. People 

who exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills, are likely to have higher levels of self-

efficacy. In the last step, self-leadership and self-efficacy, both, are entered into the 

model as independent variables in order to test H7 which hypothesized that self-efficacy 

will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and work engagement. The 

coefficient of self-leadership is no longer significant (B=0.07, p=0.38) whereas self-

efficacy has a significant effect on work engagement (B=0.78, p<.05). This provides 

support for H7 indicating that self-efficacy fully mediates the relationship between self-

leadership and work engagement. 

 After that, the same procedure is followed for organizational citizenship 

behavior. The results of the regression analyses are presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13.  Regression Analyses for OCB 

Model R2 R2
adj Sig. F 

 
B Sig. 

1 0.63 0.63 0.00 448.870       

         Self-
leadership 

0.79 0.00 

Dependent variable: OCB 
Independent variable: Self-Leadership 

             

2 0.85 0.85 0.00 546.861        

         Self-
leadership 

0.92 0.00 

Dependent variable: Self-efficacy 
Independent variable: Self-leadership  

             

3 0.68 0.68 0.00 282.791       

Dependent variable: OCB 
Independent variable: Self-leadership, 
Self-efficacy 

             

         Self-
leadership 

0.23 0.01 

         Self-efficacy 0.60 0.00 

 

At first, self-leadership is regressed on organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) in 

order to test H5 which suggested that there will be a positive relationship between self-

leadership and OCB. As employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, their 

organizational citizenship behaviors are expected to increase. The results show that self-

leadership positively contributes to OCB (B=0.79, p<.05) providing support for H5.   In 

the second model, the effect of self-leadership on self-efficacy is again observed 

(B=0.92, p<.05). Lastly, self-leadership and self-efficacy are regressed on OCB to test 

H8 which hypothesized that self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-

leadership and OCB. Although the Beta coefficient of self-leadership has dropped from 

0.92 to 0.23, the coefficient is still significant (p<.05). Therefore, it is not possible to 
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state that there is a full mediation. We see that the significance level (p value) has also 

decreased from 0.00 to 0.01. Therefore, it can be concluded that self-efficacy partially 

mediates the relationship between self-leadership and OCB, and therefore, H8 is 

partially supported. The results of the hypotheses tests are indicated on the next page in 

Table 14.. 
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Table 14.  Result of Hypotheses Testing 

No. Hypothesis Result 

H1: 

There will be a positive relationship between transformational leadership 
and self-leadership. As transformational leadership characteristics of 
supervisors increase, their employees will tend to exhibit higher levels of 
self-leadership skills. 

Supported 

H2: 

There will be a positive relationship between high-performance work 
systems and self-leadership. As employees perceive high performance 
work systems to be carried out more, they will tend to exhibit higher levels 
of self-leadership skills.  

Supported 

H3: 
There will be a positive relationship between proactive personality and 
self-leadership. The more proactive a person is, the higher levels of self-
leadership skills he/she is expected to exhibit. 

Supported 

H4: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and work 
engagement. As employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, they are 
expected to be more engaged to work. 

Supported 

H5: 
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and OCB. As 
employees exhibit more self-leadership skills, their organizational 
citizenship behaviors are expected to increase. 

Supported 

H6:  
There will be a positive relationship between self-leadership and self-
efficacy. People who exhibit higher levels of self-leadership skills, are 
likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy. 

Supported 

H7: 
Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and 
work engagement.  

Supported 

H8: 
Self-efficacy will mediate the relationship between self-leadership and 
OCB. 

Partially 
Supported 

 

3.4.3  Analyses regarding demographics 

 

In this part, the effect of some demographic variables on self-leadership will be 

examined. Independent groups t- test and ANOVA are used to investigate differences.  

 First, gender is taken into account. Independent samples t test is used to see 

whether self-leadership shows a significant difference according to gender. The results 

of the t test are given in Table 15.  
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Table 15.  T test for Gender 

Self-Leadership 

Levene's Test for Equality of 

Variances 

F Sig. 

   Equal variances assumed .17 .67 

  Equal variances not assumed   

 

The results show that there is no significant difference between males and females in 

terms of their self-leadership levels (p>.05). Mean self-leadership for males is calculated 

as 3.75 whereas the mean for females is found to be 3.82. 

 In order to see whether self-leadership changes according to age, tenure in work 

life and tenure in current organization, correlation analyses are applied. The results can 

be seen in Table 16. 

 

Table 16.  Correlation Analyses for Age and Tenure 

Correlations 

 

Self 

Leadership Age 

Tenure in 

Company 

Tenure in Work 

Life 

Self Leadership Pearson Correlation 1    

Sig. (2-tailed)     

N 258    

Age Pearson Correlation -.13* 1   

Sig. (2-tailed) .03    

N 258 258   

Tenure in 

Company 

Pearson Correlation -.12* .68** 1  

Sig. (2-tailed) .04 .00   

N 258 258 258  

Tenure in  

Work Life 

Pearson Correlation -.05 .87** .67** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .35 .00 .00  

N 258 258 258 258 

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

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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According to the table, there are some significant but weak correlations among 

variables. Age has a negative correlation with self-leadership, indicating that as age 

increases, self-leadership tends to decrease. Tenure in work life has no significant 

correlation with self-leadership whereas tenure in company has a negative correlation. 

As the tenure in a company increases, self-leadership tends to decrease. 

 For education level, the participants are grouped under 3 categories. In the 

original survey form, there were 4 groups including graduate level. Since there are only 

2 people in this category, it is combined with Bachelor level and the analyses are 

conducted accordingly. ANOVA is performed in order to see if variances are equal. As 

we see from the table the null hypothesis that variances are equal is rejected; there is a 

significant difference among groups.  Therefore, as post-hoc analysis, Tamhane is 

conducted and the differences are examined. Table 17 and Table 18 show the results of 

the analyses. It is seen that there is a gap between self-leadership levels of the 

participants with higher educational levels- group 3 and high school graduates- group 2 

(see Table 17 and Table 18). 

 

Table 17.  ANOVA Results for Education Level 

ANOVA 

Self-Leadership 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 17.776 2 8.88 6.792 .00 

Within Groups 333.691 255 1.30   

Total 351.466 257    
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Table 18.  Self-Leadership Means According to Education Level 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Secondary School 42 3.89 1.15 .18 

High School 160 3.92 1.04 .08 

University and Higher 56 3.28 1.40 .19 

Total 258 3.78 1.17 .07 
 

Lastly, the demographic variable of interest is the industry. Industry is categorized under 

4 groups; food and beverage, retail, customer services and financial services. There are 

only 10 participants working in financial services sector; therefore, as the sample size is 

smaller than 30, Kruskal- Wallis test is used.  

 The results show that there is a significant difference among industries in terms 

of self-leadership of employees. Table 19 depicts the mean self-leadership levels across 

industries. It is seen that financial services industry has the greatest mean among all the 

industries whereas customer services sector has the lowest. 

 

Table 19.  Self- Leadership Means Across Industries 

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Food and Beverage 49 3.72 1.22 .17 

Retail 138 3.90 1.03 .09 

Customer Services 61 3.38 1.38 .17 

Financial Services 10 4.70 .14 .04 

Total 258 3.78 1.17 .07 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY 2- QUALITATIVE EXPLORATION OF DETERMINANTS  

AND OUTCOMES OF SELF-LEADERSHIP 

 

 

Self-leadership has gained attention of scholars and practitioners in that it has paved the 

way for substituting the leader. Although all leadership theories have added a deeper 

understanding to the leadership literature, most of them have failed to grasp the 

importance of followers. Self-leadership, in this respect, have turned the eyes from the 

leader to the other side and have drawn attention to the unutilized potential of the 

followers. 

 It has been shown that self-leadership has a positive effect on job outcomes such 

as job satisfaction, commitment, trust and performance (Neck & Manz, 1996; Neck & 

Houghton, 2006). Despite its importance, self-leadership research has generally gathered 

around dispositional factors that precede self-leadership and especially around the 

correlation between Big Five Personality Traits and self-leadership (e.g. Williams, 1997; 

Houghton et al., 2004). Literature on the contextual determinants has been limited to 

training and reward systems (Stewart et al., 2011). In this respect, the understanding of 

the situational factors that can contribute to the development of self-leadership skills 

required being deepened.  

 Study 1 has shown us that contextual factors such as high-performance work 

systems and transformational leadership have a significant contribution to self-

leadership and are able to explain an important part of the variance in self-leadership. 

This has provided evidence for the effect of contextual factors on self-leadership. In this 
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respect, targeting that, Study 2 aims to find out other possible contextual determinants 

and outcomes of self-leadership. In Study 2, this is taken further to question if any other 

contextual factors can influence the use of self-leadership skills positively or negatively. 

In Study 1, it has also been shown that self-leadership has a positive effect on employee 

outcomes- organizational citizenship behavior and work engagement. In Study 2, it is 

also aimed to find out other possible outcomes of self-leadership. In this respect, in-

depth interviews are conducted. Two major research questions were addressed; 

 

- What other contextual factors can contribute to/ hinder self-leadership skills? 

- What other employee outcomes are affected from self-leadership?  

 

 In this chapter, first, the methodology of Study 2 will be indicated. Sample 

quotations will also be given and results will be presented. The findings will be 

discussed further in Discussion part in correspondence with the results of Study 1. 

 

4.1  Research design and methodology 

 

In this section, the data collection process and methodology of Study 2 will be discussed 

and sample characteristics will be explained.  

 

4.1.1  Sampling and data collection 

 

Study 2 consists of 13 semi-structured interviews conducted with 6 men and 7 women. 

The interviews lasted 5 to 15 minutes and were tape-recorded. The answers were 
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transcribed verbatim. The questions were asked to find out which factors could 

contribute to/ hinder self-leadership and to what possible outcomes self-leadership could 

lead. After decoding, the interviews were content analyzed.  

 The interview form consists of two parts (see Appendix C for the interview form 

in Turkish). At the first part, questions regarding the factors that facilitate/ hinder self-

leadership are investigated with 6 questions. The first questions address the actual 

conditions that affect self-leadership whereas the others address the hypothetical 

circumstances that are expected to affect the phenomenon. The second part includes 

demographic questions. 

 

4.1.2  Sample characteristics 

 

The sample consists of 6 men and 7 women. The ages of the participants vary between 

24 and 38. Most of the interviewees have experience in work life less than 5 years 

(46%). The tenure in current organization is also less than 5 years for 92% of the 

participants. They work in different sectors including chemical, education, energy, 

finance etc. The demographics are indicated in Table 20. 
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Table 20.  Sample Demographics of Study 2 

Characteristic Category Frequency Percent 

Gender Men 
Women 

6 
7 

46% 
54% 

Age 20-25 
26-30 
30-35 
36-40 

3 
3 
6 
1 

23% 
23% 
46% 
8% 

Tenure in work life Up to 5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 

6 
5 
2 

46% 
38% 
16% 

Tenure in current 
organization 

Up to 5 years 
6-10 years 

12 
1 

92% 
8% 

Education level University 
Masters  

5 
8 

38% 
62% 

Sector Chemical  
Education 
Energy 
Finance 
Food and Beverage 
Insurance 
Transportation 
Advertising 
Furniture 

2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

16% 
8% 
23% 
8% 
8% 
16% 
8% 
8% 
8% 

 

4.2  Results of study 2 

 

The interviews were conducted to see whether the findings complement the results of 

Study 1 and to gain a deeper understanding of other possible antecedents and 

consequences of self-leadership. In this respect, 6 questions were asked (except 

demographics). The first question examined the level of self-leadership that the 

individuals used in their current jobs. It was asked in order to enable the participants to 

think about their own behaviors and cognitions and to see whether a variance is valid in 

terms of self-leadership levels of participants. The second question addressed the factors 

that contributed to the use of self-leadership skills whereas the third one addressed the 
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factors that hindered self-leadership. Parallel to that, the fourth and fifth questions 

respectively targeted other possible facilitators and possible blockers of self-leadership 

that the individual could add. The last question was asked to see the outcomes of self-

leadership.  

 First of all, the factors/ practices that contribute to self-leadership were 

questioned. The interviewees stated different opinions. Autonomy/ initiative, 

recognition, feeling trusted, customer satisfaction, recognition, incentive reward, results-

oriented appraisal, internal mobility and competition were expressed to facilitate self-

leadership.  

 The results indicate that 7 of the 13 (54%) interviewees mentioned mostly 

autonomy/ taking initiative or responsibility as an antecedent of self-leadership. Sample 

quotations are given below: 

 

Interviewee 8: “As a team, we decide how we do our jobs and who does what. That’s 

very important for me. Also, the company sends us to different plants all over the world 

and we follow the work there. It gives us the opportunity to track and control the 

processes on our own.” 

 

Interviewee 13: “Another factor is being free. Being able to plan my work myself, and 

being able to determine my priorities.” 

 

Interviewee 10: “Sometimes I do extra discounts or I exert more effort to sell. This 

initiative is given to me.” 
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Interviewee 7: “Besides that, when a task is given to me, I don’t like being interfered. If 

the task is mine, then I should also be given the freedom to determine how it’s 

conducted.” 

 

Interviewee 6: “With regard to my job description, I am the only one responsible for my 

region. This helps me to improve my self-leadership.” 

 

Interviewee 4: “If I am the only one responsible for the task, I set goals for myself to 

accomplish it quickly.”  

 

Interviewee 9: “Another factor is working individually. When I work alone and not depend 

on others, I think I plan my tasks better. Otherwise everyone can interfere in everything.” 

 

Some interviewees mentioned that the tasks they perform should be observable and 

appreciated by their colleagues and/ or supervisors. This is regarded as “recognition” 

and the sample quotations are indicated below. Two of the 13 (15%) participants implied 

that recognition contributed to the development of self-leadership skills.  

 

Interviewee 4: “The most motivating factor among all is to be known as a hardworking 

person. What I do should be observable by my colleagues and supervisors.”  

 

Interviewee 7: “That the work I do is seen and appreciated by my supervisor is very 

important for me to motivate myself.” 
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Two (%15) of the interviewees mentioned that feeling trusted by their supervisors was 

the major driver for them in exerting self-leadership skills. 

 

Interviewee 8: “The company trusts us. I guess, these are the most nourishing factors.” 

 

Interviewee 10: “First of all comes trust. The manager leaves the store to me and I am so 

afraid that I will disappoint him. I don’t want to let him down.” 

 

Customer satisfaction is suggested as another factor that has a positive effect over self-

leadership. Two of the interviewees (15%) asserted that customer feedback was 

important. 

 

Interviewee 7: “Another factor is customer satisfaction. Customer satisfaction forms a 

performance criterion for me.”  

 

Interviewee 10: “Also you can understand what the customers think. When you do not 

care for their concerns and they are disappointed, you can sense it. It is an immediate 

reflection. Therefore, I try to concentrate on the work better.”  

 

In line with HPWS dimension-incentive rewards, monetary gains are mentioned as 

another factor that can lead the employees to lead themselves. Three of the interviewees 

(23%) mentioned rewards as a facilitator for self-leadership. 

 

Interviewee 7: “Monetary reward is also important for me to aim for better.”  
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Interviewee 3: “Also, my self-leadership is increased through the use of rewards/ 

bonuses within the framework of company policy.” 

 

Interviewee 13: “What motivates me is money. I take into account what I get. I try to get 

rewards and money.” 

 

Observable and measurable performance appraisal and feedback are mentioned by 2 of 

the interviewees (%15) to be another important factor in facilitating self-leadership. The 

answers correspond with the “results-oriented appraisal” dimension of HPWS.  

 

Interviewee 3: “It is helpful that the tasks are measurable and reported because it enables 

to see the quality and the positive and negative sides of the job clearly.” 

 

Interviewee 4: “In our company there are performance interviews and rating systems. 

Every year our manager gives us feedback on the previous year regarding our progress. 

You can get higher ratings when you improve your work according to these feedbacks.” 

 

In line with HPWS dimension- “internal mobility”, an interviewee (8%) expressed 

promotion opportunities to be a facilitator. 

 

Interviewee 11: “I think that the firm is convenient for promotion. Because, there is only 

one manager and the rest is generally people with junior positions, at least in my 

department, I directly report to the highest level. Therefore I see my future bright.” 
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The last factor expressed during the interviews was competition. Two of the 

interviewees (15%) told that competition enhanced their use of self-leadership skills. 

 

Interviewee 9: “The first thing I can say is competition. As the competition increases, I 

do anything to get my performance to a higher level. In the end everyone’s aim is to be 

promoted. Therefore you have to make yourself realized.” 

 

Interviewee 12: “This sector is a harsh one. You have to be very creative to survive. 

Therefore, I can say that the competition keeps me alive. It helps me to aim for better. I 

have to be at least one step ahead of my rivals.” 

 

After that, the factors/ practices that hindered the use of self-leadership skills were 

investigated. The answers yielded a set of variables, some of which overlap with the 

answers in the previous question. The interviewees mentioned that lack of recognition, 

competition, autonomy, being trusted and training opportunities affected their self-

leadership negatively. An ineffective manager was also identified as a negative 

influence. Besides that, unclear job descriptions and negative perceptions of distributive 

justice were also seen to have a negative effect on the exertion of self-leadership. 

 

Negative perceptions of distributive justice take the lead with a 23%. Three of the 13 

interviewees mentioned this as a factor that blunted their self-leadership skills. 
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Interviewee 8: “I would be better to say so: When someone who is less experienced than 

me, earns the same amount as me, I start to question. Then I cannot see any reason to 

perform better.”  

 

Interviewee 7: “It is the same for things like bonus and wage. When I see that people 

exert less effort than me but are rewarded more, then it feels meaningless to increase my 

performance.”  

 

Interviewee 2: “I don’t think that I get what I deserve.” 

 

Lack of autonomy was also mentioned by 2 of the interviewees (15%) to have a negative 

effect.  

 

Interviewee 7: “As I’ve mentioned before being interfered and being not appreciated 

decreases my motivation.”  

 

Interviewee 11: “When I try to take initiative, I am confronted with negative reactions.  

At those times, I am told that I should not decide and act by myself.” 

 

Lack of trust was another factor that was mentioned during the interviews by an 

interviewee (8%). 
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Interviewee 7: “Especially I expect that my supervisors trust me when I do a job. When 

this trust environment is not provided, I lose my enthusiasm and see no reason to do 

better.”  

 

Lack of training and development opportunities were also mentioned by one participant 

(8%) to affect self-leadership corresponding to the HPWS dimension of “extensive 

training”. 

 

Interviewee 2: “Employee satisfaction is not important in my company. There are no 

personal development programs and we cannot use our potential.” 

 

An ineffective managerial style was also stated to hinder self-leadership skills. The 

interviewees used adjectives such as “strict” or “bad” to define their managers. What is 

meant by “strict/ bad” is further questioned. Three of the 13 participants (23%) agreed 

that an ineffective manager affected their self-leadership negatively. 

 

Interviewee 1: “A bad management style, first of all. What I mean is that managers 

should treat their employees fairly and should be able to lead them. But, here, my 

manager behaves in a way that decreases my motivation, sometimes it can even be 

named as mobbing. Managers should be one step ahead of their employees.” 

 

Interviewee 13: “That the manager does not know what I do and try to supervise me and 

determine my priorities affect all of my outcomes, in a negative way. Good managers try 

to supply you with the required resources, to remove the hurdles in your way, to create 
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the connections you need, or try to advertise your project if successfully completed, they 

“sell” your project and protect you.” 

 

Interviewee 3: “Working with unsuccessful managers hinders my skills. In my opinion, 

a manager who cannot communicate effectively, who does not follow up the work given 

to employees and who has a big ego that prevents him from admitting his faults is a bad 

manager.” 

 

With regard to recognition, a participant (8%) expressed the following ideas. 

 

Interviewee 9: “It’s not clear who does what. What I mean is that, when you do something 

with others, there is always someone who does nothing but eats the pie.  In this kind of 

situation my effort is not realized and appreciated. And that affects me negatively.”  

 

An interviewee (8%) mentioned unclear job descriptions to have a negative effect over 

self-leadership skills. 

 

Interviewee 12: “That the work I do is very irrelevant to what I should do and that my job 

description is unclear.”  

 

The last factor that was mentioned by one participant (8%) was lack of competition. 
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Interviewee 10: “It would be better if there was competition. Lack of competition hinders 

my skills. I am the best within the store and even the region. I see from the sales numbers 

in fairs.” 

 

After these questions, the hypothetical part took start. The interviewees were asked to 

state what kind of an environment could develop or blunt their self-leadership skills. 

Possible facilitators that were mentioned by interviewees included organizational 

culture/ structure, recognition, extensive training, manager capabilities, autonomy, 

justice, clear job descriptions and internal mobility. 

 

Answers regarding culture/ climate were indicated by 3 interviewees (23%) to be 

possible drivers of self-leadership. The quotations are given below: 

 

Interviewee 2: “An environment in which I feel valuable, I feel my opinions are 

appreciated, my concerns are answered and I take what I deserve.”  

 

Interviewee 3: “A positive atmosphere with a high energy.” 

 

Interviewee 11: “I guess a more horizontal structure is required for the development of 

self-leadership because you don’t need to climb to the upper levels. Communicating 

more easily with these levels will both enable the organization to act faster and you to do 

more in less time. In this respect, I think horizontal structures are required for self-

leadership to develop.” 
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In line with this, the managerial style was also mentioned by 3 interviewees (23%) as an 

effective factor. 

 

Interviewee 3: “The supervisor should have the characteristics of a successful manager”. 

 

Interviewee 11: “I think, here, the experience of the managers is also crucial. With the 

help of this experience they can predict what their employees can or cannot do and it 

will be easier for them to lead.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “Fairness, a just management.”  

 

Training and development opportunities or “extensive training” were anticipated as 

possible facilitators by 3 of the participants (23%). 

 

Interviewee 1: “A company that continuously improved me with training programs 

could be better.” 

 

Interviewee 10: “I should know the sector, the equipment, the consumer. I should not 

stay speechless when a question comes. Therefore it would be better if they organized 

training programs.” 

 

Interviewee 5: “An environment that supported individual development.” 
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Results-oriented appraisal was expressed as an important factor by 3 interviewees 

(23%). 

 

Interviewee 9: “As I mentioned, a system that shows my contribution clearly is required. 

Eventually what determines everything is your performance. I would not want to endeavor 

in vain.”  

 

Interviewee 5: “An environment that evaluated really according to performance.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “Getting my efforts’ worth both financially and emotionally.”  

  

As mentioned in previous parts, autonomy was again expressed as an important 

contextual determinant by 3 of the interviewees (23%). 

 

Interviewee 7: “…being provided with autonomy in terms of doing my job, these are the 

first things that come to my mind.”   

 

Interviewee 8: “And being given the flexibility to do my job, being authorized.”  

 

Interviewee 13: “In an environment that I have no resource scarcity and I am left free it 

would flourish. What I mean by resource is being able to decide based on my own plans 

without considering constraints such as labor, machine, equipment and without being 

interrupted. But when everything is limited and everything I do is questioned, my 

success and my motivation go down.” 
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Mentioned as a whole, justice perceptions go in line with organizational culture and 

management style. In terms of justice, 4 participants (31%) gave the following hints. 

 

Interviewee 7: “Fairness, a just management, getting my efforts’ worth both financially 

and emotionally, being provided with autonomy in terms of doing my job, these are the 

first things that come to my mind.”   

 

Interviewee 12: “It would be helpful to work in equal circumstances with equal 

workloads.” 

 

Interviewee 11: “Also, a manager should not promote according to personal 

relationships. A friend of mine lived that. His manager promoted somebody else with 

whom his personal contact was good although my friend deserved it. These promotions 

should be transparent and controllable.” 

 

Interviewee 8: “A fair work environment in which I get what I deserve.”  

 

Promotion opportunities and clear career paths were mentioned to be crucial by 2 

interviewees (15%). What these answers mention is in line with the internal mobility 

dimension of HPWS. 

 

Interviewee 4: “A department in which I could be promoted would be very effective.” 
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Interviewee 8: “Knowing where I will be in a couple of years is important for me.” 

 

Clear job descriptions were identified as a facilitator by one interviewee (8%). 

 

Interviewee 12: “The most important is that my job description should be clear. That 

means what I do should be clear.” 

 

The answers regarding the possible blockers of self-leadership include topics as task 

characteristics, organizational culture, results-oriented appraisal, ineffective managerial 

style, justice perceptions, lack of autonomy and competition. 

 

In terms of performance appraisal, the answers showed that the lack of an objective, 

standardized performance system was expected to affect the use of self-leadership 

strategies negatively. Two of the participants (15%) emphasized that without a results-

oriented appraisal system, their tendency to exert self-leadership skills would diminish. 

 

Interviewee 1: “An environment in which success cannot be measured. If there are no 

objective, measurable, visible performance standards, it would hinder my self-leadership 

skills.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “…inequality and unfairness in performance appraisal…” 

 

An ineffective manager was expressed as a negative factor by 5 participants (38%).   
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Interviewee 8: “To me, manager should lead instead of dictating. Therefore, I think, in 

today’s climate tough managers affect employees negatively.”  

 

Interviewee 13: “...And mostly the manager. If the manager intrudes too much, it does 

not matter whether he has knowledge over what I do or not, if he does 

micromanagement, my self-leadership skills would die down.” 

 

Interviewee 5: “A strict manager that wants to control everything.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “Injustice, a rough management style… In order for the motivation to be 

high, a good team and a considerate manager are required, I think.”  

 

Interviewee 4: “I would not want to work with a manager a manager who does not give 

feedback and support what I do.” 

 

Lack of autonomy was expressed as a possible blocker for self-leadership by 5 

participants (38%). 

  

Interviewee 9: “Depending on others, consulting someone for every detail would affect 

me negatively. I should have decision making initiative in some topics.”  

 

Interviewee 11: “An environment with lots of rules and boundaries, with high hierarchy 

and no room for initiative would hinder self-leadership because, in this situation, no 

reward would be given for your efforts.” 
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Interviewee 8: “Having someone that interfered in my job for every detail would affect 

me negatively.” 

 

Interviewee 13: “But when everything is limited and everything I do is questioned, my 

success and my motivation go down.”  

 

Interviewee 4: “Working with a manager who interrupts in everything I do would hinder 

my skills.” 

 

Four (31%) interviewees mentioned the effect of culture or atmosphere on their self-

leadership skills. The answers run as follows. 

 

Interviewee 1: “A company that had no room for young brains and new ideas. I mean a 

classical approach for management. Like the 60s. A company that is behind the times.” 

 

Interviewee 5: “An oppressive environment in which I cannot speak up would affect me 

negatively.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “…the work atmosphere being bad in fact.”  

 

Interviewee 2: “Feeling invaluable. An atmosphere in which everything is valued in 

terms of work; everything is bureaucratic, no space for new things or change. Where I 

feel reluctant to express my ideas.” 
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Task characteristics were mentioned by 3 of the interviewees (23%). 

 

Interviewee 6: “A routine job that only deals with numbers.” 

 

Interviewee 8: “The task I do is also important. For example, the more challenging the 

task is, the better it is, doing the same things permanently would hinder my self-

leadership.” 

 

Interviewee 9: “And also I would not want to work in environment in which standard tasks 

are done and there is no competition. Both the job and the colleagues should be though so 

that one can develop himself.”  

 

Another possible factor that could decrease self-leadership was specified as justice 

perceptions by one interviewee (8%). 

 

Interviewee 7: “Injustice …inequality and unfairness in performance appraisal…” 

 

The last factor mentioned was lack of competition. A participant (8%) stated that unless 

a competitive environment is established, self-leadership skills would diminish. 

 

Interviewee 9: “And also I would not want to work in environment in which standard tasks 

are done and there is no competition. Both the job and the colleagues should be though so 

that one can develop himself.”  
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Regarding the answers related to the outcomes of self-leadership, the statements pointed 

at increased performance, self-confidence, self-development, work engagement, and 

effective stress and time management. 

 

The mostly mentioned outcome was increased performance/ success or productivity with 

9 interviewees mentioning it (69%). 

 

Interviewee 1: “That brings me higher performance.” 

 

Interviewee 11: “With the experiences you get, you are able to think twice in the future.  

They act as a guide and enable you to take a better step. And consequently this increases 

my performance.”  

 

Interviewee 9: “When I do an individual task, I think its quality increases. Eventually 

what I aim is to produce better than others, even better than myself. Especially when I 

reach what I want, I ask why not better. In this regard my performance increases with 

these strategies.”  

 

Interviewee 4: “Being a good, successful employee and self-development.” 

 

Interviewee 3: “As it helps to develop personally and professionally, it brings along 

success.” 
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Interviewee 8: “Establishing performance goals facilitates actualizing it.”  

 

Interviewee 7: “Setting goals for myself, first of all, enables me to manage myself and I 

can carry out my tasks orderly. And naturally, I think that I exhibit a better 

performance.” 

 

Interviewee 12: “I know my goals and act accordingly. I can motivate myself to perform 

better even if there is no extrinsic motivation sources.” 

 

Interviewee 5: “It increases my productivity.” 

 

In terms of self-development 3 interviewees (23%) made the following remarks. 

 

Interviewee 13: “I can develop myself accordingly for my career.”  

 

Interviewee 7: “Before anything else, it helps to develop myself. Since I always try to 

ascend my previous standard, I can produce more effective and creative solutions.” 

 

Interviewee 3: “As it helps to develop personally and professionally, it brings along 

success.” 

 

Self-confidence was another concept that was expressed by 2 of the participants (15%). 

 

Interviewee 6: “I can say that it increases my self-confidence.” 
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Interviewee 8: “When I reach my goals, my self-confidence increases and I’m motivated 

to achieve more.”   

 

Some answers emphasized “enjoying the work”. These were accepted as referring to 

work engagement. 3 of the interviewees (23%) stated that they were more engaged in 

their work. 

 

Interviewee 7: “When I have successful results and I am appreciated, the pleasure I get 

from my work automatically increases, too.”  

 

Interviewee 10: “When I feel that I give the work its due, I feel better. When the 

consumer is satisfied, I enjoy the work I do.” 

 

Interviewee 3: “In the long term, it helps to do my job with pleasure and enthusiasm.” 

 

Finally, 2 interviewees (15%) mentioned that self-leadership enabled them to cope with 

stress more easily and to manage time better. 

 

Interviewee 5: “I can handle stress better.” 

 

Interviewee 7: “I can say that it also contributes in terms of time management. Setting 

goals for myself, first of all, enables me to manage myself and I can carry out my tasks 

orderly.” 
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In Table 21, the patterns of answers to the questions regarding the antecedents of self-

leadership are summarized. As seen from the results, autonomy takes the lead as it was 

expressed in answers for every question. Feeling trusted and recognition were stated to 

be both a facilitator and a blocker in terms of self-leadership. An effective managerial 

style was not identified as a facilitator in the interviews but it was identified as a blocker 

when lacking in addition to expectations that it would positively and negatively affect 

self-leadership skills. Competition increased the use of self-leadership skills when 

present and was quoted as a possible blocker when absent. Training opportunities led to 

decreased self-leadership when absent and was expected to be a possible facilitator when 

present. Perceptions of justice was usually handled from the negative side and expressed 

to hinder the use of self-leadership when lacking, and, as a consequence, it was also 

stated to be a possible blocker. In addition to that, it was also emphasized as a possible 

facilitator when the environment/ practices were perceived to be just. Organizational 

culture/ structure was not expressed as a normative effect but was stated to influence 

self-leadership hypothetically. Customer satisfaction was asserted to be a facilitator. An 

objective performance appraisal system was mentioned as being both a possible 

facilitator when present and a possible blocker when lacking. Promotion opportunities 

and clear career paths- identified as internal mobility- were expected to increase self-

leadership whereas task characteristics were asserted as a possible hinderer in terms of 

task routine. When the tasks were not challenging, that could block the exertion of self-

leadership skills. Clear job descriptions were seen as another important factor due to the 

fact that it was expressed as an inhibitor when lacking, and was also regarded as a 
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possible improver of self-leadership when present. Incentive rewards were also 

mentioned to facilitate the use of self-leadership skills. 
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Table 21.  Summary of Common Patterns across Questions with regard to Frequencies 

Factor 

Facilitators in 
current 

organization 
(When 
present) 

Blockers in 
current 

organization 
(When lacking) 

Possible 
Facilitators 

(When present) 

Possible 
Blockers 
(When 

lacking) 

Total 

Autonomy 7 2 3 5 17 

Recognition 2 1 - - 3 

Feeling trusted 2 2 - - 4 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

2 - - - 2 

Incentive Reward 3 - - - 3 

Performance 
Appraisal 

2 - 3 2 7 

Internal Mobility 1 - 2 - 3 

Competition 2 1 - 1 4 

Justice - 3 4 1 8 

Extensive Training - 1 3 - 4 

Clear Job 
Descriptions 

- 1 1 - 2 

Fair/ Open 
Organizational 

Culture/ Structure 
- - 3 4 7 

Challenging Tasks - - - 3 3 

Effective Manager - 3 3 5 11 

 

In Table 22, facilitator and blockers were added up without differentiating whether they 

are actual or possible influences. This is done in order to see whether a factor is more 

repeated as a facilitator or a blocker. With regard to this reasoning, autonomy, 



97 
 

recognition, customer satisfaction, HPWS dimensions- incentive reward, performance 

appraisal, internal mobility and extensive training, and lateral organizational structures 

are expressed more as facilitators whereas an unfair organizational culture, routine tasks 

and an ineffective management were repeated more as blockers. Feeling trusted, 

competition, justice and job descriptions were repeated the same amount in these two 

categories. The possible explanations of these differences will be further evaluated in the 

discussion chapter. 
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Table 22.  Facilitators and Blockers of Self-Leadership (Combined Frequencies) 

Factor 
Facilitators 
(Combined) 

Blockers 
(Combined) 

Autonomy 10 7 

Recognition 2 1 

Feeling trusted 2 2 

Customer Satisfaction 2 - 

Incentive Reward 3 - 

Results-oriented 
Appraisal 

5 2 

Internal Mobility 3 - 

Competition 2 2 

Justice 4 4 

Extensive Training 3 1 

Clear Job Descriptions 1 1 

Fair/ Open 
Organizational Culture/ 

Structure 
3 4 

Challenging Tasks - 3 

Effective Manager 3 8 

 

To sum up, the themes expressed during interviews are grouped under 4 categories. 

These are; 1) Organizational system-related factors; 2) Leader/ Manager-related factors; 

3) Task characteristics; and 4) External factors.  These groups represent the source of the 

factor that affects self-leadership. The grouping of the variables can be seen in Table 23.  
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Table 23.  Sources of Factors Influencing Self-Leadership 

Group (Source) Factor Frequency Total Frequency 

Organizational System 

Related Factors 

Autonomy 17 

58 

Recognition 3 

Incentive Reward 3 

Performance Appraisal 7 

Internal Mobility 3 

Extensive Training 4 

Competition 4 

Distributive Justice 8 

Job Descriptions 2 

Culture/ Structure 7 

Leader/ Manager 

Related Factors 

Effective Manager 11 
15 

Feeling trusted 4 

Task Characteristics Challenging Tasks 3 3 

External Factors Customer Satisfaction 2 2 

 

As seen from the table, contextual factors have a great impact on self-leadership. This 

finding complements the results of Study 1 and expands new directions in terms of 

situational factors that can influence the use of self-leadership skills. 

 With regard to outcomes, increased performance/ productivity, work 

engagement, self-confidence, self-development, and better stress and time management 

were expressed as factors that self-leadership contributed to. In line with Study 1, work 

engagement was expressed as an outcome, and in this respect, the results provide 

supporting evidence for Study 1 besides emphasizing the importance of self-leadership 
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by clarifying other possible consequences. In Table 24, the outcomes expressed and their 

respective frequencies can be seen. 

 

Table 24.  Factors Influenced by Self-Leadership 
 

Factor Frequency 

Performance/ Productivity 9 

Self-development 3 

Work Engagement 3 

Self-confidence 2 

Stress and Time Management 2 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

In this section, the findings acquired in this research are discussed and implications for 

theory and practice are presented. In this regard, first, the studies are briefly summarized 

and results are elaborated. Then, limitations are mentioned and conclusions are drawn.  

 

5.1  Discussion 

 

Self-leadership has emerged as a concept that is offered as a substitute for external 

leadership. It is based on the premises of self-regulation and asserts that when 

individuals are capable of directing and monitoring themselves, then they will require no 

external control or supervision. Many of the leadership theories have neglected the 

potential of the followers. Self-leadership, in this respect shifts the center of attention 

from the leader to the individual. Followers mean much more for organizations in 

current business world. Human resources have become the critical tool to gain a 

competitive edge and to survive. Realizing the potential of the followers and actualizing 

it have become crucial factors. In this respect, self-leadership has paved the way for a 

new approach in organizational context. Therefore, this research aims to identify some 

of the possible antecedents and outcomes of self-leadership in order to show how it can 

be facilitated and to emphasize its importance. 

 In this respect, two studies are conducted. The first one is a quantitative study to 

test two separate models. In these models, transformational leadership and high-
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performance work systems are investigated as contextual determinants whereas 

proactive personality is explored as a dispositional antecedent. As outcomes, work 

engagement and organizational citizenship behavior are analyzed, with a focus on the 

mediating effect of self-efficacy. Data is collected via survey method. In order to set the 

overarching theoretical framework for the hypotheses, self-determination theory is used. 

Self-determination theory (SDT) asserts that individuals has a tendency to be self-

determining, to choose for themselves and to decide on their own will. Through SDT, 

people are able to satisfy their three basic needs; need for autonomy, need for 

relatedness and need for competence. In this respect, self-leadership is offered as a 

possible tool that can satisfy these basic needs. 

In the second study, in-depth interviews are conducted to gain a deeper insight 

about the contextual antecedents and consequences of self-leadership, and to open up 

fields for future research directions. 

First, we will elaborate on the results of the hypothesized relationships in Study 

1. All hypotheses except H8 were fully supported whereas H8 was partially supported.  

The first three hypotheses were based on Model 1, which proposed positive relationships 

between anticipated determinants and self-leadership.  

H1 hypothesized that, as a contextual determinant, transformational leadership 

would have a positive contribution to self-leadership; as the leader performed higher 

transformational leadership characteristics, the followers would be more inclined to 

exert self-leadership strategies. Results show that this hypothesis is supported. In a way, 

it means that a transformational leader can have the capacity to transform the individuals 

to self-leaders. With the help of the vision the leader creates, he/she can encourage the 

followers to take initiative and determine their own goals. This result has provided 



103 
 

evidence that transformational leadership style has a direct effect on the exertion of self-

leadership skills. 

Although the research mainly concentrates on the ways to turn individuals to 

self-leaders, the necessity of a designated leader cannot be ignored in organizations. 

Pearce and Manz (2005) state that even in organizations that practice empowerment and 

delegation, there are designated leaders as a requirement within the organizational 

structure. The role of the leaders is to provide a role model for the followers and to teach 

them to direct themselves. From a social learning perspective, the followers may imitate 

the behavior of the leader and finally can have the capacity to replace him. In this 

respect, until self-managing teams emerge and are able to lead themselves, the role of 

the leader cannot be neglected.  

H2 hypothesized that implementation of high-performance work systems would 

positively contribute to the exertion of self-leadership strategies. Results show that this 

expectation is also met. When the organizations use high-performance work systems, 

then the employees are more likely to lead themselves. This includes factors such as 

extensive training, internal mobility, employment security, clear job descriptions, 

results-oriented appraisal, incentive rewards and participation. Which factor contributes 

mostly to the development of self-leadership skills could not be identified since the 

construct yielded a one-factor structure.  The results of Study 2 have given hints to 

answer this question. This will be discussed while evaluating the results of Study 2.  

When comparing the two conceptual antecedents of self-leadership, the results 

show that transformational leadership is less effective than high-performance work 

systems. In literature, there are studies showing the greater effect of organizational level 

variables on work outcomes compared to leader’s influence. In a recent study conducted 
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by Pongpearchan (2016), it was seen that both transformational leadership and HPWS 

positively contributed to job motivation. The results showed that the effect of 

transformational leadership was slightly less with a Beta of 0.611 compared to HPWS 

which yielded a Beta of 0.678. In another study done by Oliveira and Silva (2015), the 

effects of HPWS and leader-member exchange on employee engagement were 

investigated. The regression results confirmed positive relationships between these 

variables. HPWS were able to explain 28% of the variance in employee engagement 

whereas leader-member exchange quality increased this ratio by a further 5%. As these 

results suggest, the presence of organizational level practices contribute more to positive 

individual level outcomes when compared to leadership attributes. The leader’s 

approach to the followers may be influential on these statistics. The followers’ 

perception of leadership behavior is highly dependent on the quality of the dyadic 

relationship between the leader and themselves whereas high-performance work systems 

imply a more general and objective framework as they are implemented by the 

organization at approximately the same level. As leader-member exchange theory 

suggests, leaders have an in-group and an out-group. In-group or inner circle represents 

the followers who have closer relationships with the leader and to whom the leaders pay 

more attention. In this respect, it can be claimed that all of the followers of a leader are 

not subject to equal treatment; therefore, the effect of these dyadic relationships can be 

considered as less influential and effective compared to organizational level variables. 

Within the framework of this research, this explanation is only applicable for 

transformational leadership. HPWS is found to be more effective than transformational 

leadership, but this cannot be generalized over all leadership styles. The key finding here 

is that situational factors have a direct influence over self-leadership. 
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H3 hypothesized a positive relationship between proactive personality and self-

leadership. The results confirm that the more proactive a person is, the more self-

leadership strategies he/she uses. In line with the findings, research suggests that leaders 

displaying proactive personality traits are more likely to take “self-initiated and future-

focused leading actions that are persistently sustained to bring changes toward the 

environment” (Wu & Wang, 2011, p.305). It means that proactive personality facilitates 

goal-oriented self-action. Here, it is seen that not only leaders but also employees can 

pursue self-leadership strategies when they are, by nature, proactive. Another important 

point to mention is that, proactive personality contributed to self-leadership more when 

compared to contextual antecedents. It shows us that, although self-leadership can be 

facilitated through external mechanisms, the effect of personality establishes the basic or 

most influential driver to exert these skills. 

H4 claimed that self-leadership would positively contribute to work engagement. 

This hypothesis is also supported. Work engagement includes one’s devotion to work 

physically, cognitively and emotionally. In this respect, when one is able to lead himself/ 

herself and establish personal goals, he/she will be more devoted to achieve these goals. 

Britt and colleagues claim that when the individual feels he/she has control over his/her 

job (autonomy) and performance is important, engagement will be high (Britt, 

Dickinson, Greene, & McKibben, 2007). A strong sense of self-control and self-efficacy 

are also stated to be facilitators of work engagement (Tuckey, Bakker, & Dollard, 2012). 

This increased sense of self-worth and self-influence acts as psychological capital for 

work engagement (Bakker & Leiter, 2010; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Therefore, a self-

leading individual who has set personal goals, who can direct himself/ herself and who 

tracks his/her own development is expected to engage more in work. 
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In accordance with H5, a positive relationship between self-leadership and 

organizational citizenship behavior is also found. The scale used for examination was 

not able to identify the difference between OCB-O and OCB-I; therefore, OCB is treated 

as a general construct. In literature, OCB is evaluated as contextual performance to 

distinguish it from task performance. In this respect, OCB is generally treated as a part 

of performance that goes beyond task requirements and emphasizes an altruistic 

approach. Previous research provides examples of studies proving a positive relationship 

between self-leadership and work role performance (e.g. Hauschildt & Konradt, 2012; 

Prussia et al., 1998). In line with this, OCB is also positively affected from self-

leadership. With a similar rationale to work engagement, a person who values 

performance and self-development is likely to try preserving organizational well-being 

at all levels including colleagues. 

Parallel to previous research, the sixth hypothesis regarding the relationship 

between self-leadership and self-efficacy is also supported. Self-leadership and self-

efficacy are rooted in similar theoretical bases, and, therefore, move generally in the 

same direction. When employees set goals for themselves and act accordingly, they have 

the opportunity to evaluate themselves. When they are able to meet envisioned 

standards, it helps to increase their self-efficacy levels. 

The last two hypotheses questioned the mediating role of self-efficacy between 

the independent variable self-leadership and the dependent variables work engagement 

and organizational citizenship behavior. The results showed that self-efficacy fully 

mediated the relationship between work engagement and self-leadership whereas the 

hypothesis regarding organizational citizenship behavior was only partially supported. 

The mediator is regarded as the psychological processes that result in behaviors (Viney 
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& King, 1998). In models that investigate intervening variables, it is generally hard to 

see full mediation, due to the fact that, many psychological processes may take part in 

explaining the relationship. In H7, full mediation is observed. It means that, self-

leadership contributes to work engagement via increasing self-efficacy beliefs of the 

employees. But in H8, this effect is only partially supported. This can be the result of the 

altruistic nature of organizational citizenship behavior. Self-efficacy is a self-oriented 

concept, and, therefore, can effect work engagement which is again related with the self. 

On the other hand, organizational citizenship goes beyond the concerns of oneself and 

requires dedication of one’s resources to all, not solely to the self for self-oriented goals. 

In this respect, self-efficacy, in a way, fails to meet the prerequisites of organizational 

citizenship behavior when compared to other possible altruistic mediators.  

The second study is conducted by in-depth interview method to see if the 

findings complement the results in Study 1 and to investigate other possible 

determinants and outcomes of self-leadership more deeply. The results regarding the 

antecedents are categorized under four headings; facilitators in current organization, 

blockers in current organization, possible facilitators and possible blockers. Afterwards, 

the answers were transcribed and classified under relevant concepts. The themes that 

emerged during the analyses were autonomy, managerial style, organizational culture/ 

structure, justice, recognition, competition, task characteristics, and some HPWS 

dimensions- performance appraisal, extensive training, incentive reward, internal 

mobility and job descriptions. These themes were grouped under four categories; 

organizational system related factors, manager/ leader related factors, task 

characteristics, and external factors. The mostly repeated items were related to the 

systemic practices offered by the organization. It provided support for the argument that 
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contextual factors were effective in facilitating and hindering the use of self-leadership 

skills. 

The results showed that the mostly repeated factor in facilitating self-leadership 

was autonomy. Interviewees mentioned that they should not be interrupted and should 

take initiative in order to exert self-leadership skills. They asserted that, otherwise, close 

supervision would affect them negatively. This is not surprising as autonomy can be 

treated as a prerequisite for exerting self-leadership. Different from participation, 

autonomy is based on personal space. In autonomy, one can decide on his own and take 

initiative whereas, in participation, someone is included into something going on. Park 

and colleagues (2016) state that people put out more effort in contexts that support 

autonomy and competence. Autonomy is treated as a job resource (Demerouti et al., 

2001). It means that, in order for the individual to experience positive outcomes, the 

required resources should be given. In our framework, autonomy is the basic resource of 

self-leadership. From a self-determination perspective, the need for autonomy should be 

satisfied for individual to be able to lead himself/ herself. The organization should 

provide an autonomous atmosphere for the individual to exert more self-leadership 

skills. 

The second mostly emphasized factor in determining self-leadership was 

managerial style. Interviewees mentioned that bad/ unsuccessful/ strict managers 

hindered their self-leadership skills. Manager capabilities were expressed mostly as a 

blocker. It means that an ineffective manager can hinder the use of self-leadership more 

than an effective manager can facilitate. This corresponds with the results of Study 1. As 

seen from the analyses, transformational leadership contributed to self-leadership 

positively. But this contribution is less than the contribution of HPWS and proactive 
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personality. It means that system-related factors such as high-performance work 

practices are more effective in facilitating self-leadership when compared to dyadic 

factors and that the effect of contextual factors on self-leadership is again exemplified.  

In line with that, another variable that serves as a blocker of self-leadership in its 

absence and as a facilitator when present was a fair and open organizational culture. As 

the interviewees mention, when the culture is bureaucratic and is not open to new ideas, 

their self-leadership skills will be blocked. Previous research shows that an empowering, 

open climate and autonomy positively affect the use of self-leadership at team level (eg. 

Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004).  In this respect, it can be claimed that in order for 

self-leadership to emerge and develop, a culture that values innovation, creativity and 

achievement is required. As the interviewees state, classical approaches and bureaucratic 

organizations do not help them to use self-leadership skills. When the culture is not 

convenient, self-leadership cannot be born and raised. Also, lateral organizational 

structures are implied to facilitate self-leadership. An interviewee mentioned that in 

lateral structures self-leadership would flourish more easily. It means that when the 

organization is horizontal, information flows more fluently and communication is better. 

People can transfer their knowledge and skills to each other more easily. In this respect, 

culture and structure are effective in determining the use of self-leadership. In order to 

enhance it, an open organizational culture and a lateral structure that eases the settlement 

of this culture can be helpful. 

Justice was another factor that was mentioned regularly during the interviews. It 

has been asserted as both a facilitator and a blocker in its absence. As equity theory 

suggests, individuals long for fairness when they compare their input/ output ratio to 

those of others who exert the same effort (Adams, 1965). Park et al. (2016) show that 
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self-leadership acts as a partial mediator in the relationship between organizational 

justice and work engagement. This proves us that organizational justice contributes 

significantly to self-leadership. When individuals feel that they are treated equally and 

fairly, their intrinsic motivation increases and they tend to put up effort to exert self-

leadership. In the contrary case, they feel that their efforts are meaningless and do not 

affect the outcome. Therefore, they tend to decrease their efforts to achieve better. Also, 

considered from a social exchange perspective, people are inclined to perform better 

when they believe that their efforts will yield to the results they expect. Therefore, the 

level of self-leadership can be dependent on how fair the individuals perceive the work 

environment to be.  

In line with that, trust among employees is stated to bear intrinsic motivation 

(Tyler & Blader, 2000). As expressed by some interviewees, feeling trusted is another 

factor that contributes to self-leadership and hinders it when lacking. Trust helps to 

satisfy the needs for relatedness and autonomy. It means that when the employees feel 

that their managers trust them, they feel both included and empowered. The pattern 

across the answers show that the employees do not want to let down their managers. 

They want to compensate for the initiative given to them. This is logical both from the 

social exchange perspective and self-determination perspective. They try to perform 

better via using self-leadership strategies in order to reciprocate the trust that their leader 

has shown towards them and they also have the autonomy to do their job via this trust. 

Therefore, the need for autonomy is also satisfied.  

Recognition can also be considered as a part of that relationship. Interviewees 

imply that they want their efforts to be recognized and appreciated. The system should 

be visible so that their supervisors can see and judge their abilities. When their managers 
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or colleagues see what they achieve, then they become more willing to put out effort 

through increased intrinsic motivation.  

As indicated by some interviewees, customer satisfaction is another factor that 

leads the individuals to use self-leadership strategies more. The logic is parallel to 

recognition, but customer satisfaction is different in that it is an outside source. It is not a 

part of the system or the organization. When the customers are happy with the outcome 

of the transaction between themselves and the employees, this feedback enhances the 

intrinsic motivation of the employees to maintain and develop their performance. This 

factor differentiates it from the others in that customer satisfaction is an external factor 

and comes from the outside after the transaction is complete. Therefore, this finding is 

especially important and shows us that not only internal factors but also external factors 

can affect the level of self-leadership exerted by the employees. 

Competition was stated to be another facilitator and hinderer of self-leadership. 

Self-leadership, in fact, is proposed as a solution to the increasing competition within the 

business environment. Therefore, it shows us that this proposition, in a way, justifies 

itself. When competition is high, people tend to exert more self-leadership skills. 

Competition is regarded as a part of intrinsic motivation (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975) and 

achievement motivation (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953). When 

competition is low, people see no reason to exert more effort and to motivate themselves 

to aim for better. In this respect, a competitive organizational environment can act as a 

tool to facilitate self-leadership skills. 

Task characteristics have the same logic. Interviewees implied that routine and 

non-challenging tasks would hinder their self-leadership skills. In routine tasks, they 

cannot find the satisfaction they long for and their basic needs are not fulfilled. Langfred 
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(2005) showed that team level self-leadership was more effective when the team 

engaged in more complex tasks. In this respect, it can be concluded that in the absence 

of tasks requiring creativity, an individual would be less inclined to exert self-leadership. 

This finding is also important because it adds another dimension to the previous results 

obtained in Study 1. In both studies, system-related factors and leadership style emerged 

as the main antecedents of self-leadership. With Study 2, the effect of task 

characteristics is also exemplified and this has revealed another dimension that can 

directly influence self-leadership. 

Lastly, the results corresponding to the dimensions of HPWS will be elaborated. 

Results-oriented performance appraisal, incentive reward, internal mobility, extensive 

training, and clear job descriptions were stated as some factors that could flourish or 

hinder self-leadership.  

Performance appraisal was the most repeated factor among all and was expressed 

mostly as a facilitator. Establishment of an objective and measurable performance 

system that emphasizes the achievement of long-term goals is expressed to contribute to 

self-leadership development. These kind of systems enable the employees to track their 

performance and see their weaknesses and strengths. In this respect, they serve as 

supporters to control and regulate behavior. Therefore, in an organization with 

established performance standards, employees may perceive it easier to evaluate their 

improvement. They know how they will be evaluated and can see clearly what is 

expected from them. Consequently, they are able to regulate their behavior; these 

systems help them to revise and alter their own goals accordingly.  

Second comes extensive training. Interviewees mentioned the existence of 

training and development opportunities to be mostly a facilitator. Without training, one 
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cannot be expected to go beyond his/ her own limits and increase their performance.  

Previous research also shows that training has positively contributed to the use of self-

leadership strategies (e.g. Frayne & Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Neck & 

Manz, 1996). With these activities, one can feel more competent over his/ her job and 

track his/ her performance better.  

After training, incentive reward was expressed to be a facilitator. Together with 

justice perceptions, rewards are also treated as a part of social transaction. In this 

respect, individuals want to see that their efforts are fairly evaluated and rewarded; 

therefore, incentive reward guarantees that their wages/ bonuses will be based on their 

actual performance. So, when they are paid for their performance, this enables the 

individuals to develop a sense of control over their work, satisfying needs for autonomy 

(Lawler, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1992). Ignoring all other factors, monetary gain is, by 

itself, a major motivator to perform better. Therein, when the subject is rewards, it’s not 

surprising to expect individuals to aim for better than they previously have done.  

Another factor matching up with HPWS dimensions was internal mobility. The 

interviewees mentioned that promotion opportunities and clear career paths facilitated 

their self-leadership. If one sees a future for himself/ herself within the organization, 

then he/ she is expected to exert more self-leadership skills. This is very similar to the 

reasoning behind the results-oriented appraisal dimension. If they sense that they have 

the probability to get a higher position and/ or wage, then they are likely to regulate 

themselves in order to reach the required performance level. 

Last factor that the interviewees expressed was clear job descriptions. In order to 

regulate behavior, one would need a clear, established job description that will show him 

the boundaries and responsibilities of his/ her job. This may help the individual to 
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develop a sense of control over his/ her task area, become more competent within those 

limits and set goals for himself/ herself more easily. Therefore, clarifying ambiguity in 

terms of job, can enhance the development of self-leadership skills. 

When the overall picture in terms of the antecedents of self-leadership is taken 

into consideration, the most striking result is that system-related contextual factors are 

the most effective ones among all. Study 1 has shown us that HPWS has a direct effect 

on self-leadership and Study 2 has provided evidence for the fact that especially some 

dimensions of HPWS; performance appraisal, reward systems, internal mobility, job 

descriptions and training, influence the exertion of self-leadership skills. When these 

results are elaborated together, organizational-system related factors emerge as the most 

influential antecedents of self-leadership within the framework of this research. This 

effect is followed by the contribution of leadership style. Study 1 has provided support 

for the direct effect of transformational leadership on self-leadership. Complementing 

that, Study 2 has shown that, an open, empowering leader can facilitate self-leadership 

whereas a strict leader can block or hinder the use of these skills. This shows us that 

effective managerial style is another important factor that directly affects the level of 

self-leadership.  

The last part of Study 2 concentrated on the outcomes of self-leadership. 

Interviewees were asked to tell what contribution the use of self-leadership strategies 

makes to them. The statements showed that performance, self-confidence, self-

development, work engagement and stress/ time management were affected by self-

leadership.  

Performance/productivity was the mostly mentioned factor among all. Previous 

research is supportive of this finding and show that there is a positive relationship 
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between self-leadership and performance (e.g. Konradt et al., 2009; Frayne & Geringer, 

2000; Neck & Manz, 1996; Prussia et al., 1998; Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1998). As the 

interviewees propose, setting goals and establishing performance standards expedite 

actually reaching that performance. Success was also expressed during the interviews. 

This was exemplified by a study conducted by Murphy and Ensher (2001). They showed 

that individuals who established their own goals and who used self-management 

strategies, reported higher levels of perceived career success.  

In line with the results of Study 1, self-leadership was indicated as a contributor 

to work engagement in the interviews. The participants stated that with the help of self-

leadership strategies, they enjoyed their work and took pleasure. As discussed before, 

the sense of self-control over the outcomes may be effective in increasing the joy and 

enthusiasm the employee experiences. 

Self-confidence was also expressed to be another outcome. As well as self-

efficacy, self-confidence or esteem may act as a catalyzer between self-leadership and 

other job outcomes. Stajkovic and Luthans (1998) claim that when individual lead 

themselves, they are likely to be more confident, and through that confidence, more 

successful. The exertion of power and control over own goals, self-punishment and self-

rewards, and being in charge serve as factors that can increase self-confidence. 

In a similar fashion, people who engage in self-leadership strategies, tend to feel 

themselves improved. Individuals exerting self-leadership can determine their needs and 

wants, adapt themselves accordingly and go for the extra mile. Therefore, self-leadership 

contributes to self-development. 

Last outcome mentioned in the interviews was the ability to manage stress and 

time. Saks and Ashforth (1996) suggest that having control is associated with lower 
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stress and anxiety. Therefore, it is very likely that self-leading individuals are better at 

coping with stress. In a similar way, these individuals can determine their own schedules 

and plan their own time tables as they regulate themselves. Thus, self-leadership can 

enhance individuals’ time management skills. 

 

5.2  Implications 

 

Self-leadership has become an important concept in order for organizations to cope with 

the volatility of the business world. Employees should learn to regulate their own 

behavior without needing the supervision of an external leader, or the role of the leader 

should only be coaching or mentoring. A close supervision culture, usually, fails to meet 

the requirements of current business environment. Two major factors lie behind this. 

First of all, some individuals value autonomy, they are qualified and do not accept being 

directed. Second factor is the competition. When the organizations rely on bureaucratic 

procedures and adopt a control culture, sometimes, they cannot respond and change 

quickly. Therefore, rather than attributing great power to someone, distribution of power 

is required. In this respect, self-leadership offers a potential to be utilized. 

As discussed previously, this research examined some determinants and 

consequences of self-leadership. Besides providing an organizational survival 

advantage, at the individual level, self-leadership contributes to important outcomes 

such as performance, work engagement and organizational citizenship behavior. 

Therefore, supporting the development of these skills may enhance these positive 

consequences, which in return, will also benefit the organization. 
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As seen from the results, some macro variables such as managerial approach and 

organizational culture play an important role in determining self-leadership. Especially 

in terms of leadership, organizations should thrive for a fair, open, sensible manager/ 

leader who communicates with the employees effectively and cares for their 

improvement. Therefore, an organizational culture that is supportive of this should also 

be adopted. People want to work in organizations that are open to new ideas, innovation 

and change.  

Another important implication can be drawn for human resources departments. 

Study 1 has shown that high-performance work systems play an important role in 

facilitating self-leadership. Study 2 has also provided supporting evidence for this and 

has indicated that especially HPWS dimensions regarding performance appraisal, 

training, reward systems and internal mobility are effective in determining the level of 

self-leadership. As seen from both studies, people value fair treatment, objective 

performance appraisal, career opportunities and training. Human resources departments 

should be aware of that and donate the people with the trainings they require or wish for. 

They should settle an open performance appraisal system in which everyone can follow 

their development and get feedback from colleagues. The employees’ responsibilities 

should be clear and they should only be responsible for what they are capable to do. It 

may be hard to achieve as circumstances change, but, during recruitment, human 

resources practitioners may take these into account to match the right person with the 

right job.  

As the answers suggest, people do not like uncertainty. They want to clearly see 

where they can be in the future, how much they will be paid for something and how they 
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will be evaluated. Therefore, openness should be embraced in every level and every 

practice of the organization. 

 

5.3  Future research directions  

 

There are some gaps in the study that can further be investigated. First of all, although 

the industrial differences are investigated, this research lacks to identify whether a 

variation occurs between public and private sectors in terms of self-leadership. 

Intuitively, it can be claimed that private organizations may donate the employees with 

greater autonomy compared to public organizations due to the fact that public sector is 

dominated with more strict rules and practices.  

Another important point to mention is that, the results of the Study 2 has implied 

a broad range of candidate variables that can facilitate or hinder the development of self-

leadership. Though some of these variables were investigated in Study 1, the others such 

as competition, trust, task characteristics, etc. can be regarded as possible antecedents of 

self-leadership. Also, in addition to engagement, other outcomes such as performance, 

self-development, self-confidence, stress and time management were expressed as 

consequences of self-leadership. In this respect, Study 2 has paved the way for future 

research over these variables. 

The effect of culture is another subject of question.  To exemplify, in cultures 

where power-distance is high, it’s hard to constitute a self-leadership climate. The rough 

hierarchical levels can hinder information flow, weaken initiative opportunities and 

impair employees’ self-confidence.  
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 Another possible question that arises from the findings is about the mediator role 

of self-efficacy between self-leadership and organizational citizenship behavior. As the 

results suggest, the hypothesis is only partially supported. Therefore, other variables 

may be investigated to see whether a better explanation can be drawn. For example, 

Plessis and Barkhuizen (2011) state that in order to create a caring environment in 

organizations, psychological capital is a prerequisite. In a recent study conducted by 

Qadeer and Jaffery (2014), it was found that psychological capital mediated the 

relationship between organizational climate and organizational citizenship behavior 

towards both the organization and colleagues. Self-leadership may enhance the 

psychological resources of an individual. Therefore, psychological capital may be a 

candidate to mediate the relationship between self-leadership and organizational 

citizenship behavior. 

 

5.4  Limitations 

 

There are some points that we have to mention when considering the results. First of all, 

the research is cross-sectional, and, therefore, the relationships among the variables 

reflect a definite point in time. In this respect, longitudinal methods can be applied to see 

how the variables change over time.  

Data is collected from firms operating in Istanbul and the generalizability of the 

results is subject to question. Although Istanbul is a metropolitan and can be treated as 

reflecting the major demographical characteristic of Turkey, the findings are dependent 

on the sample and research is needed to be repeated over different samples. 
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In terms of the second study, the sample size is a major limitation. The 

interviews can be conducted in larger samples to see if a pattern emerges. Although 

candidate variables are established for future research, which one is more likely to have 

the major effect cannot be identified due to low sample size. 

Another limitation with regard to the second study is that the distribution of the 

sample in terms of industry does not match with the distribution in Study 1. Although 

the findings of both studies complement and provide support for each other, the 

difference between the sample distributions should be taken into account and the results 

should be approached cautiously. 

A last point to mention is that the theoretical framework assumes that people are 

inclined to be self-determined. Although autonomy is considered as a basic need, some 

people may not have the opportunity to fulfill this need. In contexts that do not offer 

high recognition or trust, employees may not find space to exert self-leadership and self-

leading behaviors may not be reinforced. Also, as Williams (1997) suggests, there is an 

absorptive capacity of every individual; therefore, it cannot be expected that 

interventions in context will yield in same outcomes for every single employee. 

Learning is based on the previous knowledge and capability of the worker and the extent 

of contribution which changes in the context will result in, can be dependent on the 

characteristics of the employee.  

 

5.5  Conclusions 

 

Self-leadership is a set of strategies that enable an individual to regulate his behavior and 

cognitions in order to reach pre-established goals. It has become a crucial concept for 
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organizations as the competition increases and the dynamics of business environment 

change. In this respect, this research aims to determine some possible antecedents and 

consequences of self-leadership. 

Besides its vitality for organizations, self-leadership is seen to have essential 

effects on individual level outcomes such as work engagement, performance and OCB. 

This research provides corroborative support for the importance of self-leadership. 

Transformational leadership, HPWS and proactive personality were investigated 

as the possible antecedents at the first study. They all were found to contribute to self-

leadership. Literature on self-leadership is generally based on the relationships between 

dispositional factors and self-leadership. In this regard, this research shows that 

contextual factors such as leadership style and HPWS can also contribute to the exertion 

of self-leadership strategies. The results of the second study also confirm this and also 

show that task characteristics and some external factors such as customer satisfaction are 

also effective in determining the level of self-leadership. 

Although dispositional factors such proactive personality have a great effect on 

the emergence of self-leadership, it is conceptualized as a learned behavior rather than a 

trait and it is a different concept than personality (Manz, 1986; Stewart, Carson & 

Cardy, 1996). Therefore, self-leadership can be enhanced through contextual 

mechanisms and this research provides an example for that proposition. 
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APPENDIX A 

EMPLOYEE SURVEY FORM  

 

BÖLÜM-1/ SECTION-1: Lütfen birinci derecedeki birim amirinizi düşünerek aşağıdaki 
ifadelere ne derecede katıldığınızı, aşağıda verilen ölçeği kullanıp uygun sayıyı 
cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz./ Considering your immediate supervisor, please 
indicate the level of your agreement with the below statements by writing the suitable 
number next to the corresponding statements. 

(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 
 

1. Onunla çalışmak zevklidir./ Working with him/ her is 
enjoyable. 

Transf. Lead. 

2. Önem verdiği değerleri, inançları bizimle paylaşır./ My 
supervisor talks about his/ her most important values and 
beliefs. 

 

3. Geleceğe olumlu bakar./ My supervisor talks optimistically 
about the future. 

 

4. Kritik varsayımların planlanana uygun olup olmadığını 
sürekli inceler./My supervisor re-examines critical 
assumptions to question whether they are appropriate.  

 

5. Bana grubun herhangi bir üyesi olarak değil de bir birey 
olarak davranır./ My supervisor treats me as an individual 
rather than just as a member of the group. 

 

6. Grubun iyiliği için kendi önceliklerinden vazgeçer./ My 
supervisor goes beyond his/ her self-interest for the good of 
the group. 

 

7. Güçlü bir amaca sahip olmanın önemini belirtir./ My 
supervisor specifies the importance of having a strong sense 
of purpose. 

 

8. Hedeflerimize ulaşabileceğimize güvendiğini belli eder./ My 
supervisor expresses confidence that goals will be achieved. 

 

9. Problemler karşısında farklı bakış açıları ortaya koyabilir./ 
My supervisor seeks differing perspectives when solving 
problems. 

 

10. Kendimi geliştirmeme beni yönlendirir./ My supervisor 
promotes self development. 

 

11. Davranışları ona saygı duymama neden olur./ My supervisor 
acts in ways that build others' respect. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 
 

12. Kararlarının ahlaki, etik sonuçlarını dikkate alır./ My 
supervisor considers the moral and ethical consequences of 
decisions. 

 

13. Ulaşmamız gereken hedefleri büyük bir şevkle anlatır./ My 
supervisor talks enthusiastically about what needs to be 
accomplished. 

 

14. İşimizi nasıl yaptığımıza farklı yönlerden bakmamızı önerir./ 
My supervisor suggests new ways of looking at how to 
complete assignments. 

 

15. Başkalarını yetiştirmek, onlara yeni bir şeyler öğretmek 
onun için önemlidir./ My supervisor spends time teaching 
and coaching. 

 

16. Tavırları güç ve güven hissi verir./ My supervisor displays a 
sense of power and competence. 

 

17. Ortak bir misyona sahip olmanın önemini vurgular./ My 
supervisor talks about the importance of having a common 
mission. 

 

18. Gelecekle ilgili düşleriyle bizleri peşinden sürükler./ My 
supervisor articulates a compelling vision of the future. 

 

19. Sorunlara çok farklı açılardan bakmamı sağlar./ My 
supervisor gets others to look at problems from many 
different angles. 

 

20. Her birimize farklı ihtiyaçları, yetenekleri olan bireyler 
olarak yaklaşır./ My supervisor considers individuals as 
having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from 
others. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-2/ SECTION-2: Lütfen çalıştığınız kurumu düşünerek aşağıdaki ifadelere ne 
derecede katıldığınızı, aşağıda verilen ölçeği kullanıp uygun sayıyı cümlelerin yanına 
yazarak belirtiniz./ Considering the organization you work at, please indicate the level 
of your agreement with the below statements by writing the suitable number next to the 
corresponding statements. 

 

(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

1. Çalışan işe alım sürecinde, doğru adayı seçmek için yoğun bir çaba 
sarf edilir./ Great effort is taken to select the right person. 

HPWS 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

2. Çalışan seçim sürecinde bireyin uzun dönem çalışabilme 
potansiyeline odaklanılır./ Long-term employee potential is 
emphasized. 

 

3. Çalışanlara yönelik yoğun eğitim programları düzenlenir./ Extensive 
training programs are provided for employees. 

 

4. Çalışanlar her yıl düzenli olarak eğitim alırlar./ Employees will 
normally go through training programs every year. 

 

5. Yeni işe girenlere işin gereklerini yerine getirebilecekleri beceriler 
kazandırmak için eğitim verilir./ There are formal training programs 
to teach new hires the skills they need to perform their job. 

 

6. Çalışanların terfi edebilmeleri için eğitim imkanları sunulur./ Formal 
training programs are offered to employees in order to increase their 
promotability in this organization. 

 

7. Çalışanlar bu işletmede kendileri için bir gelecek görmektedirler./ 
Employees do have a future in this organization. 

 

8. Çalışanların terfilerinde kıdemlerine ve yetkinliklerine önem verilir./ 
Promotion in this organization is based on seniority and 
competences. 

 

9. Çalışanların bu işletmede kariyer yolları açıktır./ Employees have 
clear career paths in this organization. 

 

10. Çalışanlar istedikleri müddetçe bu işletmede çalışabileceklerini 
bilirler./ Employees can be expected to stay with this organization for 
as long as they wish. 

 

11. Bu işletmede tüm çalışanlara iş güvencesi sağlanır./ Job security is 
almost guaranteed to employees in this organization. 

 

12. Bu işletmede görevler açık bir biçimde tanımlanmıştır./ The duties in 
this organization are clearly defined. 

 

13. Bu işletmede iş tanımları sistematik ve düzenli olarak güncellenir./ 
Jobs have up-to-date descriptions. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

14. Bu işletmedeki iş tanımları çalışanın tüm görevlerini kapsayacak 
biçimde hazırlanır./ The job description for a position accurately 
describes all of the duties performed by individual employees. 

 

15. Bu işletmede çalışanların performansı, objektif ve ölçülebilir 
sonuçlara dayalı olarak değerlendirilir./ Performance is measured 
with objective quantifiable results. 

 

16. Çalışanların performans değerlemesinde uzun dönemli hedeflere 
vurgu yapılır./ Employee appraisals emphasize long term 
achievement. 

 

17. Bu işletmede çalışanlara ikramiye verilir./ Individuals in this 
organization receive bonuses. 

 

18. İşletmede birey / grup performansına dayalı olarak ödüllendirme 
yapılır./ Close tie or matching of pay to individual/group 
performance. 

 

19. Çalışanların karar verme sürecine katılımları, yöneticileri tarafından 
desteklenir./ Employees are asked by their supervisor to participate 
in decisions. 

 

20. Bu işletmede çalışanlar karar verme süreçlerine katılırlar./ 
Individuals in this organization are allowed to make decisions. 

 

21. Çalışanlar, işlerin daha iyi yapılabilmesi ile ilgili fikir ve önerilerde 
bulunabilirler./ Employees are provided the opportunity to suggest 
improvements in the way things are done. 

 

22. İşletmede, çalışanların yöneticilerle açık bir şekilde iletişim 
kurabilme imkanları bulunmaktadır./ Supervisors keep open 
communications with employees in this organization. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-3/ SECTION-3: Lütfen aşağıdaki maddelerde yer alan ifadelere ne ölçüde 
katıldığınızı uygun sayıyı cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz. Please indicate the level 
of your agreement with the below statements by writing the suitable number next to the 
corresponding statements. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 
 

1. Kendi performansım için belirgin hedefler oluştururum./ I establish 
specific goals for my own performance. 

SelfL. 

1. Bir işi yapmadan önce, o işi başarılı bir şekilde yerine getirdiğimi 
gözümde canlandırırım./ I visualize myself successfully performing a 
task before I do it. 

 

2. Sıkıntılı durumlarla karşılaştığımda, yardımcı olur diye, bazen kendi 
kendimle (yüksek sesle veya sessizce) konuşurum./ Sometimes I talk 
to myself (out loud or in my head) to work through difficult situations. 

 

3. İşimde ne kadar iyi olduğumu izlemek benim için önemlidir./ I make 
a point to keep track of how well I’m doing at work. 

 

4. Gerçekte (fiilen) bir işi yapmadan önce, kafamda, başarılı olduğumu 
arada sırada canlandırırım./ Sometimes I picture in my mind a 
successful performance before I actually do a task. 

 

5. Bir sorun yaşadığımda, o durum hakkındaki düşüncelerimin 
doğruluğunu değerlendiririm./ I try to mentally evaluate the accuracy 
of my own beliefs about situations I am having problems with. 

 

6. Kendim için belirlediğim hedeflere yönelik çalışırım./ I work toward 
specific goals I have set for myself. 

 

7. Bir işi başarıyla tamamladığım zaman, kendimi hoşlandığım bir şeyle 
sık sık ödüllendiririm./ When I have successfully completed a task, I 
often reward myself with something I like. 

 

8. Ne zaman sıkıntılı bir durum yaşasam, kendi düşünce ve 
varsayımlarım hakkında düşünürüm./ I think about my own beliefs 
and assumptions whenever I encounter a difficult situation. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-4/ SECTION-4: Lütfen kendi kişilik özelliklerinizi düşünerek, aşağıdaki 
ifadelerin sizi ne ölçüde tanımladığını cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz./ Considering 
your personality traits, please indicate the level of your agreement with the below 
statements by writing the suitable number next to the corresponding statements. 

(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

1. Yeni bir durumla karşılaştığımda ne yapmam gerektiğini bilirim./ 
Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen 
situations. 

Self-
Eff. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

2. Beklenmedik durumlarda nasıl davranmam gerektiğini her zaman 
bilirim./ I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected 
events. 

 

3. Bana karşı çıkıldığında kendimi kabul ettirecek yolları bulurum./ If 
someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what I 
want. 

 

4. Her türlü zorluğun üstesinden gelirim./ I can usually handle whatever 
comes my way. 

 

5. Eğer gayret edersem güç sorunların çözümünü her zaman bulurum./ I 
can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 

 

6. Tasarılarımı gerçekleştirmek ve hedeflerime erişmek bana zor 
gelmez./ It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my 
goals. 

 

7. Bir sorunla karşılaştığım zaman onu çözebilmeye yönelik birçok 
fikrim vardır./ When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually 
find several solutions. 

 

8. Güçlükleri soğukkanlılıkla karşılarım, çünkü yeteneklerime her zaman 
güvenebilirim./ I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I 
can rely on my coping abilities. 

 

9. Ani olayların da üstesinden geleceğime inanıyorum./ I can solve most 
problems if I invest the necessary effort. 

 

10. Her sorun için bir çözümüm vardır./ If I am in trouble, I can usually 
think of a solution. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-5/ SECTION-5: Lütfen kendi kişilik özelliklerinizi düşünerek, aşağıdaki 
ifadelerin sizi ne ölçüde tanımladığını cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz./ Considering 
your personality traits, please indicate the level of your agreement with the below 
statements by writing the suitable number next to the corresponding statements. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 
 

1. Her zaman işleri daha iyi yapmanın yollarını ararım./ I am always 
looking for better ways to do things. 

ProPers 

2. Fırsatların farkına varmak konusunda son derece iyiyimdir./ I excel 
at identifying opportunities. 

 

3. Eğer hoşlanmadığım bir şey olduğunu görürsem, düzeltirim./ If I 
see something I don’t like, I fix it. 

 

4. Bulunduğum her ortamda, yapıcı değişikliklerin öncüsü 
olmuşumdur./ Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force 
for constructive change. 

 

5. Benim için hiçbir şey, düşüncelerimin hayata geçtiğini görmekten 
daha heyecan verici olamaz./ Nothing is more exciting than seeing 
my ideas turn into reality. 

 

6. Başkaları karşı çıksa bile düşüncelerimin arkasında durmayı 
severim./ I love being a champion for my ideas, even against 
others’ opposition. 

 

7.  Sürekli olarak yaşamımı iyileştirmenin yeni yollarını ararım./ I am 
constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life. 

 

8. Ne kadar zor olursa olsun, eğer bir şeye inanırsam onu 
gerçekleştiririm./ No matter what the odds, if I believe in something 
I will make it happen. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-6/ SECTION-6: Lütfen aşağıdaki tutum ve davranışları ne sıklıkla 
sergilediğinizi uygun sayıyı cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz. Please indicate how 
often you perform the following attitudes and behaviors by writing the suitable number 
next to the corresponding statements. 

     (Hiçbir zaman-1; Nadiren- 2; Ara sıra- 3; Genellikle- 4; Her zaman- 5)/ (Never-1; 
Seldom-2; Sometimes-3; Usually-4; Always-5) 
 

1. Sabah uyandığımda işe gitmek için istekli olurum./ When I get up in the 
morning, I feel like going to work. 

Eng. 
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     (Hiçbir zaman-1; Nadiren- 2; Ara sıra- 3; Genellikle- 4; Her zaman- 5)/ (Never-1; 
Seldom-2; Sometimes-3; Usually-4; Always-5) 
 

2. İşimi yaparken enerji dolu olurum./ At my work, I feel bursting with 
energy.  

 

3. Her şey yolunda gitmese bile işimde daima sebat ederim./ At my work I 
always persevere, even when things do not go well. 

 

4. Çok uzun saatler çalışabilirim./ I can continue working for very long 
periods at a time. 

 

5. İşimde zihinsel olarak oldukça dayanıklıyım./ At my job, I am very 
resilient, mentally. 

 

6. İşimde kendimi güçlü ve dinç hissederim./ At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous. 

 

7. İşimin ilgi çekici ve gayret gerektiren bir iş olduğunu düşünüyorum./ 
To me, my job is challenging. 

 

8. İşim bana ilham verir./ My job inspires me.  

9. İşimi hevesle yaparım./ I am enthusiastic about my job.  

10. Yaptığım işle gurur duyarım./ I am proud on the work that I do.  

11. Yaptığım işin anlamlı olduğunu ve bir amaca hizmet ettiğini 
düşünüyorum./ I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.  

 

12. Çalışırken çevremdeki her şeyi unutuveririm./ When I am working, I 
forget everything else around me. 

 

13. Çalışırken zamanın nasıl geçtiğini anlamam./ Time flies when I'm 
working. 

 

14. Çalışırken yaptığım işe kendimi kaptırırım./ I am immersed in my work.  

15. Çalışırken mola vermekte zorlanırım./ It is difficult to detach myself 
from my job. 

 

16. Çalışırken işime dalıp giderim./ I get carried away when I’m working.  
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     (Hiçbir zaman-1; Nadiren- 2; Ara sıra- 3; Genellikle- 4; Her zaman- 5)/ (Never-1; 
Seldom-2; Sometimes-3; Usually-4; Always-5) 
 

17. Yoğun çalıştığım zamanlarda kendimi mutlu hissederim./ I feel happy 
when I am working intensely. 

 

 

BÖLÜM- 7/ SECTION-7: Son olarak, lütfen aşağıdaki 7 soruyu cevaplayınız./ Lastly, 
please answer the 7 questions below.  
 
1) Ne kadar süredir iş hayatında çalışıyorsunuz? __________yıl/ 
For long have you been working? _______ years 
 
2) Ne kadar süredir şu anki şirketinizde çalışıyorsunuz? __________yıl/ 
For long have you been working in your present company? _______ years 
 
3) Şirketteki göreviniz: __________________________/ 
Your position in the company _________________ 
 
4) Cinsiyetiniz: Kadın __ Erkek __/ 
Your gender: Female __ Male__ 
 
5) Yaşınız: __/ 
Your age:__ 
 
6) Eğitim durumunuz: İlköğretim__ Lise__ Üniversite__ Lisansüstü__/ 
Your level of education: Elemantary school__ High school__ University__ Higher 
education__ 
 
7) Şirketinizin hizmet alanı:/ Sector of your company: 

Eğitim__   Education__ 
Gıda__    Nutrition__ 
Perakende satış__  Retail__ 
Müşteri hizmetleri__  Customer Services__ 
Finansal hizmetler__  Financial Services__ 
Diğer........................  Other……………. 

 
Anket sona ermiştir. Katılımınız için teşekkür ederiz./ The survey is over. Thank you for 

your participation. 
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APPENDIX B 

 SUPERVISOR SURVEY FORM  

 

BÖLÜM-1/ SECTION-1: Lütfen, bahsi geçen çalışanınızın davranışlarını göz önüne 
alarak, her cümledeki ifadeye katılım derecenizi, aşağıda verilen ölçeği kullanıp uygun 
sayıyı cümlelerin yanına yazarak belirtiniz./ Considering the performance and behavior 
of your aforementioned employee, please indicate the level of your agreement with the 
below statements by writing the suitable number next to the corresponding statements. 

 
(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

1. İşe gelmemiş olan kişilere yardım eder./ Helps others who have been 
absent. 

 

2. Ağır iş yükü olan kişilere yardım eder./ Helps others who have heavy work 
load. 

 

3. (İstenmese de) yöneticisine işinde yardımcı olur./ Assists supervisor with 
his/her work (when not asked). 

 

4. İş arkadaşlarının problemlerini ve endişelerini dinlemek için zaman ayırır./ 
Takes time to listen to co-workers' problems and worries. 

 

5. Yeni çalışanlara yardım etme zahmetine katlanır./ Helps orient new people 
even though it is not required. 

 

6. Diğer çalışanlarla kişisel olarak ilgilenir./ Takes a personal interest in other 
employees. 

 

7. İş arkadaşlarına bilgi yayar./ Passes along information to co-workers.  

8. İşe devamı standartların üzerindedir./ His/her attendance at work is above 
the norm. 

 

9. İşe gelemeyeceği zaman önceden bildirir./ Gives advance notice when 
unable to come to work. 

 

10. Gereksiz molalar verir./ Takes undeserved work breaks.  

11. Kişisel telefon görüşmeleriyle çok fazla vakit harcar./ A great deal of 
his/her time is spent on personal phone/email/other communications. 
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(Kesinlikle katılmıyorum -1; Katılmıyorum- 2; Ne katılıyorum ne katılmıyorum- 3;  
Katılıyorum- 4; Kesinlikle katılıyorum-5)/ (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 
Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree) 

12. İşteki önemsiz şeylerden şikayet eder./ Complains about insignificant things 
at work. 

 

13. Örgütsel mülkü korur ve kollar./ Conserves and protect organizational 
property. 

 

14. Düzeni korumak için konulan resmi olmayan kurallara riayet eder./ Adheres 
to informal rules devised to maintain order. 

 

 

BÖLÜM-2/ SECTION-2: Son olarak, lütfen aşağıdaki 6 soruyu cevaplayınız./ Lastly, 
please answer the 6 questions below:  
 
1) Ne kadar süredir iş hayatında çalışıyorsunuz? __________yıl/ 
For long have you been working? _______ years 
 
2) Ne kadar süredir şu anki şirketinizde çalışıyorsunuz? __________yıl/ 
For long have you been working in your present company? _______ years 
 
3) Cinsiyetiniz: Kadın __ Erkek __/ 
Your gender: Female __ Male __ 
 
4) Yaşınız: __/ 
Your age:__ 
 
5) Eğitim durumunuz: İlköğretim__ Lise__ Üniversite__ Lisansüstü__/ 
Your level of education: Elemantary school__ High school__ University__ Higher 
education__ 
 
6) Şirketinizin hizmet alanı:/ Sector of your company: 
 Eğitim__   Education__ 
 Gıda__    Nutrition__ 
 Perakende satış__  Retail__ 
 Müşteri hizmetleri__  Customer Services__ 
 Finansal hizmetler__  Financial Services__ 
 Diğer........................  Other……………. 

 
Anket sona ermiştir. Katılımınız için teşekkür ederiz./ The survey is over. Thank you for 

your participation. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW FORM 

 

Mülakat Soruları 

I. Öz-liderlik 

Araştırmamız kapsamında öz-liderliği geliştiren ve engelleyen faktörleri ve öz-liderliğin 

sonuçlarını inceliyoruz. Öz-liderlik “kişinin bireysel ve örgütsel başarıya ulaşmak için 

kendisini motive etme ve yönlendirme süreci” olarak tanımlanmaktadır. Bu doğrultuda 

kişiler düşünce biçimlerini ve davranışlarını değiştirerek çeşitli stratejilerle kendilerini 

amaçlarına ulaşmak için yönetmektedirler. Örneğin kişinin kendisi için performans 

hedefleri belirlemesi, iş sonuçlarına göre kendisini ödüllendirmesi ya da cezalandırması, 

işteki gelişiminin takibini yapması ve iş yaparken işin keyifli yanlarına odaklanması bu 

gibi stratejilerden bazılarıdır.  

 

1. Bu ve benzeri stratejileri ne derece uyguladığınızı düşünüyorsunuz? 

2. Çalıştığınız kurumu göz önünde bulundurduğunuzda, ne gibi faktörlerin/ 

uygulamaların öz-liderliğinizi geliştirmenize yardımcı olduğunu düşünüyorsunuz?  

3. Hangi faktörlerin varlığı/ eksikliği öz-liderliğinizi olumsuz etkiliyor?  

4. Nasıl bir ortamda çalışmak öz-liderliğinizi geliştirirdi? 

5. Nasıl bir ortamda çalışmak öz-liderliğinizi köreltirdi? 

6. Bu stratejileri uygulamak size neler katıyor? 

 

II. Demografikler 

1. Kaç yaşındasınız? 

2. Evli misiniz, çocuğunuz var mı? 

3. Eğitim durumunuz nedir?  

4. Kaç yıldır iş hayatı içerisindesiniz? 

5. Şu anda çalışıyor musunuz? Çalıştığınız firmayı ve işinizi kısaca tanımlar mısınız? 

6. Bu firmada ne süredir çalışıyorsunuz? 
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Interview Questions 

I. Self-Leadership 

Within the framework of this research, we are investigating the factors that facilitate and 

inhibit self-leadership and the outcomes of self-leadership. Self-leaderships is defined as 

“a process of motivating and directing one’s self in order to foster organizational and 

individual performance”. In this respect, people change their cognitions and behaviors 

and manage themselves with different strategies in order to reach their goals. For 

example, establishing self-set performance standards, rewarding or punishing 

accordingly, following up the development at work and concentrating on the enjoyable 

aspects of the job are some of these strategies. 

 

1. How often do you use this kind of strategies?  

2. When you consider the company you work for, what kind of factors/ practices 

facilitate your self-leadership?  

3. The presence/ absence of what kind of factors negatively affect your self-leadership?  

4. What kind of an environment would improve your self-leadership? 

5. What kind of an environment would inhibit your self-leadership? 

6. What is the use of these strategies for you? 

 

II. Demographics 

1. How old are you? 

2. Are you married, do you have children? 

3. What is your level of education? 

4. For long have you been working? 

5. Are you currently working? Could you briefly describe the company and your job? 

6. For how long have you been working in this company? 
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